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

We are members one of another.—
Ephesians 4:25.

Almighty and Eternal God, in the
midst of the discords of these difficult
days and the demands of our daily duties
help us to hold fast to our faith in free-
dom and to keep alive our love for liberty.

Grant that our Nation and the nations
everywhere may put forth greater efforts
to achieve peace in our world and to build
bridges between people that in deed and
in truth we may be one community of
persons dwelling upon the face of the
earth.

In the Master’s name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE
SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to
announce that pursuant to the authority
granted him on Tuesday, May 18, 1971,
he did, on that day, sign the following
enrolled joint resolution of the Senate:
Senate Joint Resolution 100.

A COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE
ON PUBLIC WORKS

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
chairman of the Committee on Public
Works which was read and referred to
the Committee on Appropriations:

May 14, 1971,
Hon. CARL ALBERT,
Speaker of the House,
Washington, D.C,

My Dear Mgr. SpeaxEr: Pursuant to the
provisions of the Public Buildings Act of
1959, and the Independent Offices and De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Appropriation Act, 1971, the House
Committee on Public Works on May 6, 1971,
approved the following projects:

Shreveport, La.: Courthouse and office
building (lease construction amendment).

Beltsville, Md.: Consolidated Federal Law
Enforcement Trailning Center (construction
revision).

Resolution authorizing and direecting the
Administrator of General Services to make a
building project survey within the District
of Columbla for the establishment of a con-
vention center-sports arena.

With warm personal regards,

Sincerely,
JOHN A. BLATNIK,

Chairman, Commitiee on Public Works.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

REPRESENTATIVE MOLLOHAN
JOINS IN SPONSORING LEGISLA-
TION WITH REFERENCE TO THE
FEDERAL PRIVACY ACT

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

Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. Speaker, today I
have joined in sponsoring legislation in-
troduced by Representative EpwARD
KocH, of New York, which is called the
Federal Privacy Act.

I will state my reasons very briefly.

One of the great dangers to democracy
comes from the accumulation of dossiers
on individuals. Collected in seemingly
harmiless routine checks for employment
and assistance under Federal programs,
these files pass with the speed of the
computer from agency to agency and
often times to other persons outside the
Government.

Many of these files contain rumors
which remain unchecked and uncon-
tested by the individual, and far too of-
ten these files become an albatross
around the neck of an innocent person.

We have heard the argument that only
a guilty person would have anything to
fear from governmental files, but who
knows what interpretation can be placed
on actions we consider innocent, espe-
cially if the facts are distorted. What is
needed is the freedom from the subtle
coercion to stay in line which comes from
the awareness that someone is judging
and watching you.

BIG BUS BILL

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

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, as I
have indicated previously, the House
Public Works Committee has ordered the
big bus bill reported favorably. While
the bill has not. yet been formally re-
ported, it is my intention to take the
floor periodically to discuss the bill.

Today, I would like to call the atten-
tion of my colleagues to the financial
aspect of the size and weight legislation.
I refer to proposals to “provide for a
more equitable distribution of the costs
of highway programs.” In plain language
the proposal calls for an increase in the
diesel fuel tax from 4 cents per gallon
to 5 cents per gallon, and to establish
a graduated scale for vehicle use tax.
Recommendations for these increases
stem from studies which have paralleled
the various studies on size and weight.
The studies clearly indicate that ve-
hicles utilizing diesel fuel were not pay-
ing their fair share of the costs of high-
way programs. In fact, on a ton-mile
basis, the studies show that the auto
owner pays over five times as much Fed-
eral gas tax as a truckowner.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that we

should insure that trucks and buses pay
their fair share of the cost of highway
programs before we consider any in-
crease in the size and weight of these
vehicles. My bill, H.R. 455, the Highway
User Act of 1971, would lead to a
thorough study of this problem and to
a reasonable and fair solution to this
obvious inequity and unfair treatment
of the drivers of automobiles.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

(Mr, ROBINSON of Virginia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr., ROBINSON of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, although I was present for other
business of the House on Monday, May 17,
I was absent from the floor on necessary
business when the votes were taken on
H.R. 5060, to amend the Fish and Wild-
life Act of 1956 to provide a criminal pen-
alty for shooting at certain birds, fish,
and other animals from an aircraft, and
H.R. 2587, to establish the National Ad-
visory Committee on Oceans and Atmos-
phere.

If present, I would have voted in the af-
firmative on each of these bills.

PLUMBERS LOCAL 388, LANSING,
MICH.,, VOTES TO ACCEPT A
LOWER PAY RAISE THAN IS
DUE UNDER THEIR CONTRACT

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

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, Mr. Speaker, I
rise to report to my colleagues of the
House one of the most unusual economic
events that has ever come to my atten-
tion—particularly as we recall the pur-
pose of our late session last night. The
news is that the Plumbers Local 388,
Lansing, Mich., has voted to accept a
lower pay raise than is due them under
their contract. The contract called for a
wage increase of 85 cents an hour on
June 1, 1971. Instead, the plumbers have
decided that they will accept only 40
cents of that 85 cents, deferring any fur-
ther raise at least until March 1, 1972,
when the pay structure will be reex-
amined in the light of economic condi-
tions at that time. This is not a deferral
of a wage increase to be picked up later.
There is no question of retroactivity on
this 45 cents voluntary cut. A spokesman
for local 388 put it this way:

We are simply going to take 45 cents less
per hour for the next § months as & means of
stimulating construction in Michigan.

These craftsmen recognize that high
rates of pay are a self-delusion if you
cannot attract the customers to pay
those rates.

Mr, Speaker, I submit that this small
group of Michigan plumbers has set a
large example for the whole United
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States—an example of enlightened self-
interest. The construction industry has
been accused of feeding the fires of in-
flation, of being selfish, and shortsighted.
It is most encouraging to report to the
Congress an event that runs contrary to
a threatening trend in this country. I
am advised that Secretary of Labor, the
Honorable James D. Hodgson, has tele-
graphed congratulations on this decision
to Douglas Griffith, business agent of
Plumbers Local 388. I would like to add
my congratulations and I know the House
of Representatives and the Congress
joins me.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE CERTAIN RE-
PORTS

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, by direction of
the Committee on Rules, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Rules may have until midnight tonight
to file certain reports.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I have been looking
in vain for one of the leaders on the
majority side to try to ascertain what
the business of the House will be this
afternoon other than these few printing
resolutions. I wonder if there is anyone
here who could tell the House whether
we can go to an early lunch today, know-
ing that there will be no business trans-
acted? What is the situation?

Could my friend, the gentleman from
California (Mr. S1sk) help us as to what
the situation will be here this afternoon?

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle-
man from Iowa will yvield, I will say
to the gentleman that I am not a part
of the leadership, therefore I am afraid
I cannot enlighten the gentleman as to
what is proposed for this afternoon.

My only purpose was to ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Rules may have until midnight tonight
to have the opportunity to file reports
on matters that were reported out late
last night.

Mr. GROSS. When I left here last
night about 9:30, or whatever the time
the session adjourned, it was my feel-
ing that we would be going back to a
consideration of the legislation that was
undertaken so hurriedly yesterday after-
noon. Then I was amazed to read in the
newspaper this morning that perhaps
we would not return to that legislation
for 2 or 3 weeks.

This is incomprehensible in view of
the vigor with which the House devoted
itself to the legislation yesterday after-
noon., Can anyone give any substantial
reason for the sudden postponement of
that legislation for 2 or 3 weeks?

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr. GROSS. Of course, I am delighted
to yield further to my friend from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. SISK. I would say to the gentle-
man from Iowa that I represent only
the Committee on Rules, and the Com-
mittee on Rules is always ready, will-
ing, and able to operate at any given
opportunity or moment.

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I know that.
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Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I would be happy to yield
to the distinguished gentleman from
Ohio.

Mr., HAYS. Mr, Speaker, I do not pro-
pose to speak for the leadership, al-
though I understand there is nothing
else on the agenda except printing res-
olutions. But I can, I think, enlighten
the gentleman from Iowa a little bit,
just from my own personal observation,
about why we are not continuing to take
up the other bill, and that is that we do
not have enough votes, so we may not
take it up again.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
that answer by the gentleman from Ohio
because it is what I suspicioned, and the
gentleman, with his usual frankness, con-
firms my worst suspicions.

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

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

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I would
corroborate what the gentleman from
Ohio said, that all the business sched-
uled for today are the seven printing
resolutions which he will present. I can~
not make any further comment about the
schedule for today other than the fact
that there are just the seven printing
resolutions to be considered.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, this would
have been an excellent day, had this in-
formation been confirmed eazrlier, to go
fishing. I am sorry I did not learn of
it earlier.

Mr. McFALL. I am sorry also.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

PRINTING OF REPORT ENTITLED
“INVESTIGATION AND HEARING
OF ABUSES IN FEDERAL LOW-
AND MODERATE-INCOME HOUS-
ING PROGRAMS"

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on House
Administration, I submit a privileged re-
port (Rept. No. 92-211) on the concur-
rent resolution (H, Con. Res. 103) pro-
viding for the printing of the report en-
titled “Investigation and Hearing of
Abuses in Federal Low- and Moderate-
Income Housing Programs,” and ask for
immediate consideration of the concur-
rent resolution.

The Clerk read the concurrent resolu-
tion as follows:

H. Con. Res. 103

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That there shall be
printed for the use of the Committee on
Banking and Currency of the House of Rep-
resentatives two thousand copies of the com-
mittee print entitled “Investigation and
Hearing of Abuses in Federal Low- and
Moderate-Income Housing Programs,” a staff
report and recommendations prepared for
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to

;& motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.
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AUTHORIZING PRINTING OF VET-
ERANS' BENEFITS CALCULATOR

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I submit a privileged re-
port (Rept. No, 92-212) on the concur-
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 120) to
authorize the printing of a Veterans’
Benefits Calculator, and ask for immedi-
ate consideration of the concurrent reso-
lution.

The Clerk read the concurrent resolu-
tion as follows:

H. Con. Res. 120

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That after the con-
clusion of the second session of the Ninety-
second Congress there shall be printed fifty
thousand two hundred and forty coples of a
Veterans' Benefits Calculator prepared by the
House Committee on Veterans' Affairs of
which two thousand coples shall be for the
use of the House Committee on Veterans’
Affairs, two thousand coples for the use of
the Senate Committee on Veterans' Affairs,
thirty-seven thousand four hundred and
eighty-five coples for the use of the House of
Representatives, and eight thousand seven
hundred and fifty-five coples for the use of
the Senate.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 1, line 4, following the word “thou-
sand" strike out “two hundred and fYorty”
and insert in lieu thereof “one hundred and
fifty-five”.

Page 1, line 9, following the word “hun-
dred” strike out “and eighty-five.”

The committee amendments were
agreed to.
The concurrent resolution was agreed

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

REPRINTING BROCHURE
“HOW OUR LAWS ARE MADE"”

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on House
Administration, I submit a privileged
report (Rept. No. 92-213) on the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 206) to
reprint brochure entitled “How Our Laws
Are Made,” and ask for immediate con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution as follows:

H. Con REs. 206

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the brochure
entitled “How Our Laws Are Made”, as set
out in' House Document Numbered 91-127
of the Ninety-first Congress, be printed as a
House document, with a suitable paperback
cover of a style, design, and color to be
selected by the chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary of the House of Representa-
tives, with emendations by Joseph Fischer,
Esquire, law revision counsel of the House of
Representatives Committee on the Judicliary,
and with a foreword by the Honorable
Emanuel Celler; and that there be printed
two hundred and forty thousand filve hun-
dred ninety-eight thousand additional cop-
les, of which twenty thousand shall be for
the use of the Committee on the Judiciary
and the balance prorated to the Members of
the House of Representatives.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 1, lines 11 and 12, following the word
“printed" strike out the words “two hundred
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and forty thousand five hundred” and in-
sert in lieu thereof the words “ninety-eight
thousand”.

Page 1, line 12, following the word “which”
strike out the word “twenty” and insert in
lieu thereof the word "“ten”.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No. 103]

Fisher
Foley
Ford,
Willlam D,
Fountain
Fulton, Tenn.
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gettys
Giaimo
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gubser
Hansen, Idaho
Hébert
Howard
Hull
Jones, N.C.
Karth
Eeilth
Leggett
Long, La.
McCulloch
McDonald,
Mich.
Macdonald,

Abourezk
Addabbo
Anderson, Ill.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Ashley
Badillo
Baring
Blatnik
Bolling
Burlison, Mo.

Miller, Callf.
Mills
Minshall
Mollohan
Morgan

Nix

Patman
Pelly

Pryor, Ark.
Railsback
Randall
Rees
Rooney, N.Y.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roy
Runnels

St Germain
Scheuer
Schneebell
Shipley

Sisk
Stuckey
Teague, Calif,
Tiernan
Udall

Wryatt
Young, Tex.

Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Chappell
Clark

Clay
Conyers
Corman
Davis, 5.C.
Dennis

Drinan
Dulski
Dwyer
Edwards, La.
Esch

Mass.
Mathias, Calif.

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 348
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

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

Evins, Tenn.

REPRINTING BROCHURE ENTITLED
“HOW OUR LAWS ARE MADE”

The SPEAKER. At the time of the
quorum call, there was still pending
House Concurrent Resolution 206 and
amendments thereto.

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The concurrent resolution was agreed

}L motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AUTHORIZING CERTAIN PRINTING
FOR THE COMMITTEE ON VETER-
ANS' AFFAIRS

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I submit a privileged report
(Rept. No. 92-214) on the concurrent
resolution (H. Con. Res. 242) authorizing
certain printing for the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs, and ask for immediate
consideration of the resolution.

The Clerk read the concurrent resolu-
tion, as follows:

H. Con. Res. 242

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That after the con-
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clusion of the first session of the Ninety-sec-
ond Congress there shall be printed for the
use of the Committee on Veteran® Affairs of
the House of Representatives fifty-six thou-
sand one hundred copies of a publication en-
titled “Summary of Veterans Legislation Re-
ported, Ninety-second Congress, First Ses-
sion”, with an additional forty three thou-
sand nine hundred coples for the use of
Members of the House of Representatives.

That after the conclusion of the second
session of the Ninety-second Congress there
shall be printed for the use of the Commit-
tee on Veterans® Affairs of the House of Rep-
resentatives fifty-six thousand one hundred
copies of a publication entitled “Summary
of Veterans Legislation Reported, Ninety-
second Congress”, with an additional forty
three thousand nine hundred copies for the
use of Members of the House of Representa-
tives.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 1, line B, following the word *“addi-
tional” strike out “forty-three thousand
nine hundred” and insert in lieu thereof
“forty-four thousand."

Page 2, lines 3 and 4 following the word
“additional” strike out “forty-three thou-
sand nine hundred” and insert in lieu there-
of “forty-four thousand”,

The committee amendments were
agreed to.
The concurrent resolution was agreed

-A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES
OF PART I OF THE HEARINGS BE-
FORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON
CRIMINAL LAWS AND PROCE-
DURES OF THE COMMITTEE ON
THE JUDICIARY

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I submit a privileged report
(Rept. No. 92-215) on the Senate Con-
current Resolution (S. Con. Res. 15) per-
taining to the printing of additional
copies of Part I of the hearings before
the Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and
Procedures of the Committee on the
Judiciary, and ask for immediate con-
sideration of the Senate concurrent reso-
lution.

The Clerk read the Senate concurrent
resolution, as follows:

8. Con. REs. 15

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That there be
printed for the use of the Senate Commit-
tee on the Judiclary five thousand addition-
al coples of part I of the hearings before the
Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and Proce-
dures of the Committee on the Judiciary on
February 10, 1971, entitled “Reform of the
Federal Criminal Laws, Volume I, Report of
the National Commission on Reform of Fed-
eral Criminal Laws".

The Senate concurrent resolution was
concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES
OF SENATE REPORT 91-1548, EN-
TITLED “ECONOMICS OF AGING:
goA;véaRD A FULL SHARE IN ABUN-

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
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ministration, I submit a privileged re-
port (Rept. No. 92-216) on the Senate
concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 18)
authorizing the printing of additional
copies of Senate Report 91-1548, entitled
“Economics of Aging: Toward a Full
Share in Abundance,” and ask for im-
mediate consideration of the Senate con-
current resolution.

The Clerk read the Senate concurrent
resolution, as follows:

S. Cox. REs. 18

Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That there be
printed for the use of the Senate Special
Committee on Aging six thousand additional
copies of its report to the Senate of Decem-
ber 31, 1970, entitled “Economics of Aging:
Toward a Full Share in Abundance” (Senate
Report 91-1548).

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

Mr. BRADEMAS. I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I understand the con-
current resolution provides for the print-
ing of 6,000 additional copies, for the use
of the Senate, of its report on the sub-
ject of “Economics of Aging: Toward a
Full Share in Abundance.” If I approach
the Senate, politely and courteously, 1
wonder if I could get a copy of that re-
port. Being one of the younger Members
of the House, I am interested in the
“Economics of Aging: Toward a Full
Share in Abundance,” and particularly
the latter. Would I be able to get a copy?

Mr. BRADEMAS. Not only am I sure
that the gentleman would be able to ob-
tain a copy from the Senate, but I am
glad to say to my friend from Iowa that
immediately upon adoption of the reso-
lution I shall be glad to hand him a copy.

Mr. GROSS. I shall be delighted to
have it. I thank the gentleman.

The Senate concurrent resolution
was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr, GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I take this time for the purpose of ask-
ing the distinguished majority whip the
plans for today and the plans for tomor-
row so far as the House is concerned.

Mr. O’NEILL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr, O'NEILL. We have completed the
business for today. There is nothing on
the schedule for tomorrow.

At the present time, as the Members
know, the supplemental appropriation
bill is being acted upon by the Senate. It
is anticipated action will be completed by
the Senate tonight. Consequently the
bill would arrive back here tomorrow,
for a conference commitiee. It is under-
stood at that particular time a motion
will be made by one of the Members to
instruct the conferees with respect to the
SST, so conseguently it would appear
that the matter will be before the House
tomorrow and that there will be a roll-
call asked.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD, As I under-
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stand it, when the other body concludes
action later tonight—and it is my under-
standing there will be a vote at about
6 o’clock on the SST matter in the other
body—and finishes that supplemental
appropriation bill it will be messaged
over to the House tomorrow, when we
meet.

At that time, as I understand it, the
gentleman from Texas, the chairman of
the committee, will move to send it to
conference. Is that correct?

Mr. MAHON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yleld to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. MAHON. The Senate may finish
the second supplemental bill tonight, in-
cluding, of course, action on the SST.

In the background, we must consider
this: Some parts of the Government are
confronted with a payless payday unless
action is taken this week on the second
supplemental bill or unless action is
taken on the special continuing resolu-
tion which passed the House last week
and which has not been considered by the
other body, and which would make it
possible to avoid a payless payday. So it
does seem to me that tomorrow could
be a very critical day.

It seems to me we have to move with all
deliberate speed to try to get the bill to
conference and have a determination
made so that, if possible, we might com-
plete action on the second supplemental
bill tomorrow. It may be that the other
body may not act on the continuing reso-
lution; that would depend on action on
the second supplemental bill,

That seems to be about the best way to
summarize the situation at the moment.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. What the
majority whip and the gentleman from
Texas are saying is there is a high
degree of likelihood that there will be a
vote in the House of Representatives
tomorrow?

Mr. YATES. Will the gentleman yield
to me?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Would the gentleman
permit me to ask the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations a question, which is this: Sup-
pose the Senate does not finish the
second supplemental bill tonight after
voting on the SST? Will not the gentle-
man’s request to go to conference then
be put over until Monday?

Mr. MAHON. If the gentleman will
yield to me, I think the record is clear
that if the other body defeats the SST,
action on the hill will be completed to-
night in the other body. Therefore, it
could go to conference tomorrow. If the
SST is not defeated in the other body—
or so a public statement has been made
in the other body, as I understand it—
then it is indeflnite as to when action
on the bill in the other body will be
completed. But it is unpredictable, of
course, as to what the other body will
do.

We must, I think, try to avoid a pay-
less payday. However, it is up to the
other body because we have passed a
continuing resolution, But the other
body, it seems, would prefer to enact
the second supplemental bill and avoid
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acting on the continuing resolution if
that is possible.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. What is the
status of the continuing resolution, may
I ask the chairman?

Mr. MAHON. The continuing resolu-
tion was passed by the House last week.
It has been reported from committee in
the Senate. It is there on the calendar,
and it can, of course, be taken up at the
will of the other body. But as the gentle-
man realizes, as long as the other body
does not pass the continuing resolution,
that adds pressure for the necessity of
early action on the second supplemen-
tal bill.

Mr. YATES. Will the gentleman yield
further to me?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Yes. I yield
to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. The reason for my ques-
tion is that the SST item is placed in the
middle of the second supplemental bill,
and it is possible that there may be a
number of other items in the bill that
may be subject to controversy. That was
the reason why I asked my question and
not because of any disagreement on the
SST. It is because the Senate may not
finish the bill tonight. There is that pos-
sibility.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. May I sum-
marize the situation? As I see it, the
likelihood is that the other body will pass
the second supplemental tomorrow at the
latest and hopefully today sometime.

And, if so it will come to the House
tomorrow and at that time there is a
probability that there will be a rollcall
and Members ought to be advised of that

possibility ?

Mr. O'NEILL. The gentleman is ex-
actly correct.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD., I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. PUCINSKI. The distinguished
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee mentioned the prospect of a pay-
less payday this weekend.

Is it possible that if the other body
is all snarled up on the SST, or if the
conferees get tied up on the SST, or this
House gets tied up, that indeed this SST
controversy could mean a payless pay-
day this weekend?

Mr. MAHON. On the 20th of this
month, which is tomorrow, we were told
last week that there would be a payless
payday for postal employees unless we
quickly settle the second supplemental
bill and send it to the White House, or
unless the Senate passes the continuing
resolution which the House has already
passed.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, if both
bodies remove this very controversial SST
from the legislation and let us move on
to approve the whole supplemental ap-
propriation bill, then this situation would
be avoided?

Mr. MAHON. My attention was mo-
mentarily diverted. I did not quite get the
gentleman's question.

Mr. PUCINSKI, Or, the third alterna-
tive is for both bodies to remove this very
controversial SST from the supplemen-
tal appropriation bill and get the bill
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approved in order that the boys can get
their pay?

Mr. MAHON. That would be a matter
between the House and the Senate.

FUNDS FOR POLLUTION CRISIS

(Mr. ROUSH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Speaker, on Febru-
ary 8, 1971, President Nixon stated in
his environmental message to Con-
gress:

Adeguate treatment of the large volume
of commercial, industrial and domestic
wastes that are discharged through munieci-
pa.l systems requires a great ax.penditure of
funds.

This statement coupled with the con-
sistent administration emphasis on an
all-out attack on our pollution crisis,
causes me to question why the Presi-
dent has chosen to put $200 million in
reserve for water and sewer facility
grants. In no other single area, do-
mestically, has the Chief Executive
launched such a widespread campaign
as he has in the area of pollution. I
heartily commend the President’s pro-
posals, but equally strongly, I object to
his refusal to spend these funds in light
of our immediate need to meet water
quality standards all over the couniry.
This is yet another example of Mr.
Nixon's failure to match his rhetoric
with reality. On the one hand, he talks
about the dire need and makes promises
for the future. On the other hand, he
withholds funds which could be used
now to meet the needs we have today.

The President was very explicit in
that environmental message. He em-
phasized:

We must have action to meet the needs
of t.oday if we would have the kind of en-
vironment the nation needs for tomorrow.

I simply ask the President to follow
his own advice and release those funds
now, so drastically needed to meet our
national pollution problem.

Perhaps some light can be thrown
on this contradiction between words and
action. Mr. Romney, Secrefary of the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, in testimony on March 4,
1971, before the Senate Subcommittee on
Housing and Urban Affairs, spoke about
congressional authorization of $1 bil-
lion for water and sewer grants in the
Emergency Facilities Act of 1970. The
Secretary said that—

This actlon has led to false hopes all over
the country. I don't think that any of you
belleve that the President is going to ask
for these funds, and I don’t believe that the
Congress would appropriate them if he did.

We can’t go in every program with higher
and higher levels of spending without find-

ing some new sources of revenue to meet
the cost.

I had thought such decisions rested
with the Congress.

At the same time, Secretary Romney
discussed the issue of revenue sharing
and the impoundment of funds. In ref-
erence to an additional $200 million
which is in reserve for urban renewal, the
Secretary stated:
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These extra funds will not be used this
year to increase a program scheduled for
termination January 1, 1872, when speclal
revenue sharing is scheduled to go Into
effect.

In reference to the $200 million in re-
serve for water and sewer facilities, he
added:

As in the case of urban renewal, there will

be no acceleration of a program scheduled
for termination January 1, 1972,

I resent the Secretary’s assumption of
congressional prerogatives and his pre-
judgment of congressional intent. Rev-
enue sharing is not presently the law,
and withholding of funds in expectation
of that is a highly presumptive action.
And furthermore, I firmly object to his
suggestion or threat that until revenue
sharing comes into existence these funds
will remain in reserve in spite of any
moneys Congress appropriates.

And to add insult to injury, Secretary
Romney said in that same testimony:

I am not golng to be a party to throwing
federal funds around just because they hap-
pen to be avallable.

The U.S. Congress does noft appropri-
ate money loosely and moreover, allo-
cating funds for badly needed sewage
facilities and urban renewal is hardly
“throwing money around.”

These statements by spokesmen for the
administration, statements we have
heard before and continue to hear, to my
mind, present a serious gquestion to this
legislative body. Just how long must we
accept this blatant usurpation of con-
gressional authority?

THE NARCOTIC ADDICTION REHA-
BILITATION ACT OF 1966

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

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, my re-
marks today are addressed to those in
this body who voted in favor of the Nar-
cotic Addict Rehabilitation Act of 1966.

We acted in the earnest conviction
that by this landmark legislation we
were taking a large step toward com-
bating the insidious evil of narcotic
addiction in the United States.

We had every reason to presume that
the provisions of the NARA legislation
would be conscientiously and diligently
administered by the executive agencies
of our Government.

It is my regrettable duty to report to-
day that our expectation may have been
naive, to say the least. We did not count
on the clear intent of the legislation
being frustrated by the National Insti-
tute of Mental Health.

NIMH, it turns out, has arbitrarily
assumed unto itself the right to decide
when and where the agency, in its infi-
nite administrative wisdom, will heed to
provisions of the NARA legislation that
was duly enacted into law by the Con-
gress of the United States.

In my possession is a NIMH document
which brazenly suggests that the agency
itself ask the courts to reduce drug ad-
diction commitments under NARA.

And if our colleagues are rightfully
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wondering why an agency would suggest
such an incredible step, I must explain
that it was doing so in order to lighten
the patient load on one of only two nar-
cotic treatment centers in the Nation so
that, of all things, it could close up the
center.

In other words NIMH is guilty not
only of unsurpassingly faulty judgment
in seeking to close up one of our Nation's
only two comprehensive drug treatment
centers.

It has had the further audacity to pro-
pose that the courts curtail admissions
to this center so that it can build a bet-
ter argument for closing it up.

The center involved in the NIMH's
crude attempt at administrative sleight-
of-hand is the Clinical Research Center
in Fort Worth.

In its planning papers to rob the Na-
tion of the crucially needed facility, an
NIMH official had this to say:

Fort Worth would cease taking patients as
of June 1 from 15 states . . . These patients
would go to Lexington, Lexington would have
to support an additional 85 beds. . ..

During the month of July courts in the
West would be asked to reduce NARA com-
mitments. This would be done on an informal
basis with those courts that contribute heav-
ily to NARA admissions.

Mr. Speaker, this is incredible. Never in
our country’s history have we faced such
a grave crisis in drug abuse. Only last
month, a special subcommittee of the
House Armed Service Committee esti-
mated that 40 to 50 percent of the men
entering military service have at least
experimented with marijuana, and up-
ward of 10 percent of our personnel in
Vietnam could be using hard narcotics.

Against this chilling backdrop, NIMH
proposes blithely to ignore the emphatic
intent of Congress on the matter of pro-
viding treatment.

If the Congress of the United States
allows this agency to get away with this
irresponsible action, we ought to be
ashamed of ourselves,

If we let NIMH close up a valuable
treatment center at the very height of a
drug crisis of unparalleled magnitude,
we ought to add to the Narcotics Addic~
tion Rehabilitation Act of 1966:

All provisions of the Act are subject, of
course, to the arblitrary whims of the Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health and any
other executive agency which cares to ignore
or alter the provislons herein contained,

REPRESENTATIVE SNYDER INTRO-
DUCES RESOLUTION TO DECLARE
MAY 19, 1971, AS DR. WILLIAM CUL~
BERTSON DAY

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

Mr, SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I have
introduced a resolution which would, if
passed, declare this day Dr. William Cul-
bertson Day in honor of one of America’s
foremost Christian educators.

One of the truly remarkable things
about Dr. Culbertson is that, in these
days of student-administration animos-
ity and conflict, it was the students of

Dr. Culbertson who wrote to me and
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asked me to make a gesture of gratitude
to him here in the Congress.

Many of my colleagues have received
letters and telegrams from constituent
students praising Dr. Culbertson, but I
would like to take this opportunity to
acquaint all of you with this outstanding
individual.

Dr. Culbertson has served as president
of Moody Bible Institute in Chicago since
February 4, 1948. During those years,
the institute has taken giant strides for-
ward under his leadership—giant strides
in training young people for full-time
Christian service. Many of the school’s
graduates are presently serving in mis-
sion fields across the world, or here at
home as pastors, Christian education di-
rectors, home missionaries, or Christian
laymen. Notably, nearly 10 percent of the
American missionaries in the field today
have been trained by the Moody Bible
Institute.

Dr. Culbertson came to Moody in 1942
as dean of education. He had previously
served as pastor and teacher in the East.
At the age of only 31, he was elected
bishop of the Reformed Episcopal Church
in the New York area—the youngest man
ever elected to that position.

On August 1 of this year, Dr. Culbert-
son will become chancellor of Moody
Institute and the students there have
planned a program for May 19, today,
to honor their president. Typical of the
response evoked across the Nation by this
singular tribute was a telegram from the
Reverend Billy Graham in which he
congratulated Moody students for honor-
ing their president while other students
have no respect for their presidents. It
represents an index of high regard for
the man himself—and a measure of the
quality of his students.

Dr. Culbertson has been a true leader
in the evangelical movement. Through
his own ministry, his exemplary personal
life, and his 29 years at Moody, he has
made an invaluable contribution to the
spiritual fiber of America.

It is thus with great pleasure and ad-
miration that I join today with the stu-
dents of Moody Bible Institute, Chris-
tians, men of good will, and my col-
leagues in Congress in wishing Dr, Wil-
liam Culbertson our best wishes for con-
tinued success—and our gratitude for his
distinguished and faithful contribution
to our country, our civilization, and our
personal lives.

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased today to join with many of my
colleagues in the House of Representa-
tives in honoring Dr. William Culbertson,
president and soon to be chancellor of
the Moody Bible Institute in Chicago.

While I do not know Dr. Culbertsor
personally, his reputation and popularity
are well known. As a mark of the respect
and affection with which he is held by his
students and alumni of the institute, to-
day has been chosen as Dr. Culbertsen
Day.

Dr. Culbertson has served as president
of Moody for more than 23 years. At the
completion of his term in August, he will
become chancellor of the institute. Dur-
ing his tenure as president, he has ex-
erted a strong and positive influence on
his students during their education and
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throughout their lives. It is now esti-
mated that nearly 10 percent of Ameri-
can missionaries serving today are grad-
uates of Moody.

I am particularly aware of the strong
influence Dr, Culbertson’s leadership has
had on young people. Richard Middleton,
a young man from my congressional dis-
trict, decided to attend Moody rather
than accepting an appointment to the
U.S. Military Academy at West Point.
Richard has written to me expressing his
respect for Dr. Culbertson. Quoting from
his letter:

Dr. Culbertson has been a falthful servant,
keeping the Institute in step with the chang-
ing times, as well as a patriotic American. He
and the Institute have made an invaluable
contribution to the spiritual fiber of our great
nation.

This is a fine tribute from a student
to a president of an institution of higher
education, especially during these times
of campus strife. I am certain that these
words from his students will mean more
to him than anything we can say in the
House today.

At any rate, we salute this fine leader
and declare this Dr. William Culbertson
Day in the U.S. House of Representatives.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, as one
of the Members of Congress from Chi-
cago, it gives me great pleasure to join
with my colleagues today in’ expressing
congratulatory wishes to Dr. Williams
Culbertson on his forthcoming—Au-
gust 1—installation as chancellor of one
of the outstanding educational institu-
tions in our city, and indeed, in our Na-
tion—the Moody Bible Institute. I am
grateful to my good friend, the Honor-
able GENE SNYDER of the Fourth District
of Kentucky, for having sponsored this
tribute to Dr. Culbertson.

Born in 1905 in Philadelphia, Dr. Cul-
bertson received his S.B. from Temple
University in 1929 and his B.D. from the
Reformed Episcopal Theological Semi-
nary in that same year. Since 1930 he
has served as a trustee of that seminary.

Through the years he has been a dis-
tinguished leader in his denomination,
the Reformed Episcopal Church, founded
here in America in 1873. Ordained in
1928, he was consecrated Bishop in 1937,
and has served parishes in Pennsylvania,
New Jersey, and New York. In 1939 he
received his LL.D. from Bob Jones Uni-
versity in Greenville, S.C.

Dr. Culbertson lectured at the Phila-
delphia Seminary from 1929 to 1942, and
his association with the Moody Bible In-
stitute dates from 1942 when he became
dean, a post he held until 1947 when he
was designated acting president and dean
of education—1947-48. He has served as
president since 1948, while, while also—
since 1947—editing the widely respected
Moody Monthly. He has been assistant
editor and associate editor of the Epis-
copal Recorder and, since 1940, a mem-
ber of the North American Counecil,
China Inland Mission. His membership
in the Evangelical Theological Society
reflects a lifelong commitment to evan-
gelical religion.

The Moody Bible Institute was
founded in 1889—as the Chicago Bible
Institute—by the great American evan-
gelist, Dwight L. Moody. For over 80
years it has been a vital center of Chris-
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tian faith. In his ministry at Moody, Dr.
Culbertson has made a great contribu-
tion to the spiritual health of America,
to the Christian world-community, and
to the ongoing life and work of the Moody
Institute, giving of himself generously
and without stint. He has rendered in-
estimable service to his Nation and to
the cause of Christ in a ministry truly
blessed of God and man in these troubled
days.

To Dr. Culbertson, his wife, and chil-
dren, I am delighted to extend my con-
gratulations at this time and my best
wishes for abundant good health and
continuing fruitful service to our people.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, it has come to
my attention that the students of the
Moody Bible Institute have set aside this
day, May 19, 1971, to honor their pres-
ident, Dr. William Culbertson, who will
become chancellor of the institute on
August 1, 1971.

Dr. Culbertson has dedicated his life
and work to the training of young Chris-
tian people who endeavor to serve the
Lord. Over the past quarter of a century,
he has unswervingly devoted his time
and energies to guide these aspiring stu-
dents to achieve a higher purpose.

Mr. Speaker, this man’s achievements
will stand as a lasting monument to his
life and work and, under general leave,
I hereby pay tribute to a great man.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I am today joining with several of
my colleagues in asking for a congres-
sional resolution to declare May 19, 1971,
as Dr. William Culbertson Day.

I have with me several letters from
constituents who were former students
at Moody Bible Institute. These letters
express in direct and eloquent language
the great appreciation these students feel
for Dr, Culbertson’s leadership at Moody
Bible Institute over the past 23 years.

At the present time I insert copies of
these letters in the REcorp as a fitting
tribute to Dr. Culbertson:

DeaR CONGRESSMAN ANDERSON: I am a stu-
dent at Moody Bible Institute, and we are at-
tempting to set aside a special day for our
president, Dr. Willlam Culbertson who has
served our school since 1848. He is now com-
pleting his term and will become chancellor
in August.

Our Student Council has asked Cong. Gene
Snyder to introduce a resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim May 19, 1871, as
Dr. William Culbertson Day.

As a resident of your district I would ap-
preciate it grea.tly if you would throw Your
support behind this resolution and help pass
it in time.

Moody has trained more than 10% of the
missionaries serving today, as well as thou-
sands of pastors and Christlan workers in
America. Dr. Culbertson has been a faithful
servant, keeping the Institute in step with
the changing times, as well as a patriotic
American. He and the Institute have made
an invaluable contribution to the spiritual
fiber of our great nation.

Respectfully yours,
SarLrLy S. LEE,
May 4, 1971.

DEaAr CONGRESSMAN ANDERSON: Dr. William
Culbertson has served as president of Moody
Bible Institute for more than 20 years. He
is now completing his term and will become
chancellor in August.

I am a student at Moody, and we are at-
tempting to set aside a special day for him,
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to honor him for the faithful, God-honoring
service he has given Moody since 1948,

Our Student Council has asked Cong. Gene
Snyder to introduce a resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim May 19, 1971, as
Dr. Willlam Culbertson Day.

Moody has trained more than 10 percent
of the missionaries serving today, as well as
thousands of pastors and Christian workers
In America. Dr. Culbertson has been a faith-
ful servant, keeping the Institute in step
with the changing times, as well as a pa-
triotic American. He and the Institute have
made an inwvaluable contribution to the
spiritual fiber of our great Nation.

As a resident of your distriet, I would
appreciate it greatly if you would throw
your support behind this resolution, and
help get it passed in time. Thank you.

Sincerely yours,
CATHY BARDELL,

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SNYDER. Mr, Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members de-
siring to do so may extend their remarks
on the subject of Dr. William Culbertson
Day.

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

There was no objection.

THE SST AND THE SECOND SUPPLE-
MENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. YaTes) is recognized for 30
minutes,

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, the House is
aware of the discussion a few minutes
ago to the effect that a motion to instruct
the conferees on the SST will be made at
such time as consent is requested to send
the second supplemental appropriation
bill to conference. I propose to make that
motion, Mr. Speaker. I do not like to
take this step of seeking to instruect con-
ferees before they go to conference, but
I have no other alternative, if there is
going to be another vote on the SST in
the House, and in my opinion such a vote
is necessary in view of the developments
of last week after the House resurrected
the SST program.

Mr. Speaker, I believe Members would
want to and ought to have an opportu-
nity to express themselves again on the
issue before the conference begins. Some
will argue that we should not bind the
hands of the conferees, and as a general
rule that is true. But that rule is not ap-
propriate here, Members will be afforded
no opportunity to vote again on the SST
after the conference is reported back to
the House. The rules of the House pre-
vent it. Under the applicable parliamen-
tary procedure Members will only be able
to approve or disapprove the report in
toto. Any agreement made in the con-
ference on the SST will be buried in the
mass of appropriation items and the SST
will not be susceptible to a separate vote
unless, of course, the item is brought
back in disagreement.

Mr. Speaker, that is why this motion
is so important. It is probable that all
of the conferees will be supporting the
House position, unless the House in-
structs them to the contrary. They will
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feel that they are mandated to support
the position of the House and most of
them have supported SST appropriations
in the past. The vote on my motion will
probably represent the last opportunity
that Members will have to show their
awareness of how drastically the situa-
tion has changed since last Wednesday.

Mr. Speaker, when I think of the House
vote last week I am reminded of a story
about one of the colorful members of the
House in an earlier day. I am referring
Mr. Speager, to the chairman of the
House Subcommittee on Agriculture of
the Appropriations Committee, old Judge
Tarver, who got into a very strong argu-
ment with his counterpart in the other
body, Senator Bankhead. They argued
for weeks in conference over a particular
item until, finally, Judge Tarver made a
last proposition. Senator Bankhead pro-
tested in surprise. “But, Judge,” he said.
“Do you want the House to approve an
absurdity?” The judge chawed his to-
bacco and then spat. “Senator,” he said,
“It’s been done before.”

What the House did last week in res-
urrecting the SST was an absurdity as
was shown by the statements by the con-
tracting officials only 1 day later.

It all came about through the efforts
of my distinguished friend, the minority
leader, who in his speech to the House
proposed a bargain basement sale to buy
the two SST prototypes.

He said that the Congress could buy
the two SST prototypes almost for the
price of the termination costs. He as-
serted it would cost more to terminate
the contract than to keep it going, and
many Members accepted that view. One
has only to read the Recorp of that day
to see in almost every speech the state-
ment that all the House had to do was
to approve the $85 million in the bill,
pay the rest of the contract price of $1.3
billion—or perhaps a little more for
starting up costs—and the Government
would become the owner of two proto-
type SST aircraft.

But, Mr. Speaker, the next day came
reality, the reality of the additional enor-
mous costs that I warned against in my
speech, but which were outlined by the
contractors this time in statements to
the press. The very next day the top
executives of the contracting companies,
Boeing and General Electric, exploded
completely the arguments of the
minority leader’s bargain sale by saying
in effect they wanted no part of that
deal.

Mr, William M. Allen, who is the chair-
man of the board of the Boeing Corp.,
said it would cost an additional one-half
to 1 billion dollars over the contract fig-
ure just to get the two prototypes. At
the same time, a Boeing spokesman in
Seattle said that the contractors would
not go to work again on the SST project
unless the Government assumed the cost
of the SST production model as well. Ac-
cording to testimony before the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, of which I am a
member, Mr. Speaker, that cost for the
production phase of the aircraft is esti-
mated to be between $3 and $4 billion.

And on the same day, Mr. Speaker,
Fred Borch, who is the chief executive
officer of General Electric, said he wanted
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no more of any cost-sharing contracts,
no 90 percent to the Government or 10
percent to the company. He did not want
that kind of a contract any more. From
now on it must be 100-percent Govern-
ment funding. Thus, Mr. Speaker, in-
stead of a contract for two prototype air-
craft costing an additional $300 or $400
million over the $85 million approved by
the House, as the House had been led to
believe would be the case, the cost to the
Government, by the contractors’ own
statements, would approximate $5 to $6
billion.

Mr. Speaker, I read from the author-
itative magazine, Aviation Week and
Space Technology, for May 17, 1971. It
says on page 26, and I quote from that
publication:

Boeing's Allen sald there would have to be
some kind of financial support beyond the
construction of two prototype aircraft and
100 hr. of testing, to which the original con-
tracts were limited.

He declined to name a figure for the finan-
cial support he feels his company needs to
offset some of the production costs. But, he
said, “It's in the billions.”

The magazine said further that a
spokeman for General Electric indicated
that the company would require a settle-
ment of its termination costs before it
initiates talks on a new contract. Boeing
said it viewed any new contract as en-
tirely separate from the terminated one.

My good friend, the distinguished
minority leader, was quoted in the press
the next day as saying that these were
only negotiating statements on the part
of the contractors. And now the White
House through Clark McGregor says the
cost would really be $200 million more
than those stated by the contractors,

Well, Mr. Speaker, I do not think the
contractors are very anxious to return to
that same contract again for any price.
They might be willing to consider an-
other contract with different, much more
expensive terms to the Government, but
certainly not at the price that was repre-
sented to the House when it voted to re-
vive the SST project.

I suspect the contractors are delighted
to get out of the contract. The SST un-
dertaking was a very risky one, and the
contractors had advanced to the point of
where they would have to invest very
substantial amounts of their own money,
not the Government’s money, but their
own money, in the project. That makes a
difference. I am informed the amount
was $278 million.

Mr. Speaker, the time has come to stop
indulging in wishful thinking. The minor-
ity leader's estimates are obviously wrong.
It is clear that the termination costs for
the contract are much lower than the
costs would be necessarily to go ahead.
In fact, termination costs are hundreds
of millions of dollars less even for the
prototypes.

I propose to offer the motion, Mr.
Speaker, because the conferees cannot
perform miracles, they cannot compel
Boeing and General Electric to return to
a contract that has been terminated, and
that they do not want for their compa-
nies.

All the White House horses and all the
White House men cannot put that con-
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tract back together again if Boeing and
General Electric say “No.”

And I cannot understand the insistence
by the White House that the contract be
kept alive.

I would be fearful of any new contract
that the White House approved for an
SST if the House insists on keeping this
program alive. The costs have skyrocket-
ed too much.

The White House can do it under exist-
ing authority. As a matter of fact, the
SST, itself, did not come into being as
the result of a single bill voted out by
the Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committees of the House and Senate. Its
authority is based upon a very old pro-
vision in the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration law which gives the administra-
tor the authority to buy experimental
aircraft. There was never any kind of
additional authority given other than
the repetition of that provision in the
legislation which established the Depart-
ment of Transportation.

Mr. Speaker, it is much more reason-
able if Members of the House favor the
SST, as many of them do—it would be
much more reasonable if they want the
United States to have one, to let the In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce Commit-
tees of the House and Senate review the
entire situation, examine the facts and
vote out a bill if the committee thinks it
should be done. This is not a simple mat-
ter. It involves billions of dollars of the
taxpayers’ money, and it is a matter that
deserves thorough exploration by the leg-
islative congressional committees before
additional billions of dollars are voted to
continue work on that plan,

I believe, Mr. Speaker, that the con-
ferees ought to be instructed to close this
chapter of the book, and I will urge that
my motion be accepted.

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

Mr, YATES. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I take
this opportunity to congratulate my col-
league, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
Yates) for the truly magnificent job he
has done in leading the opposition to
this project. Very often we ask if, in a
legislative body of 435 Members in the
House, one individual can achieve any-
thing. I believe that our colleague, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. YATES) has
demonstrated that there is room within
this system to generate an opposition
and to make this opposition meaningful
and to make your own voice in opposition
heard and to make your objections
known. The gentleman has done a great
job. It is my hope that the other body
will reject the unfortunate action taken
here last week.

I was deeply concerned a few moments
ago when the distinguished chairman of
the House Committee on Appropriations
cautioned that we may see payless pay-
days for postal workers as a result of
this new controversy over the SST which
I thought we had safely put away a num-
ber of weeks ago.

I am disturbed that this matter has
come back to the House under the guise
of providing funds for closing out con-
tracts, and then, through parliamentary
maneuvering, see the closing out pro-
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posal become a new proposal for con-
tinuing the SST.

I believe that the gentleman from Il-
linois has on a number of occasions very
graphically demonstrated that those of
us who are opposed to this SST and have
been opposed to it all these years, are
not opposed to progress. I am sure that
the time will come when a supersonic
transport must be developed for this
country, But right now there are so many
questions still unanswered—and this
project requires such an enormous out-
lay of money. The gentleman from Illi-
nois quite properly states the case when
he says that for that kind of expendi-
ture the appropriate committee of the
House, in this instance the House Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee,
ought to carefully examine the entire
matter and then come before the House
with a carefully worked out proposal.
Surely no one can deny, as the gentleman
stated so succinctly today, that aftfer
Congress rejected the SST, private finan-
ciers of Wall Street were approached
with a suggestion that perhaps this proj-
ect ought to go public and that public
investments ought to be solicited to raise
the money. The president of the largest
bank in New York rejected the suggestion
by saying that the project was not fi-
nancially feasible and that he would not
urge any investment in the project.

If private capital does not want to in-
vest in this project, why should taxpay-
ers be asked to rearrange their urgent
priorities to spend money on this pro-
gram?

Of course, the gentleman is correct
when he states that development funds
voted here the other day will not make
any significant contribution toward the
development of the SST. It will take an
enormous amount of money, not only in
building the two prototypes, but after
the two prototypes have been success-
fully developed, if indeed they are suc-
cessfully developed, it would take from
$4 to $6 billion to develop a production
capability. I do not know of anything
that is more cruel than the hoax be-
ing played on unemployed workers in
the aerospace industry by holding up to
them some sort of promise that if, in-
deed, the SST development is confirmed
they will find jobs. There will not be a
single new job generated by the SST un-
til about 1978—assuming that the $4 to
$6 billion should be found for developing
a production capability.

So it seems to me the gentleman has
made up an excellent case for instructing
the conferees tomorrow, if needed the
Senate rejects the SST, to go along with
the Senate version.

The other day in general debate our
colleague from Ohio listed 26 airlines,
which showed an interest in purchasing
future SST transports and the sum total
of SST's they indicated they would buy in
the foreseeable future was about 70. We
know that at today’s dollar value, we
would have to have at least 300 SST's
sold at a price of no less than $60 to $70
million before the taxpayers could re-
cover 1 penny of their investment in
this project. Everybody agrees that at
this stage and time there is no foresee-
able market for 300 SST's at a price of
$60 to $70 million.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

The final argument that I have made,
and tried to convey on this floor, is that
even if the profotypes are developed,
under legislation approved by Congress
and now on the books of this land, laws
setting the maximum tolerable limits for
aircraft operation at airports on take-
off and landing, forgetting about the su-
personic boom, forgetting about all the
other projects, and just dealing now with
the problem of takeoff and landing noise;
under standards developed by the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration setting tol-
erable aircraft noise limits, the SST could
not be certificated.

This argument seems to get lost in the
furor and the great plunge forward to
fund the prototypes. But I say to you in
this House that with standards now be-
ing developed and set by the FAA for
conventional aircraft, there is no reason
to believe the SST will be excluded from
such legislation. There is no grandfather
clause in existing law that says somehow
or other you are to exclude the SST.

I say to you that the SST, under exist-
ing standards being developed by the
FFA for tolerable noise limits on depar-
ture and landing, the SST cannot be cer-
tificated, and if there is no other reason
why we should reject this concept at this
time, it is because the industry has not
been able to assure anyone that they are
going to be able to develop powerplants
for landing or for taking the SST off
from any airport in this country or in
the world within the tolerable noise lim-
its now being established for all aircraft
by the FAA.

So I congratulate my colleague on the
magnificent fight that he has led. We
will join in supporting funds for develop-
ment of an SST at that point in time
when the scientists and the engineers
and the aerospace industry indicate to
us they can meet the unsolved problems
of this development—environmental
problems, noise problem, cost problem.
When those things have been met, I am
sure we will all join in helping to fund
an effective supersonic transport for our
country.

Mr. YATES. I thank my distinguished
colleague from Illinois for the very com-
plimentary remarks he has made about
my activities in connection with the SST
program, in opposition to the construc-
tion of the SST.

I also want to commend the gentle-
man for the very dynamic and aggressive
part he has played in fighting the de-
velopment of the SST.

PCB'S—ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARD—
SHOULD BE BANNED

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TeacUuE of Texas). Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RyYaAwN) is recognized for
30 minutes,

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, our environ-
ment—our lives—are being threatened
by a deadly family of chemicals called
polychlorinated biphenyls—PCB’s. Con-
cerned about the potential hazards of
PCB’s, I brought this matter to the at-
tention of the appropriate Federal agen-
cies over 1 year ago, hopeful that the
necessary protections would be taken by
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administrative action. But that action
has not been forthcoming. Therefore, in
light of this failure and newly found evi-
dence that PCB’s are entering our food
chain, T am introducing today legisla-
tion to han PCB’s except for a very few
particular uses,

The hazards of polychlorinated bi-
pheny cannot be overstated. Manufac-
tured in the United States solely by the
Monsanto Co. under the trade name
Aroclor, these chemicals have been dis-
covered in a wide variety of foods and
animals. Like their chemical cousin—
DDT—PCB’s cause birds to lay eggs with
shells too thin to protect the embroys
they enclose. They have a deleterious ef-
fect on the reproductive capacity of ani-
mals. And PCB’s and their residue are
extremely toxic to animal life. But by far
the most frightening hazard is the effect
of these chemicals on human beings.

PCB’s may be taken into the body by
direct action upon the skin or as a vapor
taken through the respiratory tract. The
effect on the skin is chlorance. The early
symptoms are pimples and dark pigmen-
tation; later, more serious eruptions.
Persons who have been continuously ex-
posed to PCB's may suffer nausea, vomit-
ing, loss of weight, endema, and abdomi-
nal pain, increased respiration, lowered
blood cell count, and inhibition of
carbonhydrate metabolism. More serious
effects are those on the kidneys. The
principal effect, however, is on the liver—
possibly leading to atrophy, followed by
death.

As PCB's are not soluble in water, they
are—like DDT—very persistent in the
environment. This insolubility factor
makes these chemicals capable of being
widely distributed over the earth via air
currents. Their hazard is increased by the
fact that PCB's, especially those of high
chlorine content, resist biological break-
down.

PCB’s have been manufactured in the
United States by the Monsanto Co. and
sold for use in general plasticizer ap-
plications; in closed system applications,
such as coolants in transformers; as
hydraulic fluids; and an extender for
pesticides, among other uses.

Among the wide variety of products in
which PCB’s have been used are plastici-
zers, coatings for paper and fabric, fire-
retardant compounds, photothermogra-
phic copy sheets, decorative sparkling
plastics, asphalt, adhesives, paraffin,
printer’s ink, resins, rubber products,
paints, pesticides, lacquers, sealing com-
pounds, polyester film, and water-repel-
lent canvas for camping materials.

When I first brought the maftter of
PCB’'s to the attention of the appropri-
ate Federal agencies over 1 year ago, I
requested that certain actions be taken to
protect our health and our environment
from the hazards of PCB's.

At that time, I urged the Secretary of
Agriculture to ban the use of PCB’s in
pesticides. The Agriculture Department
agreed to discontinue the use of PCB's
in pesticides and to cancel registravions
for pesticides containing PCB’s.

I urged the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration to set food tolerance levels for
PCB’s to require the labeling of all
products containing them, and to deter-
mine whether this chemical should be
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banned completely for all uses. In reply-
ing to me, the FDA advised me that it
was undertaking a survey to determine
the extent of food contamination from
PCB’s—the results of which I still have
not received. FDA refused to set food tol-
erance levels and to require labeling.

I urged the Secretary of the Interior to
act to protect fish and wildlife from this
hazard. He replied that investigations
were being carried out by various agen-
cies of the Federal Government and the
results of these studies would be fun-
neled to the staff of the Council on Envi-
ronmental Quality.

I urged the Commission on Product
Safety to determine the nature and ex-
tent of the threat to our environment.
The Commission replied that it was not
possible for the Commission to conduct
an indepth investigation of the hazards
of PCB’s at that time.

And I urged the Council on Environ-
mental Quality to coordinate the efforts
of all appropriate Government agencies,
so that the public might know the sources
and the seriousness of the PCB danger,
and that it take steps to eliminate this
hazard as soon as possible. The Council
advised me that it was working with
other Federal agencies to determine what
course of action was available to the Fed-
eral Government.

In April 1970, I called upon the Mon-~
santo Co. to take action to prevent PCB’s
from escaping into the environment. I
asked Monsanto to require special label-
ing for all PCB-containing materials.
And I asked the company to release its
annual production and sales statistics to
researchers in the field of PCB pollution.

After meetings with representatives of
Monsanto in my office and exchanges of

correspondence, Monsanto’s Organic
Chemical Division agreed that effective
August 30, 1970, Monsanto would “no
longer sell the chlorinated biphenyls to
customers for use in general plasticizer
applications where disposal of the end
product cannot be controlled. This in-
cludes all the applications referred to in
our bulletin 0/PL-360."”

Monsanto further agreed to reformu-
late fire-resistant hydraulic fluids to ex-
clude PCB’s by the end of 1970.

The company said that it would con-
tinue fo sell PCB’s for use in closed sys-
tem applications; for example, trans-
formers, capacitors, and heat transfer
fluids. But it did agree to work with its
customers to control emissions to the en-
vironment and to establish a service to
collect spent fluids to be returned to
Monsanto for regeneration or destruction
in a specially designed high-temperature
incinerator. According to a letter from
Monsanto to me dated March 24, 1971,
Monsanto anticipates that this incinera-
tor will begin operation on July 1 of this
year.

In that March 24 letter to me,
Monsanto stated that all “sales of poly-
chlorinated biphenyls to applications
where the disposal of the end product
cannot be controlled have been discon-
tinued,” and that the “complete range of
fire-resistant hydraulic fluids has been
reformulated to exclude polyehlorinated
biphenyl.”

Exhibiting a callous indifference to the
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public welfare, however, Monsanto has
refused repeatedly to make sales and
production figures available to me—
information needed by scientists if they
are to determine what quantities of
PCB’'s have and are escaping into the
environment. However, Monsanto has
informed me that it would make such
information available to “responsible
Government agencies” on a confidential
basis. Monsanto has also refused to
supply a complete list of uses of PCB’s
claiming this information “would serve
no useful nonpolitical purpose.”

Monsanto has taken some steps, under
public pressure, to restrict environment
contamination by PCB’s. But more needs
to be done. Present control of PCB's is
dependent upon the efforts and good
faith of the Monsanto Co. and the full
cooperation of each and every one of its
customers. That is not enough to insure
protection of our citizens from the men-
ace of this deadly chemical. The Federal
Government has a responsibility to make
sure that the necessary steps are taken
to prevent PCB contamination—and not
by merely relying on the good intentions
of a corporation. It must set stringent
Federal standards and make sure that
these standards are enforced.

Thus, I renewed my call for adminis-
trative action by requesting the Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to place an immediate ban on the
importation, manufacture, and sale of
all products containing PCB’s, with the
possible exception of certain closed sys-
tem applications. I urged that he require
that any products containing PCB'’s,
which were not included in such a ban,
be labeled with a warning of their detri-
mental environmental effects. I requested
that he obtain from Monsanto those pro-
duction and sales figures necessary to
determine the extent of possible PCB
contamination—data which Monsanto
would not provide me. And I urged that
the Environmental Protection Agency
coordinate the efforts of all appropriate
governmental agencies in dealing with
this hazard. So far I have had no re-
sponse to my requests.

In short, except for the action taken
by the Department of Agriculture in
banning PCB's in pesticides, the Federal
Government has not taken any of the
necessary steps which I have requested
over the past year to combat this very
serious environmental health hazard.

I find this Federal inaction most dis-
turbing, particularly in light of the re-
cent discovery of serious food contami-
nation from PCB's—contamination
which could have resulted in thousands
of individuals unknowingly taking dan-
gerous levels of this chemical into their
bodies.

In December 1970, the Campbell Soup
Co,, of Camden, N.J., discovered that fat
samples taken from slaughtered chick-
ens contained a high quantity of PCB
residue. Upon being notified of this find-
ing, and recognizing the potential dan-
ger of this occurrence, the New York
State Department of Agriculture and
Markets immediately stopped the move-
ment of all poultry from the immediate
area of Sullivan County, N.Y., where the
chickens had been raised.
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The New York State Department of
Agriculture and Markets then began a
full-scale- investigation into the extent
of possible PCB contamination in poul-
try. Their laboratory confirmed the find-
ings of high levels of PCB’s made by
Campbell Soup Co., and the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture established a con-
tinuing restraint on the movement of
all poultry for slaughter in Sullivan, Ul-
ster, and Orange Counties, until it was
found to be safe through a special
screening test operation.

As a result of their investigations and
in conjunction with USDA, the New York
State Department of Agriculture and
Markets ordered that 146,000 PCB-con-
taminated chickens be buried under close
supervision to make absolutely sure that
they would not reach the marketplace.

The Campbell Soup Co., the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture, and the New
York State Department of Agriculture
and Markets all took prompt action to
deal with this serious problem, and that
is reassuring. However, the damage,
which would have resulted if this in-
cident had not been discovered in time,
cannot be ignored. And I must stress that
this is not an isolated example.

In January 1970, samples of milk col-
lected by the State of Ohio Department
of Agriculture, revealed residue of a
produci closely resembling DDT and
DDD. On February 19, 1970, George
Schwarzwalder, a dairyman in Shreve,
Ohio, was issued a notice by the division
of foods, dairies, and drugs to discontinue
the sale of milk until such time as the
residue found in his milk was below
actionable level. On February 27, an-
cther dairyman, Franklin Humphrey of
East Rochester, Ohio, received a sim-
ilar notice.

Subsequent samples from individual
cows and the bulk tank on these farms
submitted to the agriculture laboratories
and the pesticide laboratory at Ohio
State University revealed that the resi-
due found in this milk was not DDT
or any analog of DDT but PCB’s. The
Ohio State Department of Agriculture
found the contaminating substance to
be Aroclor 1254, manufactured by the
Monsanto Co.

These PCB’s entered the food chain
through an interesting route., Apparent-
ly, the dairymen’'s silos were lined with
a product called Cumar which included
in its content Aroclor 1254. The PCB’s
were then absorbed by the silage which
in turn was fed to the dairy cattle, re-
sulting in PCB contaminated milk.

The potential harm of this PCB con-
tamination cannot be overstated. Nor
can the economic damage incurred by
these dairymen by having their milk
taken off the market. And although I
have been assured by the Ohio State
Department of Agriculture that this
problem is now under control in that
State, I have been informed that silos
in Indiana, Kentucky, Pennsylvania, and
West Virginia were also coated with the
same product. There is no way of know-
ing whether or not there is similar milk
contamination in those States and else-
where.

I am not trying to use scare tactics. T
am not saying that we should no longer
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drink milk or eat chicken soup. The point
I am frying to make is that PCB’s are
entering the food chain., In the above-
mentioned situations, fortunately, the
presence of PCB’s was discovered before
widespread damage could occur, but I
fear that many other incidents of PCB
contamination are going unnoticed with
potentially lethal results.

These incidents graphically illustrate
why this problem can no longer be ig-
nored. Noncommittal responses from
Federal agencies stating that they are
concerned and will look into the prob-
lem—at some later date—can no longer
be tolerated. There must be a tough com-
prehensive Federal program to meet this
menace now.

Therefore, I am introducing foday a
bill to meet the problem of PCB’s by
legislative action and am renewing my
call for all appropriate Federal agencies
to do all that they can to combat this
danger.

Specifically, I am calling for a full and
exhaustive investigation to be com-
menced immediately into the extent of
PCB contamination of our environment
in all food products. And I am calling for
an immediate temporary administrative
ban on the manufacture, shipment, and
sale of all PCB’s and all products con-
taining PCB'’s pending the results of this
investigation.

Further, I am calling for—and this is
embodied in the legislation I am intro-
ducing—a permanent Federal ban on the
distribution in interstate commerce and
the importation into the United States of
all PCB’s, giving, however, the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare the
authority to exempt from this ban PCB's
manufactured for use as the dielectric
fluid in capacitors, as the coolant in
transformers, or as a fire resistant in
heat transfer media, provided that he
finds that such uses cannot adversely
affect the public health and welfare. In
order to insure the safety of all of our
citizens and the environment, the Secre-
tary must preseribe regulations detailing
procedures for the manufacture, use,
transportation, and disposal of any
Ii:‘;‘CB’s exempted from this permanent

an.

The problem of PCB's is indicative of
a much larger problem—that of the al-
most unrestricted influx of potentially
harmful chemiecals into the marketplace.
A licensing system must be established
to insure the safety of a chemical before
it can be sold in the marketplace, and
then only for specific uses. But in the
meantime everything possible must be
done to protect the public from known
chemical dangers. We know the hazards
of PCB’s. We know what can and must
be done to combat those hazards. And
we must undertake those actions now.

THE FBI AND ITS DETRACTORS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. ASHBROOK) is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, on
April 5, 1971, House Democratic leader,
Representative HaLe Boges, charged on
the floor of the House of Representatives
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that the FBI bugged the telephones of
Members of both the House and Senate.

He stated:

When the FBI adopts the tactics of the
Boviet Union and Hitler's Qestapo, then it
is time . . . that the present Director thereof
no longer be the Director. * * * The way
Mr. Hoover is running the FBI today it is no
longer a free country. I ask again that Mr,
Mitchell, the Attorney General of the United
States, have enough courage to demand the
resignation of Mr. Hoover.

Subsequently, my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. BoGes) de-
clared that he had “proof positive that
the FBI has tapped and bugged Mem-
bers’ of Congress telephones.”

He said:

I say this categorically. I shall have fur-
ther comment soon.

Mr. Boees’ charges were immediately
challenged by House Republican Leader
GeraLD R. Forp on April 5, who said:

I suggest that the gentleman from Louisi-
ana submit proof before he makes such a
charge or to buttress such an allegation by
facts in the future.

While Representative Boces’ charges
received banner headlines—even the
Washington Star gave it an eight-col-
umn front-page head—Mr. Forp’s chal-
lenge received only two sentences in the
New York Times of April 6 on page 1.

Following Mr. Boges’ remarks the news
media readily provided the names of
other Members of Congress who shared
his feelings—note that, feelings, not
facts—that their telephones had been
tapped, such as Senator Georce McGov-
ERN, Senator Frep HAarris, Senator
JosepH M. MonNTOYA, Senator Harorp E.
HucHes, and the office of Senator Eb-
MUND Muskie. Other notables who
“thought” their telephones were tapped
were Columnist Frank Mankiewicsz,
NAACP legislative chairman, Clarence
Mitchell, and Washington attorney Jo-
seph L. Rauh.

Prior to his charges of April 5. Mr.
Bocas had been mentioned in a gquestion-
naire prepared and circulated by the
Washington Post to 1,500 prominent
Washington residents including Sena-
tors, Representatives, Supreme Court
Justices, White House aides, lawyers, and
businessmen. A total 380 persons replied
of which 96 indicated a belief that their
telephones were tapped, or had requested
that checks be made on their lines, or
had curtailed their telephone conversa-
tions. However, ‘no tap or bug had been
found by any of those responding” the
newspaper reported. Among those re-
sponding were Representatives HALE
Boces, JoHN E. Moss, EMANUEL CELLER,
and Senator J. GLENN BEALL.

THE TAPS THAT WERE NOT THERE

Representative EMANUEL CELLER, chair-
man of the House Judiciary Committee,
announced on April 25 that the Attor-
ney General’s wiretapping policy might
be leading the Nation toward a police
state. He admitted that he had no evi-
dence that his or any other Congress-
men's telephones were tapped.

In spite of the Washington Post sur-
vey and summary in February which
stated that none of those complying
with the survey found wiretaps, Mr.
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Boges still went before the Congress to
affirm that his telephone had been
tapped.

On April 22, 1971, Mr. Boces, speaking
on the House floor stated that the De-
partment of Justice by its statements in
the case of Representative Dowpy, had
now “supported and proved every aspect
of the statement which he made before
the House on April 5.” It, of course,
proved nothing of the sort. Nor did Mr.
BocgGs prove anything beyond the fact
that he did not prove anything.

When Mr. Boces first became suspi-
cious of the FBI is somewhat of a mys-
tery. In his April 22 speech he offered a
peculiar time sequence concerning his
suspicions:

(1) Today I see what until now I did not
permit myself to see, and we know far more
now than any of us knew 2 weeks ago about
Just how much liberty has yielded while the
power of government has gained ground, un-
checked and unchallenged.

(2) Two years ago, though, 1t became evi-
dent to me that the nature and character of
the Bureau was undergoing conspicuous
change,

(8) I have been aware that in the reality
of postwar America the character of the De-
partment of Justice has changed from an
agency solely devoted to the quest for justice
into an organ with great potential for po-
litical control of the American people. Over
my 26 years in this Chamber, I have been
aware—as each of you has been aware—of the
directions in which we have been moving.

In the opening portion of his remarks,
Mr. Boces stated:

Although I serve as majority leader of this
body, I am speaking only for myself.

He then proceeded to relate the expe-
riences of others. The majority leader
stated that until April 22, he did not
“permit myself to see” the dark lights
cast by Mr. Hoover and the FBI. What
had he really seen “2 years ago” or over
his “26 years in this Chamber,” by his
own admission, that he withheld until
April 1971? Mr. Boges’ speech revealed
that he apparently saw less than he had
heard through the congressional “grape-
vine.” He said that he “knew’” that for-
mer Senator Ralph Yarborough, of Tex-
as, former Stephen Young, of Ohio, for-
mer Senator William Benton, of Con-
necticut, had either found or were ad-
vised to wuse care when using the
telephones. Mr. BocGs offered as proof
only the statement that he “knew.” How
he knew remains with him.

Continuing to speak for others, Mr.
Bocas related additional alleged bugging
experiences beyond the three Senators
noted above. He mentioned that Sena-
tor MonTOoYA “had reason to believe” his
telephone was under surveillance and
that Senator BircH BaYH also had rea-
son to believe that his office was under
surveillance. Senator CaHARLES PERCY,
former Senator Wayne Morse, and Sen-
ator Muskrie alleged experiences were
also mentioned.

BURDEN OF PROOF WITH ACCUSER

Either some congressional telephones
are bugged or they are not. Mr. BocGs
declares that they are, Mr. Hoover and
the Attorney General state categorically
that they are not. The onus still rests
with the majority leader to offer proof—
not speeches—that even his own tele-
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phone is bugged. The burden of proof
is clearly on the accuser. If he cannot
in fact do that, how can he expect peo-
ple to believe that other Members of
Congress have also had their lines moni-
tored.

Mr. Boges spoke of two men who al-
leged—and obviously the majority lead-
er concurs—that the Bureau was being
destroyed because it was being used not
to perform its mission but to protect the
position of its Director. Where specifi-
cally has the Bureau failed in its mission
one must ask? And protect the position
of the Director from what or whom? Mr.
Bocees admitted in the beginning of his
April 22 speech that under Mr. Hoover’s
direction “the Bureau has earned the
reputation as one of the most effective
investigating agencies in the world.” If
that is true, then how can it not be per-
forming its mission?

WHERE HAS THE FBI FAILED?

The following are but a few items cov-
ering the decade of only the sixties that
Mr. Hoover and his organization might
well be proud—and all Americans re-
lieved—1960-69:

Convictions, 127,967—represents over
96 percent of the persons brought to
trial.

Fugitives located, 143,522,

Autos recovered, 209,129,

Fines, savings, and recoveries—by

court or other legal action, or physically
recovered, where the FBI expended in-
vestigative effort—$2,298,012,538.

Could this be the record of an organi-
zation which is not performing its mis-

sion? If its “new mission” is to protect
the Director, who then is locating the
fugitives, recovering the autos, and other
loot not to mention the hundred and one
other responsibilities assigned to the
FBI? In the area of espionage, for exam-
ple, several major convictions have re-
sulted during this decade and scores of
privileged foreigners—those with diplo-
matic immunity and thus not subject to
prosecution—have been expelled from
our country after extensive FBI investi-
gation.

An article in the Washington Post of
April 5, was entitled “Hoover and FBI
Fast Becoming Punching Bag."” And so
they are. The current punchers are Sen-
ators Muskie and McGoverN who led the
attacks in the Senate while those in the
House included Representative Boccs
and Representative Apzuc. Former At-
torney General Ramsey Clark, had pre-
viously attacked Mr. Hoover’s “self-cen-
tered concern for his own reputation.”
The liberal press has been estatic in ex-
ploiting the attacks by anti-Hoover an-
tagonists and have been editorially ex-
pansive in this new windfall presented
by Mr. Boces, as they have on previous
occasions. For example, the Washington
Post could not resist releasing the sub-
stance of the stolen FBI documents
from Media, Pa., which had come into its
possession. It did this in order to show
the public, it rationalized, “some of the
ways in which the FBI works.”

The Post, as Columnist James J. Kil-
patrick wrote, was especially outraged at
what the stolen documents revealed of
the surveillance maintained “on a pro-
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fessor regarded as a ‘radical.'” But as
Kilpatrick pointed out:

To those of us on this conservative side,
the disclosures on some, indicates preclsely
the kind of expert police work demanded by
the real world we live in.

The FBI was not investigating the
professor because of his political views
but because of the possibility that he
might be in contact with two young
women indicted in connection with the
slaying of a Boston policeman in a bank
holdup in September 1970.

The motives of the Bureau in investigating
American students, professors, and sclentists
must not be construed as infringement of the
American educational system and the pur-
sult of intellectual freedom—

A stolen Media, Pa., FBI memo had
stated. Does the press show this state-
ment?

A truly effective attack—

Stated Frank Donner in a special sup-
plement on “The Theory and Practice of
American Political Intelligence,” printed
in the New York Review of Books in
April—
on the evils of Intelligence cannot be
mounted apart from the political process. A
legislative investigation, . . . is vital in order
to scour this area . . . Such a probe could de-
velop a fuller understanding of political in-
telligence and might lay the basis for dis-
mantling & system which, If it is allowed to
grow, may choke all possibility of real change
in this country.

Indeed it would bring about a
change—a highly unfavorable one—if
the ramparts of the internal security sys-
tem were “dismantled.”

While anti-Hooverites on the Hill re-
ceived coverage in the mass media for
their allegations Hoover's congressional
supporters saw little of their material or
remarks gain the media’s recognition.
For example, 6 months ago on November
25, 1970, Congressman H. ALLEN SMITH,
of California, made an interesting obser-
vation on the floor. He contrasted former
Attorney General Ramsey Clark's com-
ments on Mr. Hoover when he was in
office and after he had departed.

In September 1967, Mr. Clark stated,
somewhat inarticulately if quoted cor-
rectly, that

Of all the attributes of the excellence dem-
onstrated by the FBI, perhaps none is more
impressive than the balance this is always
shown. He, contrary to expectation, perhaps
to manys evaluation of human nature, there
is no quest for empire.

Contrast Clark’s remarks about the
Bureau's “balance” with those made by
him in November 1970 that “the FBI be-
came ideological some time back.” Where
was the press when Mr. Smith brought
out Mr. Clark’s interesting inconsisten-
cies? Where was the media coverage for
Congressman JoEN ROONEY’S support of
Mr. Hoover against Mr. Clark in his re-
marks on the floor made at the same
time.

A REPLAY OF ATTACE ON FBI

At least the Republican Congressional
Committee newsletter will give some play,
if the press will not, to the comments
made on the floor by Hoover's supporters.
The May 10 issue of the newsletter car-
ried the remarks made by Representative
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WiLLiam Bray that the current campaign
against the FBI was almost an exact
replica of an attack made against the
Bureau and its Director three decades
ago when it was compiling a general in-
dex of persons reportedly active in sub-
versive activities detrimental to the in-
ternal security. The Bureau was conduct-
ing this project under new responsibili-
ties proscribed by President Roosevelt in
1939.

Representative Bray said that the
Communist Party had met in Washing-
ton to plan a two-pronged attack—one
on the Bureau as violating civil liberties
and another against the Director him-
self. A key part of the party’s plan was
to solicit the services of certain Congress-
men for the purpose of restricting the
Bureau’s activities, said an undercover
agent who attended. Representative Vito
Marcantonio, a well known party-line
supporter, attacked the Bureau and Mr.
Hoover for their alleged “general raid
against civil rights” and “against the
civil liberties of the American people.”

Representative BrRay noted the “strik-
ing” similarity between the language
used then and now in these two cam-
paigns against the Bureau and its Direc-
tor. Noteworthy was the fact that the
FBI's wiretapping authorization bill of
1940 had been introduced by Representa-
tive EmanveL CELLER and passed by the
House by voice vote.

Former President Harry Truman
coined the apt expression that if you
cannot take the heat get out of the kitch-
en. Winter or summer, the political heat
in Washington is a scorching one. And
the FBI Director has been on the re-
ceiving end of some searing statements.
The Daily World, always quick to pub-
licize a juicy anti-Hooverism, quoted
Representative WALTER FAUNTROY as
having stated in reference to Mr. Hoover,
that he was not in the habit of com-
menting on the babblings of senile public
officials. Mr. Hoover was given a clean
bill of health at his latest medical check-
up. An attack of this type tells more
about Representative FaunTroY than it
does about J. Edgar Hoover.

Ramsey Clark had complimentarily
stated in September of 1967 that the
great Federal Bureau of Investigation is
the lengthened shadow of John Edgar
Hoover. For those who have in mind the
effective curtailment of America’s in-
ternal security system, no better way
could be found than to undermine public
confidence in the FBI. And to achieve
this objection one must first destroy its
“lengthened shadow,” the Director. For
others who have added their voices to the
anti-Hoover chorus let them be cautioned
that regardless of who ultimately follows
in Mr. Hoover's footsteps he, too, may ex-
pect to be on the receiving end of much
vicious vilification. That this is true is
evidence in other security areas, for ex-
ample, in the attacks upon former
President Johnson for his Vietnam poli-
cies, attacks which were quickly trans-
ferred to Mr. Nixon when he assumed
the highest office. It is the American
defense system, internal and external,
which is at stake-—not the personalities
who command the system except insofar
as the latter is the avenue to the former.
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THE M'GOVERN ATTACK

On February 1 and February 10, 1971,
Senator McGoverN also took Mr. Hoover
to task over the Director's handling of a
personnel case involving a former FBI
agent. Mindful of this admittedly sor-
rowful episode involving a family man
who recently felt keen personal tragedy,
the fact is that the Director has the au-
thority to hire, fire, and transfer Bureau
employees just as the Senators and Con-
gressmen making these charges have
similar authority regarding their own
aides.

The disturbing issue in this incident,
however, is the treatment accorded the
press to Senator McGoverNn’s latest at-
tack on the Director. The Senator’s re-
marks, with accompanying photo, seem
to appear in the media with the regular-
ity of a syndicated columnist. On ‘the
other hand, one searches in vain for the
statement made by Senator RoMawN
Hruska on February 17, when he revealed
notable inaccuracies in Senator McGov-
ERN'S charges, as follows:

Senator McGovern charged Mr. Hoov-
er with contempt of Congress for refusing
a request by the Senate Subcommittee
on Administrative Practice and Proce-
dure chaired by Senator Epwarp KEN-
NEDY, to explain his action in the John
F. Shaw case noted above. Mr. Hoover’s
ground for refusal was that—

The Attorney General has advised that
slnce the courts have assumed jurisdiction
of this matter it would not be appropriate
for me to use any forum to contest Mr.
Shaw's charges.

Senator ~McGoverN  subsequently
learned that Mr. Hoover had previously
stated his position on the Shaw matter
in a letter to the editor of the Atlanta
Journal & Constitution who published
it. Senator McGovern’s key point in his
February 10 remarks, was that the Di-
rector had written this letter “after” he
had refused to appear before Mr. Ken-
nedy's subcommittee. To the Senator this
was an affront to the Congress and an
abdication of constitutional responsibil-
ity by a high official of Government.

Senator HrUskA's research on the se-
quence of events revealed, however, that
Mr. Hoover had written to the Atlanta
newspaper’s editor on January 26, while
Mr. Shaw's lawsuit was filed in Federal
court on January 27. Therefore, con-
cluded Senator Hruska, the Director was
not in contempt. The gentleman from
Nebraska concluded that the Senate pro-
vides proper procedures for assessing the
actions of administration officials. The
motives of those who prefer, he said, to
bypass those procedures for trial on the
floor of the Senate should be seriously
questioned.

Mr. Speaker, only if one was a reader
of the ConGRESSIONAL RECORD would one
have been aware of Mr. HRuskA's com-
ments on Mr. McGovERN's research pro-
cedures. The press which was so eager to
discredit Mr. Hoover gave little or no
play to the less bombastic but well-docu-
mented rebuttals to these charges.

THE EARTH DAY CHARGES
And the following is another instance

of the omissions of the mass media. On
April 14, 1971, Senator MuskrE delivered
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a speech on the Senate floor highly ecrit-
ical of the FBI's presence at an Earth
Day rally held on April 22, 1970, in
Washington, D.C. The Senstor had come
into possession of an FBI intelligence re-
port, which he said was unclassified, and
which had been written by an agent cov-
ering the rally at which Mr. Muskie had
spoken. The Bureau’s report raises far-
reaching questions, he said, over the
present surveillance operations of the
FBI. Mr. MUSKIE'S main concern was:

Why does the FBI need to know who at-
tended and what was said at Earth Day ral-
lies across the Nation?

The Bureau's threat to “our privacy
and freedom” was “shockingly and dra-
matically demonstrated” he said, by the
intelligence report.

After reading the FBI's report which
the gentleman from Maine had placed
in the Recorp following his remarks, I
was equally shocked—shocked by the
stellar cast of societal misfits who had the
gall to pass themselves off as Earth Day
apostles and who shared the speaker’s
platform, shocked that an Earth Day
program could be perverted into an anti-
Navy, anti-Vietnam, anticapitalist, anti-
establishment, prodrug rally. But I was
especially shocked by the fact that the
Senator did not apparently challenge
those who shared his platform, neither on
the spot, nor subsequently on the floor
of the Senate.

Thanks to the coverage of the rally by
the FBI, I was able to observe an aspect
of that rally which I never would have
had by merely reading the Senator’s dis-
course of it. If, for no other reason, his in-
clusion of the FBI report more than an-
swered the question for me which he had
raised, “Why does the FBI need to know
who attended and what was said at Earth
Day rallies across the Nation?” After
reading the distinguished Senator’s com-
ments my only concern at the moment is
that the dedicated experts in the anti-
pollution field who have worked hard to
conserve and extend the lives of fish,
fowl, plant, and animal life on this planet
may have their highly proposed move-
ment polluted by revolutionary radicals
and beatniks whose sole relationship to
the soil may be found in the gamey ap-
parel they wear,

Senator Muskie's comments, like Sen-
ator McGovERN's were given ample play
in the press in keeping with the policy
of certain newspapers to print all the
news that fits their views. On the other
hand, only through recourse to the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD again could one dis-
cover the rebuttal of Senator ROBERT
GrirFIN. He noted that the FBI had a
“duty and responsibility to keep track of
those who have the avowed purpose of
destroying our system of government.”
Referring to the charges made in this
House recently, the distinguished Michi-
gan Senator noted that there has been
no evidence whatsoever that the FBI has
either refused or neglected its respon-
sibilities.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to examine now,
Mr. MuskIE’'s speech in somewhat more
detail because of the construction that
he saw fit to place upon warranted and
routine FBI practices. If there were even
the smallest of tempests in the Senator’s
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rhetorical teapot, I clearly failed to ob-
serve one. But non sequiturs, yes.

First. He said that the Bureau’s re-
port was a threat to our privacy. What,
one must inquire, could be less private
than a public march and rally, begin-
ning on Federal property on the Mall at
9 am. and ending at 1 am., the next
day, attended by hundreds of partici-
pants including enthusiastic university
students who were addressed by speakers
employing microphones and bullhorns.

Second. After asking why the FBI
needs to know who attended and what
was said at the Washington Earth Day
rally, Senator MuskIe implied that there
was no reason for FBI attendance by
stating:

No crime or threat of crime was involved
nor was any violence threatened.

But the FBI report itself, as the Sena-
tor initially volunteered, “mentions no
hint of violence, no threat of insurrec-
tion, and no foreboding of illegal be-
havior.” All Mr. MuskIe could support on
this point would be that the Bureau ac-
curately reported the event as it and as
the Senator observed it; that is, no vio-
lence, What the Senator failed to grasp
was that the Bureau was there because of
the highly developed and tested riot-pro-
voking skills of those who shared the
speakers platform with the Senator, such
as Rennie Davis. Davis, the Senator
should recall, is one of the seven ring-
leaders who were convicted for their riot-
ous activities in Chicago in August 1968
in attempting to disrupt the Senator’s
party convention in Chicago. The Gov-
ernment is right now considering prose-
cution of Davis for his part in the May
1971 planned disruptions and illegal dem-
onstrations in Washington which result-
ed in several million dollars worth of
damage and added expense to the tax-
payers. I would say that the FBI would be
negligent to not keep such an avowed
troublemaker under surveillance.

Buf what if there had been violence
during the Earth Day program and the
Bureau had failed to cover it? Would the
Bureau be equally chastised for its ab-
sence as it is now for its presence? I think
so. Think back to Lee Harvey Oswald, to
name only one example. Many of these
same liberals were asking why the FBI
did not have Oswald under observation
at that time or why his potential as an
assassin had not been uncovered. Mr.
Muskie’s hindsight inference that be-
cause there had been no violence the FBI
should not have been there is a fallacious
bit of reasoning on other counts. Vio-
lence as such, moreover, is the direct re-
sponsibility of local police authorities,
not the Bureau’s which is an intelligence
and investigative agency. In this capacity
it was fitting and proper, given the ecir-
cumstances and the types of speakers,
that it provide observers and, if need be,
gather any pertinent evidence in the
event of violence, for its parent body,
the Department of Justice, for purposes
of possible prosecution.

Third. The FBI report contained no
classified designation, said the Senator,
and therefore he felt “free to discuss it in
detail—which he did not—and insert it
in the Recorn”—which he did. Prudence
should dictate, it would seem, that not
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all unclassified data is necessarily not
confidential. Surely ‘“unclassified” sena-
torial or House memos and letters be-
tween the officers or Members thereof are
kept in confidence excepting in the case
of their release by their authors. Certain
correspondence between the executive
branch and the legislative bodies, unless
otherwise designated, are usually not
made the subject of a speech by a Mem-
ber on the floor without good reason.

Fourth. The Bureau's report was sent
to other members of the intelligence
community, he said. It being the property
of the FBI, why should it not? This
revelation is no mystery to anyone who
follows national security affairs as the
Senator surely is aware. In fact, the ex-
change of such data among intelligence
organizations is sound practice for at
least two reasons: (a) it rounds out the
picture of certain events of movements
for those who have a need to know but
lack the facilities to acquire complete
information and it assists in eliminating
incorrect material present within the
intelligence community by the process of
comparison and evaluation.

Fifth. The Senator complained that
such reports also were sent to persons in
policymaking positions. Should those in
charge of determining policy make the
same in an intelligence vacuum? Would
the Senator himself, in making a speech
for or against a given policy, do so with-
out the benefit of routine research on the
issue?

Sixth. Senator Muskie stated that it
was his understanding that this was but
one of about 40 to 60 FBI reports on
Earth Day rallies held on April 22, 1970,
in various localities. He did not volunteer
how he obtained this bit of information.
Nevertheless, if true, it would appear
that an approximately similar number of
agents or agent sources were assigned to
the detail in question. This number is but
an infinitely small fraction of 1 percent
of the 7,000 or 8,000 agents employed by
the FBI. The ranch was hardly leff un-
attended if that is the concern of the dis-
tinguished Senator. Nor would the cover-
age of the various rallies appear
excessive.

What possible purpose could this rev-
elation by the Senator have served other
than to unnecessarily expose an opera-
tional feature of the Bureau’s method of
operation to many who have no desire to
know, and a few who have no need, but
an illicit interest, to know everything
about our intelligence system for the ex-
press purpose of destroying it.

Seventh. The Senator was quick to in-
dicate that the FBI report in his posses-
sion was not taken from the Media, Pa.,
Bureau files and was in no way connected
with that heist. In the final analysis, this
is little comfort because the net effect
was the same; that is, the public broad-
cast of privileged information. On this
score Congressman Sam DevINE had this
to say half facetiously about FBI reports,
stolen or otherwise:

But we must do something to protect per-
sons named in FBI reports from having their
privacy invaded by ambitious politicians and
newspapers which act as fences for stolen
documents and spread their confidential in-
formation over the entire world.

The Senator from Maine appeared to
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be only mildly disturbed that his name
was incidentally mentioned as a speaker
at a large public rally in the report. What
was in this semiconfidential report that
he had not already said in public to his
audience? Nothing. Had it not been dis-
cussed on the Senate floor who would
have been the wiser that his name was
contained within the report. But he did
bring it up on the fioor and proved only
that he appeared somewhat piqued that
the FBI knows what his stand is on the
issue of pollution. But who does not?
The report said no more, perhaps much
less, than a reporter’s notes would con-
tain. For what it is worth, I doubt if the
Bureau knows or cares what my position
or Mr. DevINE'S position is on the pollu-
tion question.

Eighth. The Senator’s regard for the
operational practices of intelligence
agents is matched only by his apparent
disregard of the behavior patterns of
those on whom the agents gather intelli-
gence. What credentials on the subject
of antipollution matters did Rennie
Davis bring to the Earth Day ceremony?
His past activities in the Students for a
Democratic Society and in the Commu-
nist-influenced Antiwar Mobilization
Committee and his frequent visitations
to his Vietcong and North Vietnamese
coaches in Hanoi and Paris reveal where
his heart lies, and it is not in antipollu-
tion matters. The Senator should surely
be aware at this late date how revolu-
tionaries and radicals, who cannot cut it
on their own, insinuate themselves into
legitimate causes and movements, It has
been observed before in other movements
such as labor, student, and civil rights.
Their purpose is to penetrate such groups
and pervert the aspirations and plat-
forms of persons in them for ends inimi-
cable to American traditions. Would the
following qualify as honest concerns for
pollution and Earth Day matters?

First. I. F. Stone, who made antimili-
tary remarks?

Second. Dennis Hays who also made
antimilitary remarks?

Third. Phil Pchs who made antiwar
remarks?

Fourth. Rennie Davis who said he op-
posed all pollution except “light up a
joint—marihuana cigarette—and get
stoned—high; whose interest in matters
of pollution could be gleaned from the
following:

One way to fight for ecology is to go to
New Haven on May 1 to stop Bobby Seale's
trial.

Referring to the Black Panther leader;
who called for tearing down the capi-
talist structure, and who believed the
ecology issue might divert the attention
of the people from the war in Vietnam.

Roger Priest, a Navy journalist, then
undergoing court-martial proceedings on
charges of making disloyal and sedi-
tious statements in his antiwar publi-
cation “Off"—read “kill”—also spoke.
He said, after his verdiet, that the slogan
would be “Sink the Navy.”

Pete Seeger, perpetual entertainer of
antiwar and radical causes.

It must be asked was this a rally on
ecology or a rally in support of North
Vietnam?

Ninth. Senator Muskie stated:
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We can continue ahead, brushing aside the
delicate and immense requirements of lib-
erty. This choice will cost us much of our
freedom. Or we can pause and examine our
course to see that it will destroy much of
what we value most.

Only in the following context do I
share the Senator’s viewpoint: The “im-
mense requirements of liberty”—since
about 1965 with the rise of the New Left
and the black nationalist movements—
have severely overloaded the network of
intelligence. Liberty requires that a vigi-
lant intelligence complex be maintained
at full strength. To choose otherwise
would indeed “cost us much of our free-
dom” and “destroy much of what we
value most.” Only the most naive per-
son could believe that these radicals
have “freedom” in mind. Anarchy at
best, communism at worst, would be
more accurate.

FBI personnel, it appears reasonable
to assume, and its dedicated Director, are
as much interested, in their capacity as
citizens, in resolving the poliution prob-
lems as are the rest of us. But profes-
sionally they are charged with monitor-
ing the activities of subversives and po-
tential subversives regardless of where
the trail may lead. The Bureau's profes-
sional interest in this instance was not in
Earth Day or the Senator's presence
there, as such, but in the appearance of
Rennie Davis and others whose back-
ground clearly warranted the presence of
Bureau observers. The Senator's infer-
ences noted throughout his speech were
unfounded, unreasonable, and most un-
becoming an official of that august body
of the Congress.

Tenth. Pollowing the summary of the
Earth Day program, there appeared two
other items in the report both of which
were background data on two organiza-
tions: the SDS and the Progressive Labor
Party, a Marxist-Leninist group which,
in the Sino-Soviet estrangement, leans
to the former. In the FBI agent's report
no connection nor hint thereto was made
between these groups and the Earth Day
rally.

The Senator from Maine chose, how-
ever, to make a connection:

What is the inference? . . . the inference
is that Earth Day, SBenator Muskie, and many
thousands of Americans who gathered to-
gether to protest pollution were somehow re-
lated to SDA and the Progressive Labor
Party.

A reading of the Bureau report could,
it seems to me, warrant an entirely dif-
ferent and more logical interpretation
than that drawn by the Senator. The
first part of the report was prepared on
the basis of personal observation. The
second and unrelated portion about the
two groups was provided by others as
stated in the report; for example, “a
source has advised” or a “second source
has advised.” From a point of content
nothing appears in the two background
documents relating to Earth Day, pollu-
tion, or subjects pertaining thereto. The
only reasonable inference which could be
drawn was that the Senator had an un-
processed report prepared apparently by
an agent who had been given three as-
signments.

Mr. Hoover has been the backbone of
America’s security system. He is, in a
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sense, the George Patton, or the Vince
Lombardi of the intelligence industry. If
he finds it difficult to compromise with
error and inadequacy, it is because of his
zeal for perfection and integrity in a
thankless profession. He has created an
organization which necessarily brushes
against the sorry sides of American life,
from subversion to seduction, embezzle-
ment to espionage, drugs to dynamite. A
steady diet of this fare, day-in day-out,
for 47 years would, humanly speaking,
try the endurance of a St. Michael. As
dean of the intelligence community he
has elevated professional excellence
above personal popularity or politics.

If those who serve under him selflessly
relinquished a portion of their own free-
dom and family time, it is to preserve a
fuller freedom for others. The distin-
guished Senator’s desire for freedom is
felt as keenly by Mr. Hoover as the fol-
lowing excerpt from his work, “A Study
of Communism,” clearly underscores:

America was founded on freedom. It has
grown and prospered, spiritually and materi-
ally, under freedom. And, in its deep and
abiding faith in the ultimate triumph of
freedom, America still holds the key to the
future of mankind. With faith in the in-
herent dignity and worth of the individual,
America can face the future with vitallty
and resclute purpose.

THE CURRENT RAIL STOPPAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from North Carolina (Mr. HENDER-
soN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, the

National Federation of Independent
Business, with five and a half million
members, and who employ more than 40
million workers are meeting in conven-
tion here in Washington at this time.

Yesterday, they adopted a resolution
which I think should be of interest to all
Members of the House. The resolution
follows:

Whereas, rail transportation is essential
to life and commerce in these United States,

Whereas, the 5,500,000 members of the
independent business sector and their 40
million employees are endangered by the
current rail stoppage,

Whereas, this stoppage is directed against
& governmental corporation owned in com-
mon by the peoples of this nation,

Be it resolved by delegates assembled at
this 1st National Conference called at Wash-
ington by this National Federation of In-
dependent Business, that:

1. The Executive and Legislative Branches
of Government move with firmness and
speed to break the current impasse.

2. Both Branches move vigorously there-
after to promote a greater sense of respon-
sibility on the part of labor unions by press-
ing for and enacting a national “Right-to-
Work" law.

QUALIFYING PODIATRISTS FOR FHA
MORTGAGE INSURANCE TO CON-
STRUCT GROUP PRACTICE FA-
CILITIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illineis (Mr. METCALFE) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Speaker, the leg-
islation I introducd today proposes to
qualify doctors of podiatric medicine for
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mortgage insurance loans under the Fed-
eral Housing Administration’s group
practice facilities program. Designed to
assure the availability of credit on rea-
sonable terms to finance construction
and equipment costs of group practice
facilities, the program fails to include
podiatrists among those eligible for such
loan guarantees. Only doctors of medi-
cine or osteopathy, dentistry, and optom-
etry can presently qualify as primary ap-
plicants for these FHA program benefits.

It is essential that the Nation continue
its efforts to develop a sound, coordinated
national health policy, one which assures
all citizens the availability of comprehen-
sive health care, including podiatric care.
In pursuit of this goal, group practice
represents one meaningful alternative in
the delivery of health care services. Yet
the initial capital requirements for con-
structing group practice facilities are
substantial. For this reason, the group
practice facilities program was enacted
to provide incentives for and further
stimulate the development of group prac-
tice programs.

The fact that podiatrists do not inde-
pendently qualify for such FHA mortgage
insurance is inconsistent with the pro-
gram’s basic objective, namely, to en-
courage the provision and delivery of
comprehensive health care for all citi-
zens. This inconsistency is further evi-
dent when one considers the involvement
of podiatrists in other important Federal
health programs, including in part medi-
care and medicaid.

Alongside doctors of medicine, oste-
opathy, and dentistry, podiatrists are de-
fined as physicians for purposes of medi-
care, part B, and fully participate in this
vital health insurance program for the
elderly. And when the Social Security
Amendments of 1971 are enacted, added
incentives for group practice develop-
ment are fully expected to emerge, thus
challenging all physicians, including
podiatrists, to seek improved means of
providing high quality, efficient health
care services for medicare-medicaid
beneficiaries.

Equally important are the numerous
national health insurance—NHI—pro-
posals now pending in the Congress.
Many of these measures stress the im-
portance of group practice and preseribe
for it a prominent role in any future NHI
program. Podiatrists’ services, too, are
integral parts of these same NHI meas-
ures. Yet podiatrists, unlike other health
professionals, are handicapped by their
inability to independently qualify for
FHA mortgage insurance loans to de-
velop group practice facilities.

I urge the Congress to correct this de-
ficlency and thereby enable doctors of
podiatric medicine to qualify for these
gissentjal FHA mortgage insurance bene-

The text of the bill follows:

H.R. 8565

A Dill to provide for Inclusion of podiatric

services among qualifying group practice

facllities

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tlon 1749aaa-5 of title 12, United States Code,
is amended as follows:

(1) In clause (1) at the end of the paren-
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thetical phrase and Immediately preceding
the closing parenthesis, by adding a comma
after the word “State” and inserting the fol-
lowing:

“or in the case of podiatric diagnosis or
treatment, is under the professional supervi-
sion of persons licensed to practice podiatry
in the State)”;

(2) In clause (2) by inserting following
the words “or of persons licensed to practice
dentistry in the State,” the words “or of per-
sons licensed to practice podiatry in the
State".

(3) In clause (3), subparagraph (A), by
inserting after the words “or dental care”,
the words “or podiatric care,”

(4) In clause (8), subparagraph (B), by
adding a comma after the words “or dental
care” and inserting the words “or podiatric
care” after such comma.

FDA: CONSUMER'S FRIEND OR FOE?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle~
man from New York (Mr. ROSENTHAL) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. ROSENTHAL., Mr. Speaker, the
Food and Drug Administration has one
of the most important consumer protec-
tion responsibilities of any agency of
government—oprotecting the food we eat
and the medicine we take, Yet its record
is largely undistinguished.

Too often the FDA has demonstrated
greater concern for the welfare of the
industries it is supposed to regulate than
with the welfare of the consumers it is
supposed to protect.

What began a half-century ago as a
classic example of American Government
reform at its best, has become a classic
example of bureaucratic laxity, lethargy,
and failure.

I have fought to preserve the inde-
pendence and integrity of the Food and
Drug Administration. I have introduced
several pieces of legislation to put new
life into this sleepy watchdog and sharp-
en his teeth. In the next few days I will
be submitting a measure dealing with
truth-in-food labeling.

Reporter James G. Driscoll writes in
the May 17, 1971, National Observer
about FDA “bumbling,” *“indecisive-
ness,” “slipshod approach,” and “dealing
almost casually with life-threatening
danger”—all of which leads him to con-
clude that:

Allowing for (its) handicaps, assessment
of the evidence oompels a la.rgely negat&ve
conclusion about the agency.

Mr. Driscoll’s article follows:
FDA WarcHEDOG DOESN'T BITE
(By James G. Driscoll)

A cutting, angry tone overrides the usual
soft accent of Rep. L. H. Fountain, North
Carolina Democrat, as he rebukes James
D. Grant, deputy commissioner of the Food
and Drug Administration (FDA). “We can
probably conclude that had the FDA been
more diligent,"” declares Mr. Fountain, biting
off his words, “at least one life could have
been saved.”

Replies Mr., Grant, hunching forward un-
comfortably at the congressional hearing:
“Well, perhaps, might have been, yes."

Congressman Fountain's ire was almed at
the FDA's handling, or mishandling, of the
Spice of Life incident, which ended this
spring with the accidental poisoning death
of a Maryland man who ate garlic bread and
fish smothered in cheese sauce,

Spice of Life was a harmless meat tender-
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fzer, but at least 12 jars of it contained an
entirely different substance, sodium nitrite,
a chemical useful in medicines and in im-
proving the appearance of meat and fish—
but only if used in tiny amounts. In larger
quantities sodium nitrite can be a deadly
polson, as it was in this incident when it was
sprinkled heavily on garlic bread and fish.

The story of FDA's fallure to remove the
poison from circulation before it killed
Robert F. Hall, the father of six children,
flluminates not only the frailties of this
vital consumer-protection agency, but the
staggering difficulty of its sensitive task.

For meat tenderizers and thousands of
other products, the FDA functions at the
critical juncture of sclentific expertise and
consumer safety. It exists to protect you.
“Our basic mission is consumer safety,” as-
serts the agency’s commissioner, Dr. Charles
C. Edwards. “Expressed Iin the simplest
terms, this means protecting American citi-
zens against health hazards and deception
in the marketplace.”

Your food. Your drugs. Your cosmetics,
toys, and flammable fabrics. The FDA is
supposed to make sure that those products
don't hurt you and, for drugs, that they
effectively help you, as advertised.

How good a jJob is the FDA doing? Not very
good, its crities say, though it's getting a
little better.

Consumers spend $240 billion a year on
FDA-regulated products, and the agency ad-
mittedly is handicapped by a lack of man-
power. It has just 4,472 employes to police
60,000 food companies and assure the safety
of drugs and other products. (The Agricul-
ture Department has nearly twice as many
people inspecting meat and poultry as the
FDA has employees.) The FDA also has been
hampered by an unimpressive level of scien-
tific competence among many of its own
people and by occaslonal political interfer-
ence from higher ups in its parent depart-
ment, Health, Education, and Welfare
(HEW).

Allowing for those handicaps, assessment
of the evidence compels a largely negative
conclusion about the agency. The best-
known example of its bumbling is the cycla-
mate affair, which continues to embarrass
the FDA. Recently Dr. Edwards admitted
that he had given In to pressure from phar-
maceutical companies and had agreed last
summer that no recall of the artificial sweet-
eners, which studies had shown to cause
cancer in rats, would be needed. Instead, he
permitted the industry to conduct a survey
to determine the amount of cyclamate prod-
uts still on the market. The survey was to
be completed by Oct. 1, 1970, & month after
FDA's ban on sales of cyclamate products
theoretically took effect.

To his chagrin, the FDA discovered In
October that the industry survey had not
even begun and that the artificial sweet-
ener still was being sold in some areas. Not
until April 1971, however, did the FDA
finally order a recall of the principal cycla-
mate sweetener that was still avallable in
stores—Sucaryl, made by Abbott Labora-
tories. The recall turned up $350,000 worth
of Sucaryl.

“We should have ridden herd on them
[the drug companies] harder than we did,”
Dr. Edwards conceded ruefully to Mr,
Fountain.

The cyclamate affair probably cost the job
of Dr. Edwards' predecessor, Dr. Herbert Ley,
in 1969. He and Robert Finch, then HEW
secretary, couldn't seem to decide whether
to restrict cyclamates or to ban them, and
went both ways in successive public an-
nouncements. Amid the confusion, Dr. Ley
was replaced.

The FDA has shown similar indecisiveness
in other controversles, such as its attempt to
ban combination antiblotic drugs and a
seven-year, intermittent battle with Abbott
Laboratories over cleanliness problems with
intravenous fluids. Perhaps no Incident, how-
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ever, brings the FDA as clearly into focus as
the Spice of Life story.

It begins with green meat, continues with
& slipshod approach to the recall of a deadly
product, and ends in death. It shows the FDA
dealing almost casually with life-threatening
danger, and the agency’'s willingness to de-
pend on an offender to clean up his own
mess, In fairness, it also illustrates the diffi-
culty of trylng to trace a product through a
complex chain of wholesalers and retallers,
and the Inclination of some people to use
food products in unexpected ways.

The first danger signal came last Sept. 21,
when an Arlington, Va., restaurateur notified
the county health department that raw steak
turned bright green when sprinkled with
Spice of Life Meat Tenderizer. The county
department sent a sample of the tenderizer
to the Virginia Agricultural and Commerce
Department in Richmond, which found it to
be almost entirely sodium nitrite. A state
heslth inspector visited the distributor, Skin-
ker Speclalty Food Co. of Alexandria, Va., and
destroyed 10 jars of Spice of Life there.

CONSUMER WARNING

Virginia officials notified the FDA’s Wash-
ington, D.C., headquarters. Virginia also is-
sued a news release on Nov. 16, warning con-
sumers to beware of 21;-pound jars of the
tenderizer. The warning sald a small amount
of sodium nitrite “could cause serious injury,
and a larger amount could be fatal.”

The FDA had also issued a public warning,
but in softer language, three days earlier.
The nitrite "“poses a potential hazard to
health,” the FDA said, not mentioning the
possibility of death.

The FDA also began a peculiar procedure
called a “voluntary recall.” This has no basis
in law, or even in FDA regulations; it is an
administrative procedure that grew out of a
need to “act as rapidly as possible to get a
product off the market,” Mr. Grant says.

To carry out the recall, FDA relied—as it
usually does—on the company that produced
the dangerous product. The tenderizer had
been packed by Mutual Spice Co. of North
Bergen, N.J., a division of Hygrade Food
Products Corp., Detroit. Between Oct. 30 and
Nov. 2, Mutual telephoned the eight distribu-
tors that had received Spice of Life and
Country Tavern, another name for the same
tenderizer. Spice of Life was sold in the large
jars for restaurants and institutions; retail-
ers sold Country Tavern in small tins for
home use. On Nov. 2, Mutual sent a follow-
up warning letter to the distributors in
Virginia, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Kan-
sas, Michigan, and Minnesota.

It was unclear whether sodium nitrate had
been packed in just the Virginia shipment,
or in others too; there were no “batch num-
bers” to help trace it. The tenderizer—made
of papaya enzymes and salt—and sodium
nitrite look allke, but the tenderizer smells
musty. The tenderizer was kept in 200-pound
brown drums at the Mutual plant, the nitrite
in 400-pound blue drums in another build-
ing.

After Mutual's warning, each distributor
conducted a “subrecall.” “Skinker performed
a subrecall [an and around Washington,
D.C.] by verbally advising route drivers to
check customers’ stock for the product,”
Congressman Fountain says. “No attempt
was made by Mr. [Thomas C.] Skinker to
advise customers about the recall or the
inherent danger of the recall product.”

Mr. Skinker says that his drivers “were
instructed to contact anyone who might have
bought some of the tenderizer.” And he
asserts that it was “a very slow-moving item:
We maybe bought a total of four cases, 12
Jars to the case.”

‘A SUCCESSFUL RECALL"

The Skinker company notified Mutual on
Nov. 9 that the recall was complete, according
to an FDA report. Apparently the other dis-
tributors did likewlse, because a Feb, 26,
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1971, memo from the FDA's New York district
field office to Washington said the recall was
over. Mutual's efforts, “along with the public

, we feel resulted in a successful
recall,” the memo said.

It was not successful. On March 14, Robert
L. Hall of District Heights, Md., visited a
friend's bar-restaurant in nearby Washing-
ton, D.C. His frlend prepared a meal of baked
halibut seasoned with cheese, salt, pepper,
and Spice of Life. He also tasted two
“sub” loaves of buttered bread seasoned with
garlic salt and Spice of Life. The Spice of
Life was being used as a seasoning.

Mr. Hall ate the fish and most of the
bread. He died that night of sodium-nitrite
poisoning.

The staff of Mr. Foutaln’s House inter-
governmental relations subcommittee heard
about the death on March 18, just after
listening to FDA witnesses on other prob-
lems. The staff called the FDA, which said
it would consider issuing a public warning
by 8 p.m. that day. At 6 p.m., having heard
nothing from the FDA, the staffl notified
the Washington Post, which published a
story the next morning on the death.

That afternoon the FDA again Issued &
public warning, this time using stronger lan-
guage: “Some jars and cans of the product
contain pure sodium nitrite, a deadly poison
at high levels in foods."

And this time the FDA sent its own men
scwrtying after Spice of Life. They found
12 jars In Kansas despite a blizzard, In
Michigan, where heavy snow also was falling
they recovered a few jars. In Minnesota they
visited 20 restaurants, finding and destroy-
ing two partly filled jars. In Virginia, Mary-
land, and the District of Columbia they
canvassed all of Skinker's customers and
found no tenderizer. Mr. Skinker sent let-
ters to all the customers, with return cards
for anyone who had some Spice of Life; no
card was returned.

Though not all the jars were found—and
no one is certain that the danger is past—
this time the FDA has gone all out to pre-
vent another tragedy. And the Spice of Life
story is not over. The FDA is investigating
how the nitrite got in the wrong drums, and
charges might be filed. Officlals of Mutusal
and Hygrade refused to discuss the matter
with The National Observer.

RETHINKING RECALL POLICY

The Spice of Life tragedy has jarred the
FDA into rethinking its policy on recalls.
In an interview, Dr. Edwards and Mr. Grant
argued that a recall combined with a public
warning as a valuable tool. It's the fastest
and most complete way to remove a product
if there’s a real threat to the public health,”
Dr. Edwards contends.

Yet they acknowledged that the recall has
been used too often: 1400 times in fiscal
1970, about a sixfold increase in six years.
“We've used recalls for such things as up-
side-down labels on cans of tomatoes,” Mr,
Grant says, "when there was no health or
economie-fraud problem involved.” They
plan to reduce calls so the FDA can mon-
itor them Dbetter.

That may not be enough to come to grips
with the important underlying problem—
the FDA's relationship to the industries it
regulates. The relationship is too cozy, say
some critics of the FDA who urge a heavier
rellance on prosecutions and legal seizures
of suspect goods instead of on voluntary
recalls. One such critic is Gilbert Gold-
hammer, an FDA employee for 32 years who
now is a consultant to the Fountain sub-
comimnittee.

POLICEMEN OR EDUCATORS?

“We prided ourselves in the FDA on keep-
ing an arm’s length away from industry”
declares Mr. Goldhammer. “It was an ad-
versary relationship, and there was no bud-
dy-buddy stuffl. Now the FDA tries to edu-
cate these companies that sell dangerous
stuff.”
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Mr. Goldhammer left the FDA five years
ago after having been an inspector, chief
inspector, administrative assistant to the
commissioner, and assistant director of the
Bureau of Regulatory Compliance. “We con-
siderasd ourselves a police agency, not an
education azency. We were food and drug
detectives,” he says, adding that today’s
FDA has “forgotten its mission. It does little
enforcing.”

The FDA and the Edwards regime do have
their boosters. Rep. Clarence J. Brown, Jr., an
Uhio  Republican and member of the
Fountain subcommittee, contends that Dr.
Edwards is “a much better administrator than
Dr. Ley, and Dr, Ley was better than his
predecessor, Dr. James Goddard.” Mr, Brown
asserts that Dr. Edwards is “more balanced
and fair.”

And Mr, Brown has & good deal of sym-
pathy for anyone who is FDA commissioner.
*It's a rotten business to try to do a perfect
job, because the area is so explosive. The
FDA can save lives by letting drugs on the
market or by keeping some off. Or they can
let one on the market that poisons my kids.”
He likens the job to “picking your way among
the land mines.”

Mr. Brown =also notes the  ‘dramatic
changes in science and technology’ that have
brought many new drugs and food additives
to the marketplace. Dr. Edwards and Mr.
Grant cite this same point as evidence of the
scientific problems facing the FDA.

Dr, Edwards says he has made “significant
strides” in. hiring competent scientists for
the FDA. In the past, many good sclentists
avoided the FDA because it offered  little
opportunity for basic research. Now, however,
“there is an element of action at the FDA
sometimes too much action,” which Dr.
Edwards says is attracting high-quality
sclentists, So 1is the mnew FDA-operated
toxicological laboratory at Pine Bluff, Ark.

Dr. Edwards, a former management con-
sultant as well as a surgeon, is tightening the
FDA bureaucracy in an attempt to anticipate
crises before they happen. He expects no more
than. 75 per cent success in this goal, because
he considers a higher expectation unrealistic.

Dr. Edwards' managerial time is sharply
curtailed by complaints and Inquiries from
the FDA's varlous “publics.” Four congress-
men telephoned on one recent morning, for
example, and he hears repeatedly from drug
lobbyists, food Industry lobbyists, and con-
sumer groups. His predecessor, Dr. Ley, com-
plained about incessant calls from drug
lobbylsts, adding that he seldom heard from
consumer advocates except for a Ralph Na-
der group.

Dr. Edwards says that none of his pub-
lies is shy, and that consumer groups “al-
ways get my ear. In fact, they force us to
anticipate problems sometimes.” Yet both
Dr. Edwards and Mr. Grant assert that con-
sumer lobbles are “fragmented,” and seldom
seem to work toward the same goal.

Consumer groups are relatively new to
pressure lobbying at the FDA. They were
rarely heard from during the regimes of
Dr. Goddard, who left the FDA in 1968 after
21 years as Commissioner, and Dr. Ley. Strik-
ing in his newly grown full beard and mus-
tache, Dr. Goddard—who works in India for
the Ford Foundation—told The National
Observer during a trip to New York City
that he had to keep reminding FDA people
that they were representing consumers. “The
problem to avold, for an agency that is sup-
posed to protect the consumer, 1s [losing]
contact with consumer viewpoints.”

Dr. Edwards has not lost this contact, but
if consumer groups work at cross purposes,
outnumbered and outfinanced by hard-work=-
ing industry lobbyists, the end result may
be the same as if he had. So may it be if the
FDA pays little attention to consumers.

At 47, Dr. Edwards is lean, energetic, and,
though tempered by 17 rather stormy months
on the job, still optimistic about the FDA.
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He dces not agree with Dr. Ley that the com-
missioner’s job “may be nearly impossible.”
Rather, Dr. Edwards contends that *“glven
sufficient time and backing, we can make
this a pretty highly efficlent regulatory
agency.”

The FDA is a long way from that goal
now.

CONSUMER PROTECTION NEEDED
FOR LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. JAMES V. STANTON)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr., JAMES V. STANTON. Mr.
Speaker, in March the Cleveland re-
gional office of the Federal Trade
Commission held a series of consumer
protection hearings in Cleveland. An
overwhelming majority of those who tes-
tified came from low-income neighbor-
hoods.

Testimony from 216 residents showed
retail food stores and credit were the
major source of all consumer complaints.

On the West Side, which includes my
constituents in the 20th Congressional
District, many residents felt door-to-door
sales were an even greater problem than
deceptive food and credit practices.

Retail food store complaints focused
on first, inferior quality meats and prod-
uce sold at inner-city stores; second, in-
creases in prices on “Mother’'s Day"’—the
day welfare checks are received; third,
inner-city stores often have higher prices
than stores in white suburbia; and
fourth, advertised specials are frequently
not available at inner-city stores.

Witnesses said they tend to shop at
nearby inner-city stores not only because
of transportation problems, but also be-
cause these stores will accept food stamps
and welfare vouchers. A majority of food
stores in suburban areas will not, accord-
ing to complaints.

The second major area of complaints
concerned credit. Testimony indicated
this was the major problem on the city’s
West Side.

These hearings indicated low-income
consumers consider credit a most valua-
ble commodity, largely because it is so
difficult for these people to obtain due to
their limited financial resources. These
people are extremly protective in main-
taining an acceptable credit rating. Even
if the low-income consumer does under-
stand the truth-in-lending law, he often
cannot shop for credit because his credit
sources are so limited. Merchants who
entice these shoppers to buy at appar-
ently low prices which hide interest
rates, actually “sell money” rather than
products to many inner-city, ghetto, and
low-income consumers, according to the
FTC report on the hearings.

In summarizing results of these hear-
ings, Mrs. Carol G. Emerling, director of
the FTC’s Cleveland office, reported 60.6
percent of all consumer complaints
involved misrepresentation—deceptive
sales and credit—and food sales—decep-
tive pricing and quality.

The report concluded that 45 percent
of these complaints involved practices
that come under FTC regulatory author-
ity. Of 71 specific complaints, 42 in-
volved industrywide practices such as
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automobile warranties, computer billing,
encyclopedia and magazine door-to-door
sales, and tire claims. In other words,
nearly half the complaints made at these
hearings should have been acted upon by
the FTC in Washington.

Thus it was not surprising when Mrs.
Emerling observed:

There is a significant amount of con-
sumer distrust of Federal agencies and con-
sumer protection groups, which results i»
Inertia.

L —————

TWO BILLS FOR THE PEOPLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Un-
der a previous order of the House, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I have
introduced two bills today. It is impor-
tant that we as a Congress assert the in-
dividual’s right to have at least one pos-
session that cannot be confiscated for
Federal income tax purposes.

It is with this conviction that I re-
introduce today the National Homestead
Exemption Act of 1971 to abolish a sec-
tion of the Internal Revenue Code that
permits the Federal Government to take
away a man's home as payment for un-
paid taxes.

While I recognize the need for equi-
table and uniform enforcement of income
tax laws, I view as unduly severe the
the Government’'s authority to deprive
a person of perhaps his most cherished
material possession.

Several States, including my home
State of Texas, have statutes exempt-
ing a homestead from tax liens. State
statutes, however, do not protect the in-
dividual from Federal tax liens against
his property.

I feel it is incumbent upon us to adopt
the attitude of respect for a man’s home
that many States have embodied in their
homestead exemption laws. I urge my
colleagues to extend this philosophy to
the Federal level by acting promptly and
favorably on this proposal.

My second bill recognizes that for a
substantial number of taxpayers the
yvearly struggle with complex tax forms
and involved regulations is a time of
dread, annoyance, and bewilderment.

Eventual reforms of the tax maze are
inevitable, but in the meantime there are
many small taxpayers who cannot afford
the luxury of professional assistance in
filing for tax returns. The small taxpay-
ers I refer to are the many millions with
incomes under $10,000 who pay claims
they consider unjust because of the
frightening prospect of having to contest
their claims with the Government.

It is in behalf of these taxpayers that
I am today reintroducing a bill to estab-
lish a Small Tax Division within the Tax
Court of the United States to give a fair
and sympathetic hearing to any taxpayer
1:211:53"1J ém assessed deficiency of less than

The division would be comprised of
20 commissioners appointed by the U.S.
Tax Court whose function it would be to
redetermine an assessed deficiency and
allow a tax refund not to exceed $2,500.

Within a tax system that provides
generous breaks and relief for huge
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corporations and personal fortunes, there
is surely room for a body that concerns
itself with a large segment of taxpayers
to whom every dollar paid out in Federal
taxes involves a personal sacrifice. I urge
my colleagues to support me in this
attempt to give the taxpayer of modest
resources some effective recourse against
a huge bureaucracy that disposes of 85
percent of its contested tax claims with-
out court adjudication.

WCBS ENDORSES DRUG CONTROL
BILL

(Mr. MONAGAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous material.)

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, no one
disputes the severity of the drug abuse
problem in the Armed Forces, or the need
for Congress to act quickly to fashion
effective remedial programs to enable the
services to cope with the addiction epi-
demic.

On May 10, 1971, I introduced H.R.
8216, the Armed Forces Drug Control Act
of 1971 which I believe presents a prac-
tical approach to treating drug addic-
tion among members of the Armed
Forces. In addition to providing for com-
prehensive treatment-rehabilitation-pre-
vention programs in each of the Armed
Forces and containing a uniform am-
nesty-treatment provision, the bill states
that no member of an armed force who,
during his active duty, is determined to
be addicted to a narcotic drug may be
separated from service until such time
as he is adjudged to be free of any habit-
ual dependence on drugs. The retention
provision of HR. 8216 is an innovative
provision and I am pleased that it has
had a favorable reception by other Mem-
bers and by the press.

On May 13, and 14, WCBS radio broad-
cast an excellent editorial on the critical
nature of the drug abuse problem in the
military, and endorsed my approach to
solving the problem. I am inserting the
text of the WCBS editorial in the Rec-
orp at this point for the benefit of my
colleagues:

DrUGS IN THE MILITARY

Today, more on the problem of drug abuse
within the Armed Services.

The Defense Department points out that
the problem is not pecullar to the military,
but is a reflection of the increase in drug
abuse that Is afflicting American soclety,
clvilian and military.

That 1s probably correct. Nevertheless, we
believe the Armed Services have an obliga-
tion to those who become addicted to nar-
cotics while serving in the military: to treat
and we hope cure the allment before the
men are discharged.

The military is reneging on a moral obli-
gation when it discharges veterans with a
dope habit, a habit that ls easy to come by
in Vietnam. Furthermore, 1t's bad social pol-
icy. An addicted veteran discharged into
civilian life is very likely to become a erim-
inal to finance his habit.

This week, Congressman John Monagan
of Connecticut Introduced a bill In Wash-
ington that would establish a Drug Abuse
Control Corps to set up and supervise a drug
abuse control program for the Armed Serv-
ices.

Within the bill is a provision that states
no member of the Armed Services addicted to
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a narcotic drug may be discharged until his
habitual dependence on the drug is gone.

While Congressman Monagan’s bill 15 not
necessarily the only legislation that can be
designed on this subject, it does have the
right baslc idea—and that is to charge the
Armed Services with responsibility for treat-
ment of its addicts before returning them to
civilian life.

TURBO TRAIN TOUR

(Mr. MONAGAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, a signifi-
cant test program which Congress re-
cently initiated is the High Speed Ground
Transportation Act, the legislation which
has led to development of the New York-
to-Boston Turbo Train and the New
York-to-Washington Metroliner. Both
runs have provided significant informa-
tion and operational improvements. They
have a foundation for future improve-
ments in train service for Connecticut
citizens, and for citizens throughout the
country.

The Turbo Train, which is made by
Sikorsky Aireraft, is now venturing from
its New England home to display its qual-
ities to the West. On May 15, the train
left Providence, R.I. for a week of dem-
onstrations and performance tests in
Pueblo, Colo. The train will highlight
the week by carrying Secretary of Trans-
portation John A. Volpe the last 60 miles
of the trip to Pueblo for the dedication
of the Department’s new High Speed
Ground Test Center.

In light of the significant role which
the Congress has played in the success of
the whole Turbo Train project, I should
like to enter into the Recorp for the in-
formation of my colleagues the summary
and schedule of events for this western
trip.

Stratford, Connecticut—The TurboTrain,
Sikorsky Alrcraft’s high-speed intercity pas-
senger train, leaves its home base of Provi-
dence, Rhode Island, Saturday (May 15), for
Pueblo, Colorado to participate in the dedica~
tion of the U.S. Department of Transporta-
tion’s (DOT) High-Speed Ground Test
Center.

Newly refurbished inside and out and with
a number of technical modifications, the
train will be on display at the Pueblo Center
May 19th and 20th. It will begin its journey
home on May 21st.

The second TurboTrain will continue its
dally scheduled trip hetween Boston and
New York. It is also scheduled scon to un-
dergo refurbishment after two years of serv-
ice as part of the DOT’'s Northeast Corridor
high-speed ground demonstration. The Tur-
boTrain project was extended for an addi-
tional two years by the DOT in January 1971
in a program which includes adding two
more cars to each train next year to increase
capacity from 144 seats to 240 seats. The
trains are leased by Sikorsky to the DOT.

The TurboTrain, highly advanced mechant-
cally, utilizes alrcraft-type gas turbine en-
gines for power and has a pendulus banking
suspension system which causes it to bank
inward on curves instead of outward, en-
abling it to round curves at speeds 30-40%
faster than regular tralns with passenger

comfort and safety. The suspension system
also enables the train to operate with high-
ly improved performance on existing tracks.
The train is streamlined and has & luxurious
interior. It has been tested at speeds of more
than 170 mph, and regularly reaches speeds
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of more than 100 mph in operational service,
depending on track conditions.

The TurboTrain is the only new non-elec-
trified intercity passenger train to be de-
veloped in this country in the past 15 years.

The newly refurbished train, painted white
with red and black stripes, will leave the
Providence maintenance facility at approxi-
mately 5:30 A.M. Saturday. It will arrive at
Buffalo in late afternoon around 5:80, where
it will remain for the night.

It is scheduled to depart from Buffalo at
about 8:00 AM. Sunday, and will pass
through Cleveland, Ohio; Fort Wayne, In-
diana and other cities on route to Chicago
where it is expected at about 4:00 P.M.

It will leave Chicago Monday at about 7:00
AM. The train will arrive at Kansas City at
about 3:00 P.M. It will arrive at La Junta,
Colorado at about midnight. It will lay over
in La Junta until Wednesday morning when
it will carry Transportation Secretary John
A. Volpe and his party to the dedication cere-
monies at Pueblo, about 60 miles away.

The train will leave Pueblo for Providence

Friday, May 21, but the exact schedule is not
yet firm.

EARLY YEARS, A NEW MAGAZINE

FOR TEACHERS OF PRESCHOOL
CHILDREN

(Mr, BRADEMAS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, a grow-
ing number of Americans share an awak-
ening interest in the problems and op-
portunities of early childhood. Educators
and noneducators have more and more
become aware that in the first 5 years
of life, many children gain or lose the
chance to achieve in school. Nutritionists
are more and more concerned about the
impact of the early years of life for
growth in later life.

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, citizens in all
walks of life have come to believe that
equality of educational opportunity must
rest upon early initiatives in child de-
velopment—initiatives which supply ade-
quate cognitive and effective learning,
good food for growth of brain and body,
mental and physical health care and,
when necessary, good family counseling,

At the time when this interest in early
childhood is burgeoning, Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to note that a new magazine
has appeared, a magazine which will
serve the interests of teachers, adminis-
trators, researchers, and others con-
cerned with the very young.

Early Years is the name of the maga-
zine, and it is published and edited by
Allen Raymond, a man of great ability
and high dedication to the eause of edu-
cation.

Mr, Speaker, the distinguished chair-
man of the editorial advisory board of
this new journal is the former Assistant
Secretary of Health, Education, and

‘Welfare for Education and U.S. Commis-

sioner of Education, Dr. James E. Allen,
Jr., now of the faculty at Princeton Uni-
versity.

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the Rec-
orp I insert the text of Dr. Allen’s edi-
torial in the initial—spring 1971—issue
of Early Years:

EDITORIAL

Everyone who shares concern for chil-
dren—and the schools that seek to serve
them—must be heartened by the growing em-
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phasis on the early childhood years. Research
and experience are producing a greater un-
derstanding and more precise knowledge of
the growth and learning processes of these
years—knowledge that is, in turn, reinforcing
the belief in their crucial importance in the
life span.

Not only does more development of intel-
ligence take place in the early childhood
years than in any other similar period of
life, but it is in these years that a foundation
is built for future physical and mental health
and for the eventual full development of
the potential of each individual. In relation-
ship to the total school experience, it is be-
coming ever more apparent that the charac~
ter and content of the learning of these early
year's will significantly and lastingly affect
the ability of children to benefit from their
future educational opportunities.

Of obvious and fundamental importance
is the effect of these beginning experiences
on the acquisition of the basic learning skills.
For this reason, the opportunity provided for
the early years is a matter of great concern
in the current nationwide Right to Read ef-
fort. It was while I was serving as United
States Commissioner of Education that I
initiated and President Nixon endorsed this
campaign. Its immediate alm: To eliminate
from the schools of America the totally un-
justifiable reading deficlencies that affect one
out of every four students. Its long-range
goal: That, by the end of the 1970s, no child
shall be leaving school without the skill and
the desire to read to the limits of his capabili-
ity.

The growing emphasis on the early child-
hood years will find expression and imple-
mentation in a variety of ways. Public edu-
cation will expand its responsibility to in-
clude earlier years in the framework of formal
schooling. Day-care centers, likely to increase
greatly in number in the years ahead, will
give more attention to their educational re-
sponsibilities and opportunities. Parents will
seek new ways to help.

Because of the extremely sensitive and
formative nature of the early childhood
years, it is imperative that all programs be
of the highest quallty, using to full advan-
tage new approaches, new technology, new
ideas, new understandings. The emphasls
should be on flexibility and freedom. Learn-
ing activities must not be so formalized as
to inhibit natural inquisitiveness and the
excitement of discovery.

Parents and teachers alike will be seeking
new sources of guidance and practical help.
To provide such help is the goal of this mag-
azine.

The growing emphasis on the beginning
years of life provides a tremendous oppor-
tunity to improve education and to realize
for many more the satisfaction of a fuller
use of abllities and talents.

WASHINGTON REPORT: CONGRESS IS MOVING
TOWARD A CHILD DEVELOPMENT FROGRAM FOR
CHILDREN, BY CONGRESSMAN JOHN BRADEMAS
Mr. Speaker, in addition to the edi-

torial by Dr. Allen, I insert in the REc-
orp an article of my own in the first is-
sue of Early Years. My own essay is
a brief description of the outlook for
passage by this Congress of the Com-
prehensive Child Development Act, which
enjoys widespread bipartisan cosponsor-
ship in both the House and Senate and
which the House Select Education Sub-
committee, which I have the honor to
chair, is now considering.

The article follows:

WasHINGTON REPOrT: CongrEss Is MoviNg
TOWARD A CHILD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
FOR CHILDREN

(By Congressman JOHN BRADEMAS)

The 92nd Congress may see Americans
setting up early childhood programs for the
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sake of children. In my judgment, it's about
time.

Let me explain why I speak of childhood
programs for the sake of children. The fact
is that since the Civil War, there have been
schools and school-like institutions for the
very young in America. But they have been
started, and sometimes federally supported,
with the interests of mothers and of the gov-
ernment, rather than the child, in mind.

During World War II, for example, hun-
dreds of thousands of women went into war
plants as welders and assemblers to take the
places of the millions of men who went to
war. Their children were taken care of in
federally-financed play schools (Lanham
Act), either right in the war plants or near
their mothers’ homes. When the boys came
home from the war we wanted the women
out of the plants so the men could have
those well paying jobs. Shutting down the
day care centers was a help in getting the
women back into the home.

Just as Maria Montessori’s methods, orig-
inally pioneered in the slums of Rome, were
taken up by the well-to-do in America, 80
the provision of day care centers for working
women has lent impetus to the growth of the
kindergarten movement for the children of
the middle and upper classes, And, though
we discontinued the Lanham Act schools dur-
ing the years immediately after World War
II, we have come to see in the years since
that the programs we had started out of ex-
pediency were valuable in their own right.

Now we are on the verge of having child
care and development programs for the sake
of the children. Today we are driven not by
the urgency of war but by concern for the
well-being of the young.

CARE AND DEVELOPMENT

Psychologists recently have come to learn
significantly more about the way children
grow and, as a result, we have a deeper ap-
preciation of what intelligence and develop-
ment mean. Traditionally, It was easy to con-
celve of a child care program: the creche and
the orphanage represent its paradigm—food,
a roof over the child's head, a bed to sleep
on at night—the basic needs of life viewed
as the basic needs of childhood. But with
our new understanding of intelligence as
protean and evolving, we have started to look
for ways in which to affect its formation.

Not surprisingly, we have found them.
Emotional security, stimulating environ-
ment, good food and health care all contrib-
ute to the development of a child's intelli-
gence, ability, creativity and interest in the
world. So does the soclal situation into which
a child is placed. In recent years, and par-
ticularly since the monumental studies made
under the direction of James 8. Coleman, it
has become clear that children from poor
surroundings develop much more quickly
when they mix with children from homes of
higher socio-economic status—Iit broadens
their horizons beyond what the late Oscar
Lewis called the “culture of poverty.”

Child development, then, has come to
mean those programs for children that are
based on the notion that a child’s potential
is fulfilled, not in some set proportion, but in
accordance with the opportunities supplied
by parents and the society in which he lives.

WHAT WE HAVE

The kind of child care that can tap a
child’s potential in the ways we now think
possible, is not widely available, For the rich,
of course, there are some schools—often they
charge more than $2,000 per child per year—
that approach child care in creative and scl-
entifically sound ways. But they don’t nearly
meet the need.

Neither do available federally-supported
child care and development programs. Most
are financed by Titles IV-A and IV-B of
the Social Security Act and Titles I, II-B and
III-B of the Economlic Opportunity Act.
These programs accommodate only 641,000

May 19, 1971

children, representing only a fraction of the
4.9 million preschool children of working
parents. We have only begun to make child
development programs available to the chil-
dren of welfare reciplents and the very poor.

Head Start is probably the closest thing
we have to comprehensive child develop-
ment programming, and it is available to
only 89,000 children. Yet even Head Start,
our best attempt, is embedded in the cul-
ture of poverty, is limited in scope and, all
too often, supplies little more than custo-
dial care.

ACTION IN THE HOUSE

In August 1969, Patsy T. Mink (D-Hawall),
Ogden R. Reid (R-N.Y.) and I introduced
the Comprehensive Preschool Education and
Child Day Care bill in the House. Our pro-
posal provided voluntary programs of early
childhood development, open to all children
but with priority for disadvantaged children.
The bill sought to eliminate the arbitrary
divisions among “day care,” “preschool” and
“child health” programs, and sought to set
up standards of programming for such opera-
tions, The bill also would have made it
possible for programs to be operated by
public or private nonprofit or profit~-making
organizations.

Later, in February 1870, Congressman
John Dellenback of Oregon and several of
his colleagues introduced the Comprehensive
Head Start Child Development bill of 1970.
This bill was in many ways similar to the
Brademas-Mink-Reid bill, but is specifically
extended services upward to 14-year-olds.

Because of the simlilarity between the
Dellenback and the Brademas-Mink-Reid
bills, final testimony in February and March
involved both bills. By the end of March,
our subcommittee had held a total of 17
days of hearings and collected over 1,000
pages of testimony.

After a number of hard-working markup
sessions in May and June, we combined many
Teatures of both bills and, in September, the
Select Education Subcommittee favorably
reported 4 new bill, HR. 19362, to the full
House Education and Labor Committee.

STILL ANOTHER BILL

Because the 091st Congress adjourned
without further action on this subcommittee
bill, it represented the polnt from which we
started work in the 82nd. After a number of
meetings and discussions to improve on the
1970 bill, on March 24, 1971, on behalf of
myself and a bipartisan coalition of ten
members of the House of Representatives,
I introduced the most up-to-date version of
the bill.

Other original sponsors of the bill are:
Patsy T. Mink (Hawail), James H. Scheuer
(N.Y.), Lloyd Meeds (Wash.), Willlam Clay
(Mo.), Albert Quie (Minn.), Ogden R. Reid
(N.X.), John Dellenback (Ore.), Alphonzo
Bell (Cal.) and Orval Hansen (Idaho).

A major provision of the bill calls for es-
tablishment of Local Policy Councils, com-
posed of parents of children in the neigh-
borhoods to be served. The bill also estab-
lishes the Office of Child Development in the
Department of Health, Education and Wel-
fare to coordinate all federally-supported
child development programs. (The present
Office of Child Development was created by
executive order only.)

Other key features of the bill are: author-
ization of construction of day care facil-
itles; training for personnel to operate the
programs, and funds for the actual oper-
atlon of such programs so long as they
meet established requirements.

At this writing, some 80 members of the
House have joined me as co-sponsors of
this legislation and, under the able lead-
ership of Senators Walter Mondale (D-Minn.)
and Jacob Javits (R-N.Y.), we expect coordi-
nated action on a companion measure in the
Benate.

For the millions of American children for
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whom there are at present no adequate
day care and development services, this bill
offers new hope. To President Nixon, who in
February 1969 committed his Administration
“to providing all American children an op-
portunity for healthful and stimulating de-
velopment during the first five years of life,”
this bill represents a way to keep a promise,

As bipartisan legislation for a high publie
purpose—the lives of children—the Com-
prehensive Child Development bill of 1871
merits the support of all Americans. I be-
lieve that it will gain that support and be-
come law during the 92nd Congress,

REMARKS OF TOM WICKER, NEW
YORK TIMES, AT THE ROBERT F.
KENNEDY JOURNALISM AWARDS
LUNCHEON, WASHINGTON, DC,
APRIL 28, 1971

(Mr. BRADEMAS asked and was giv-
en permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, few
persons within this generation have
made so great an impact in so short a
period of time on the people of the
United States as did Robert F. Kennedy.

I believe that most observers of the
life of Robert Kennedy would agree that
one of the characteristics we most iden-
tify with him was his extraordinary sen-
sitivity to, and compassion for, those in
trouble or in suffering.

It was, therefore, most appropriate that
in December 1968, a group of journalists
established the Robert F. Kennedy Jour-
nalism Awards to give recognition to out-
standing achievement on the part of
journalists who most effectively describe
the kinds of concerns which were Robert
Kennedy's.

Mr. Speaker, I was privileged to have
been present on April 28, 1971, at the
John F'. Kennedy Center for the Perform-
ing Arts for the Third Annual Robert
F. Kennedy Journalism Awards, and I
take this opportunity to pay tribute to
the recipients of the award this year.
I should like to insert in the Recornp the
text of the program on this oceasion, con-
taining both the names and works of the
awardees.

Mr. Speaker, I should also like to insert
at this point in the Recorp the eloquent
remarks of one of this Nation’s most
effective journalists, Tom Wicker of the
New York Times, who was the keynote
speaker on April 28.

I do not believe I have heard a more
powerful discussion of the role of the
press in a free society than Mr. Wicker’s
address on this occasion.

The materials to which I have made
reference follow:

REMARES oF ToMm WICKER

What were the virtues of Robert Eennedy?
Those who knew him better than I can
answer for themselves, but perhaps we might
agree on two; perhaps we might agree that
he was sensitive and tough. By sensitive, I
mean that he was a man of compassion, but
of anger, too; and I mean that he not only
had genercsity in his heart but an openness
in his nature that allowed him to see, to
feel, to learn and grow. He was sensitive to
all about him; there was nothing oblivious
about Robert Kennedy.

And when I say he was tough, I don’'t mean
in that cheap and cliche fashion too often
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celebrated in these precincts as “hard-
nosed."” I mean he had the courage to judge
things for himself, the determination to act
as best he could, the resourcefulness and the
knowledge of things that emabled him in
his brief hour to do more than most ecan
achieve in a lifetime. Those who called him
ruthless misjudged the quality of his tough-
ness, not the fact that he had it.

So although he was frequently enough at
odds with newspapers and newspaper men,
I think it's fitting that the awards to be
presented later should be made in his name;
I think Robert Kennedy in his sensitivity
and toughness held up a light we of the
press, in an hour of trial of our own, would
do well to follow. That's true here in Wash-
ington and it's true for reporters elsewhere,
particularly for those who find themselves
involved in or exposed to storles like those
to be honored here today.

THE SAME FROBLEM

We really all have the same problem.
Whether it’s Nick Kotz on the inequities of
Jamie Whitten or Tony Ripley on the mono-
lith of the AE.C. or Jack Nelson on the
fallures and distortions of the F.B.I. or Peter
Arnett on the vast shapeless horror of Viet-
nam, NBC on migrant labor or CBS on the
selling of the Pentagon—any of these stories
require for understanding a sensitivity to
life—compassion and anger and generosity
and openness. And to tell them as they
should be told takes toughness—the courage
to judge, determination and resourcefulness.

But today almost any example of that kind
of sensitivity and toughness in the press or
on felevision leads to an outery, an attack
from high places, or perhaps, a whining pro-
test cloaked to appear as not a protest or even
a subpoena; and, I'm sorry to say, not in-
frequently the sensitivity and toughness of
one part of the press leads to an attack from
another. In these circumstances, I think re-
porters and editors need to recall another of
Robert Eennedy’s virtues. We need to know
who we are and what we must do, as I think
he came to know those things about himself.

After all, there are a lot of people in and
out of the profession, in and out of govern-
ment, who're trying to tell us who and what
we are. We are even being told at exalted
levels that the American press has something
of a Marxist function—that it’s our duty to
serve the interests of the state. More specifi-
cally and absurdly, that it’s our duty to serve
the interests of a briefly authorized national
Administration and of a particular policy,

THE COURAGE TO JUDGE FOR OURSELVES

Let's have the courage to judge for our-
selves who we are and what we must do. Let's
make it clear, and I believe we never have
fully done so, that the press of America is
not an adjunct of politics or an appendage of
the government but an estate of its own, with
its own responsibilities and its own commit-
ments. And those responsibilities and com-
mitments are only the greater because, in a
very real sense, we are a privileged class—en-
dowed with a Constitutional position, a close
vantage point, and, that rare thing in Amer-
ican life today, something useful to do.

Let’s mistrust the fatal lure of the pressbox
mentality—that voice that tells us it's
enough, as one of Conrad’s heroes was ad-
vised by his father, to “look on—make no
sound!”

Let's not succumb to the truth-machine
syndrome version the notion that somewhere
there’s a perfect and unassailable version of
what happened, and that anything deviating
from that immaculate—but usually self-serv-
ing—acecount s a disservice to the Republic.
If reporters don't know that truth is plural,
they ought to be lawyers.

Let's beware of elevating the “official
source” to an exaltation that only its official
standing, not its substance or its meaning,
could give it. Neither truth nor understand-
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ing Is reserved in this country or any other,
to people elected or appointed.

Let’s have objectivity if it kills us, and
someday it might, but not that objectivity
that persists in treating all facts as if any one
is the equivalent of any other—not that ob-
Jectivity that operates on the mindless as-
sumpion that to think and judge and evalu-
ate is original reporter’s sin.

THE PRESS IS NOT THE ROOT CAUSE OF THE
TROUBLE

Let’s be firm in the knowledge that what~
ever our sins—and they are many—and what-
ever our deficlencles—and they are myriad—
the press is not the root cause of the trouble
in this country or in the world. The press
sent no troops to Vietnam and if the New
York Times ceased to publish tomorrow, the
war still couldn’t be won or justified. The
real question is—what did we do, when we
had the chance, to prevent the nightmare?
We listened to the official sources.

The press did not create the poor and the
downtrodden in America and if NBC went
off the air tonight, they would still be with
us in their miserable millions. The real ques=-
tion is—how shall we meet our responsibility
to nag and ceaselessly prod the conscience
of the rich? I don't think we're doing it.

The press did not divide the races in Amer-
ica, and if the Washington Post abandoned
its editorial page tomorrow, the races
wouldn't be reconciled, far from it. And the
real question is—are we doing enough to
document and convey the shame and danger
of the situation to those within and without
the government who don't know or don't
care? I doubt it seriously.

OUR REAL WORK OF LOOKING FOR THE TRUTH
AND SETTING IT DOWN

Those are the guestions before us—these
and many others llke them—and if Robert
Kennedy is not here to help us find the an-
swers, his light is all around us, his sen-
sitivity and toughness and knowledge of
himself are there as models. And if we see by
such a light, we'll scarcely trouble to defend
ourselves against false charges and self-serv-
ing demands; and we'll discern without such
difficulty that those who want us to report
“good news” or “what is right about Amer-
ica” are simply those who are afraid we
might do our real work of looking for the
truth and setting down what we find, harsh
and beautiful on the page and on the screen.

And by the same light, I think we could
continue to know the truth of my great col-
league, James Reston, once said In my hear-
ing to a very high official of the government,
I had been threatened by that personage, or
s0 it seemed to me, and I reported that to
Mr. Reston, then our bureau chief, and he
picked up the phone immediately and called
the man, “Listen,” he said, “there's one thing
you ought to understand. We're going to be
here long after you're gone."

And so we are. And so we always will be,
I believe, if we have the sensitivity and the
toughness to know who we are and what we
must do.

THE THIRD ANNUAL RoOBERT F, KENNEDY

JOURNALISM AWARDS

As Robert Eennedy saw and listened to
the poor—Blacks, Indians, Chicanos, Appa=-
lachians, migrant workers, the unemployed,
the disabled—so0 did the journalists who trav-
eled with him.

The Robert F. Eennedy Journalism Awards
program was founded by a group of these
journalists in December, 1968, to encourage
and recognize outstanding achlevement in
portraying those aspects of American Life
which occupled so much of his attention—
the vietims of economic conditions, raclal
prejudice, malnutrition, governmental abuse
or neglect—or simply the indifference of the
more fortunate.

The awards honor working journalists
whose work {lluminates the life styles, handi-
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caps and hopes of the disadvantaged with in-
sights into the causes, conditions and reme-
dies of their plight.

The awards program is sponsored by the
Journalism Awards Committee on the Prob-
lems of Poverty and Discrimination, which
maintains full responsibility for its impar-
tiality and integrity. The Journalism Awards
Committee is assisted In its work by the
Robert F. Kennedy Memorial,

THE THIRD ANNUAL ROBERT F. KENNEDY

JOURNALISM AWARDS

The John F. Kennedy Center for the Per-
forming Arts, April 28, 1971.

Master of Ceremonles: Bill Cosby.

Keynote Speaker: Tom Wicker, The New
York Times.

Awards Presentation: Richard Harwood,
Washington Post.

Journalism Awards Committee: Richard
Harwood, Chairman, Washington Post; Hays
Gorey, Time; Jules Witcover, Los Angeles
Times; Dan Blackburn.

Judges: David Halberstam; Frank Jordan,
NBC; Nick Kotz, Washington Post; Hal
Walker, CBS.

AWARD WINNERS
Best television coverage—1970

The National Broadcasting Company for
Migrant: An NBC White Paper. Accepting
the Award: Martin Carr, Producer.

Westinghouse Broadcasting Company for
When You Reach December. Accepting the
Award: Marvin L. Shapiro, President of the
Station Group.

Best newspaper coverage—I1970

Ralph Looney for his serles in The Albu-
querque Tribune on the Navajos.

Jerome Watson and Sam Washington for
their series in the Chicago Sun-Times on I~
linols State Schools for the Mentally Re-
tarded.

Special Awards—1970

Ruben Salazar for his columns in the Los
Angeles Times which communicated effec-
tively and compassionately the culture and
alienation of Chicanos. Accepting the Award:
Mrs, Ruben Salazar.

The New Thing for This is the Home of
Mrs. Levant Graham. Accepting the Award:
Topper Carew, Producer.

WHEN YOU REACH DECEMBER

The Westinghouse Broadeasting Company.

Produced, written and reported by Dick
Hubert. Directed by Paul Galan. Narrated by
Rod MacLelsh.

The opening scene of When You Reach
December makes you sit up in your chalr—
and from that moment on, your attention
never wavers as this hour show explores in
poignant detail the special and sad problems
of the alling aged. Filmed mainly in and
around the nursing homes of Maryland, the
documentary nevertheless is an indictment
on & national scale of our neglect toward this
cltizen group—an indictment made all the
more damning by its understatement. Broad-
cast: The week of November 31, 1870, Group
W Stations.

MIGRANT: AN NBC WHITE PAPER

The Natlonal Broadcasting Company.

Produced and directed by Martin Carr. Cor-
respondent: Chet Huntley. Written by Martin
Carr and Marllyn Nissenson.

This hour show is in all respects a worthy
successor to Edward R. Murrow's Harvest of
Shame which brought the plight of the mi-
grant worker to the attention of America a
decade ago. Producer Carr’s use of interviews
is particularly revealing and effective. Mi-
grant is everything a television documentary
should be—factual, timely, hard-hitting and
extremely visual. Broadeast: July 16, 1970,
7:80 p.m., NBC Television Network.
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THIS IS THE HOME OF

The New Thing.

Produced and directed by Topper Carew.
Filmed by Claudia Weill and Eli Noyes.

The New Thing, an arts workshop in the
inner city of Washington, D.C. has produced
an unusual, delightful and fascinating docu-
mentary. Producer Carew’s film crew spent
three months with the Grahams while the
family, their relatives and friends became
accustomed to the camera. When the camera
was turned on, out came this wonderfully
warm, cinema verité treatment of family life
in the Black ghetto.

Broadcast: October 9, 1970,
WTOP-TV, Washington, D.C.

THE ROBERT F. KENNEDY JOURNALISM AWARDS
CIRCULATING LIBRARY

The winning documentaries and those
from previous years are of continuing im-
portance in contributing to our knowledge
about the problems America faces and the
steps we must take to correct long-standing
grievances,

The Robert F. Kennedy Journalism Awards
Committee has obtained some of these films
which it will lend to interested groups.

Other films can be rented from the net-
works or their distributors for a nominal
fee.

MRS. LEVANT GEAHAM

7:00 am.,

(By Ruben Salazar)

A Chicano is a Mexican-American with a
non-Anglo image of himself.

He resents being told Columbus “discov-
ered” America when the Chicano’s ancestors,
the Mayans and the Aztecs, founded highly
sophisticated civilizations centuries before
Spain financed the Italian explorer’s trip to
the “New World.”

Chicanos resent also Anglo pronounce-
ments that Chicanos are ‘“culturally de-
prived” or that the fact that they speak
Spanish is a “problem.”

Chicanos will tell you that their culture
predates that of the Pllgrims and that Span-
ish was spoken in America before English
and so the “problem” is not theirs but the
Anglos' who don't speak Spanish,

Having told you that, the Chicano will
then contend that Anglos are Spanish-
oriented at the expense of Mexicans,

They will complain that when the gover-
nor dresses up as a Spanish nobleman for
the Santa Barbara Fiesta he’s insulting Mexi-
cans because the Spanish conquered and ex-
ploited the Mexicans.

It’s as if the governor dressed like an Eng-
lish Redcoat for & Fourth of July parade,
Chicanos say.

When you think you know what Chicanos
are getting at, a Mexican-American will tell
you that Chicano is an insulting term and
may even quote the Spanish Academy to
prove that Chicano derlves from chicanery.

A Chicano will scoff at this and say that
such Mexican-Americans have been brain-
washed by Anglos and that they're Tio Tacos
(Uncle Toms). This type of Mexican-Ameri-
cans, Chicanos will argue, don't like the word
Chicano because it's abrasive to their Anglo-
oriented minds.

These poor people are brown Angles, Chi-
canos will smirk.

What, then, is a Chicano? Chicanos say
that if you have to ask you'll never under-
stand, much less become a Chicano

Actually, the word Chicano is as difficult
to define as “soul.”

For those who like simplistic answers, Chi-
cano can be defined as short for Mexicano.
For those who prefer complicated answers, it
has been suggested that Chicano may have
come from the word Chihuahua—the name
of a Mexican state bordering on the United
States. Getting trickier, this version then
contends that Mexicans who migrated to
Texas call themselves Chicanos because hav-
ing crossed into the United States from

May 19, 1971

Chihuahua they adopted the first three let-
ters of that state, Chi, and then added cano,
for the latter part of Texano.

Such explanations, however, tend to miss
the whole point as to why Mexican-American
activists call themeselves Chlcanos,

Mexican-Americans, the second largest mi-
nority in the country and the largest in the
Southwestern states (California, Texas, Ari-
zona, New Mexico and Colorado) , have always
had difficulty making up their minds what to
call themselves.

In New Mexico they call themselves Span-
ish-Americans, In other parts of the South-
west they call themselves Americans of Mex-
ican descent, people with Spanish surnames
or Hispanos.

Why, ask some Mexlcan-Americans, can't
we Just call ourselves Americans?

Chicanos are trying to explain why not.
Mexican-Americans, though indigenous to
the Southwest, are on the lowest rung
scholastically, economically, socially and
politically. Chicanos feel cheated. They want
to effect change. Now.

Mexican-Americans average elght years of
schooling compared to the Negroes' 10 years.
Farm workers, most of whom are Mexican-
American in the Southwest, are excluded
from the National Labor Relations Act un-
like other workers. Also, Mexican-Americans
often have to compete for low-paying jobs
with their Mexican brothers from across the
border who are willing to work for even less.
Mexican-Americans have to live with the
stinging fact that the word Mexlcan is the
synonym for inferior In many parts of the
Southwest.

That is why Mexican-American activists
flaunt the barrio word Chicano—as an act
of defiance and a badge of honor. Mexican-
Americans, though large in numbers, are so
politically impotent that in Los Angeles,
where the country’s largest single concentra-
tion of Spanish-speaking live, they have no
one of their own on the City Council. This,
in a city politically sophisticated enough to
have three Negro councilmen.

Chicanos, then, are merely fighting to be-
come “Americans.” Yes, but with a Chicano
outlook.

DireMMA; UNFIT IN TWO LANGUAGES
(By Ruben Salazar)

“A Los Angeles Police Department officer
was beating a Spanish-speaking motoriss
calling him a dirty Mexlcan. Occupants in
the motorist's car yelled out to the police
officer that the person he was beating was
not a Mexican, but that he was a Nicaraguan.

“At that moment the officer stopped beat-
ing him and obtained medical help for him."”

So testified a psychiatric social worker at
& hearing before the U.S. Commission on Clvil
Rights in December of 1968.

The testimony gives some insight into the
complicated subject of the differences among
the Spanish-speaking people in the United
Btates.

Mexican-Americans, about 8 million of the
10 million Spanish-speaking people in the
country, are, ironically, among the most
asbused of this minority simply because
they're Americans. This holds true for Puerto
Ricans who are also Americans.

Non-American BSpanish-speaking people,
like Nicaraguans, Argentinians and Colom-
bians, are as the police officer knew instantly,
treated with more respect.

The reason may be that Americans, orig-
inally immigrants to this country, show
more consideration for other Immigrants
than they do for iIndigenocus people like
Mexican-Americans and Indians,

Because of the civil rights movement,
there has been an intense search for Spanish-
speaking teachers, journalists, soclal work-
ers, salesmen, ete.

Invariably, when found, these specialists
turn out to be non-American Spanish-speak-
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ng people—Cubans, Central Americans,
Bouth Americans and native Mexicans.

The reason 1s simple. Non-American
Bpanish-speaking people have a better edu-

atlon—and so speak good Spanish—and
hssimilate well into Anglo soclety because

ey came here expressly to do this.

The Mexican-American, meanwhile, many
pf whom speak neither good Spanish nor
good English, are victims of an educational
pystem  which purports to ‘“Americanize”

hem while downgrading their ethnic back-
ground.

For instance, the first truly bilingual edu-

ation program in this country was set up
not for Mexican-Americans but for Cubans

the wake of the Cuban crisis. Bilingual

education was made avallable to Cuban ref-

gees at Florida's Dade County schools in
[1963.

Yet, as late as December 1968, educators

estified before the U.S. Commission on Civil

ghts that Mexican-American children were
being punished for speaking Spanish on
school grounds in other parts of the country.

Cubans today, then, have a better chance
of obtaining jobs requiring bilingual people—
mow that Spanish has been discovered as an
asset instead of a liability—than do Mexican-
[Americans.

Belated bilingual education programs for

to overcome the “problem” of speaking Span-
ish. These are not truly bilingual programs,
which should be the teaching of both lan-
guages on an equal basis.

The truth of the matter is that despite our
talk in the Southwest about “our great Span-
ish heritage” and the naming of our towns
and streets in Spanish, the Spanish langnage
has never been taken serlously by American
educators even in areas where both languages
could be learned together and correctly.

Too often the difference between a Mexi-
can-American and a non-American Spanish-
speaking person is that the non-American
can speak better Spanish than the Mexican-
American—and so is more qualified for the
emerging bilingual job.

And the difference between the Mexican-
American and the Anglo-American 1s that
the Anglo speaks better English than the
Mexican-American and so is better equipped
for the more conventlonal jobs.

The pattern could change when the Amerl-
can educational system is as considerate of
Mexican-Americans as it was of Cubans in
1963.

THE NAvAJO—Hi1s LiFe, Harp TIiMES
(By Ralph Looney)

In a Navajo hogan amid the pink sand
dunes four miles noth of Kayenta, Ariz,
Jim John walts for death.

Over 80, he is gaunt and pallld and has
been bedridden for four years.

He lives in a gray twilight world encom-
passed by the eight sides of his pinon log
hogan, which is shielded against the elements
by a thick layer of dirt. The earth makes the
outside of the hogan look like an enormous
anthill,

By day, light enters Jim John's world from
the smokehole In the center of the hogan
roof. By night, illumination is the yellow
glow of a rusty kerosene lantern and the
fire flickering in the stove made from hal