E 8132
RALPH NADER VIEWS ON PROPOSED

{ CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Extemwm of Remarbs

Itseemstoberelmnttommutnnnm—

October 3, 19639

whtchtheyhavalnﬁurrodnsm-

dnma.gcs
ANTI‘I‘RUST BU'IT CON’SENT . DE- ber of questions which should be asked i~ sult of auto pollution. The possibllity that
" . thy automoblle smog case before ‘s m
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Mr. BROWN of Callifornia. Mr. Spezker,
Author-Attorney Ralph Nader, who has
done more for the American consumer i~
the past few years than any private citi-
zen in history, has submitted his views to
the court regarding the Justice Depart- -
meni’s proposal that & consent decree be
issued in the antitrust sult-filed egainst -
the major automoblle manufacturers and
the Automobﬂe Ma.nufa.cturers Associa~

- e e ,;..“ ,‘.\_y,“".-..,.-- WL
--Iurgemycollenzueutoreaer
Nader's  statement,- which ineisively .
points out why an open trial related to
the conspiracy—involving agreements to
restrain the develobment of smog con-
trol devices on automobiles—should he"
carried out. The statement follows: = .

RaLr® NApxe, SusnassioN ar Vizwe Bl:nnmnm .
ProPOSED CONEENT DECREX, UNITED BTATES
ADATHET ATTOMOBTLE MANUFACTURERS. ASSO~
CuTION, INC, n-u.., crvn.AmoxNo es—

- TBIwWe - e SR T ZaETEN
~-What the domestic suio oompan.is con-
zplredoverapeﬂodofa.blem 18 years to
do—restraln the development and marketing
of auto exhaust control systemg-——is g crime
under the Bherman Act. Collusive, antl-com-
petitive agreements which resull in sericusly
Jeopardizing the capacity of citizenz to
breathe air without carcinogenic and other
lethal and violent pollutants would, under
the most normal of expectations, be prose-
cuted by the Division as a crime. That courss
of enforcement was Indeed inltiated by Mr,

hiclaren's prodacessors In the Antitrust Divi-

sion, Donald Turner and Edward Zimmerman,

in mid-1668. Grand Jury proceedings for 18

months resulted In the Division's trial at-

torneys request to Mr. Turner for permis-
slon to ask the Grand Jury to return an in-
dictment. The Grand Jury was even willing
to retirn an Indictment regardless of what
instructions were forwarded from Washing-
ton—aeo convinced was it of the criminality
of the behavior detalled during these 18
months, Mr. Turner dropped the criminal
case, without any public explahation, and
had the Grand Jury discharged, One year
iater, In Janibary 1969, a civil complaint was
filed, Nine monthe after that, the civil com-

plaint was in effect dropped in favor of a

porous, proposed consent decree, stripped to

the minimuwm of what the legitimate impact
of the law should have been,

Is this where five years of Antitrust Divi-
sion Involvement and expenditure of numer-
ous man-years is to end? I should like to de-
tail some reasons why the answer to this
question must be “no.” ’

Over the years, a large proportion of the
civil actions brought by the Antitrust Divi-
sion have been terminated by congent decrees,
‘The criteria employed have rarely been made
clear. However, 1t 1s known that scarce man-
power and Judicial delay are importent fac-
tors, Tear after year, those who have led and
supervised the Antitrust Division have under-
mined or weakened antitrust enforcement by
simply referring to those two conditions.
At the same time, there has been no sustalned
effori t0 obtain more funds for the Division
or to develoh-procedures (with the exception

- of the CID development earliér in this dec-
ade) which will accelerate any judicial re-
course or at least Improve the barpatning
power of the government that more expedi-
tious trial reflects,

N

tion? .

a. Are there ‘Hghta pub
and private institutions and citivens which®
oanbeemdodmerasedbyncomm.tjudg
ment as proposed? . .

8. Does the seriousness’ o\t the mﬂn'ust
violation in this case argue for the greater
deterrent and public educational: purpo.n
achieved Dy & civil trial or the resumption
theDlﬂllon‘scﬂmm.llctlm!

General John N. mmmmmu
last week as representing “strong federal ao-

tion to encourage widi competitive

research and marketing of more eSective auto .

antipoliution devices?™
. Matters nf-tantandhwpo&nttoounn
afirmative respohses t0 questions (1) (3) &
(2) and.a Degetive raspanse 1o guestion ( )
The present case offers an exoellent op- .

portunity for the Antunut Division %0 u'-‘—

-
. which would have exnormodi repHoative : vla.m-v
over thé bahavior of modern industry striv~ .

trust. queomm.‘lttaa doaa'lbed precuely this

tablish judicially two:importent -

with alr pollution ocontrol. For years the
Automobile Manufecturers Associstion has
been the instrumpnt of precise ooliuslon by
thé auto companies to devalob common posl-
tions on questions of pollution and safaty
and to hsad off or suppress any potential
diversity of response. Even after the Depart=
ment commenced lis Investigation into 't.hil
oconspiracy, the AMA was developing and
using & stock speech on air pollution-—a
epeech which was given, for example, both by
Dr. Fred W. Bowditeh, Chief Engineer for
General Motors and Mr. Donald A. Jensen,
Ford's executive engineer in charge of vehinla

amissions, (Detroit News, Dacamber 1, 1968).
1Collusive’ trade asscolations astivity oon-
tinues to be & prime anti-competitive prac-
tice in this country. Such activity is long
overdue for authoritative judicial resolution
and the emergence of judge-made law that
would give pause to other trade sesociations
which exert similar, if not greaier control,
over their members and enforce the dominant
firtn(s)' policy over smaller industry firmas.
The proposed consent decres loses this
opportunity,

The second principle requiring case law
development relates to “product fixing,” The
automoblle industry has restrained compe-
tition among manufacturers in the area of
preduct quality, The consumer movement
can produceé numerous Instances of such
lowest common . denominator quality
throughout an industry. The auto companies”
activities In the motor vehicle emisglons feld
are in this sense symptomatic of a disesse
which affects wide areas of the economy. By
not moving against this sort of colluston, the
Division has relinquished an opportunity to
formulate a cruclal, new precedent that Is
rooted In old antitrust doctrine. The Instant
ease 1s ripe for this determination and ihe
Divislon has the benefit ot five years of in-
vestigation as well, -

Because the antitrust laws recognize the
rights of persons or groups to initiate pri-

- vate antitrust actlons, the Division 18 in

a trusteeship position thereto. Any decision
made must take Into some account how the
final resolution will affect the rights of pri-
vate and public parties under the antitrust
laws. In this case, munlelipal and other pub-
1ic bodies have displayed a strong interest in
anfitrust enforcement vs. the suto conspir-
acy as well as recovering In separate actions

local governmental bodies, business firma and
" individual citizens may wish to adjudicate

- ‘itnmnghuumuetynmmwmpm-
sues of larw whlc.u ment Juduh‘l detum:m-‘

posed consent decree. Section § af the Olay-
ton Aot provides that consent judgments, un-
_lxe other Anal fudgmenis in casss brought
by the United States, shall not be conxidersd
prima facle evidence against the defendant
in & treble-damage sult. The practical effect
of -this provieion is that poitential treble-
demage plaintiffs would have to duplicate
the investigative procees which took the
several years and several hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars even with iix
COounty alread has filed g one hundréd million.
dollar sult sagainst the automobile manu-
facturers, seeking to recoup some af the loss
to the County resulting from thiz corporats
onnlplrlny to hold back cn pellution ocon-
trols. Fyrther, the Callfornia Attorney Gen-

' mmgmmmmmshu.mm

denjed sccess to the Justice Department's
information about the auto pollution case.
The evidence of the conspiracy sxists in the
Justice Depariment's possssston and the-
partment seems determined not to have siny
-0f 1t surface in s publio’ trial. In s critibel
uutmcnt of the Department’s consent de-
- ten years ago, ths House Anti-

effect:. . , ._ﬁ .
“The al:nust l.nevitdble comequenne of the
acosptanoce of & consent decres by the De-
partment of Justice .- . iz to deprive suit-
ors, who have been Injured by the unlawful
conduct, of their ntu.tthy rem.ud!es undu'
the antitrust lnwe’1 -

‘The Department's eomplﬂnt chnrgas the
auto industry with coliusive behavior having
devastating oonsequebces for the peoples’
health in this country. At least 50% of the

nation’s air pollution comes from the motor

vehicles’ internal combustion sngines. Medi-
cal and other epidemiologica]l etudies have
linked thess pollutants with dissases ranging
from cancer to emphysema Property dam-
age from corrosive pollutants is estimated at
$13 biillon annually by federal officials. Hall
of thls amount Ie a very substantial oost in-
flicted on this nation by the auto industry's
intransigent refusal to innovate over the
past generation. Can nnyone deny the need
and benefit for the public to learn about the
nature and depth of this oolossal corporate
crime? The citizens of this country, who ars
the customers of this industry, have a right
to know the extent which the auto com-
paniea are deliberately responsible for the
enormous health, economic and mesthetic
damages caused by the internal combustion
engine, One of the purposes of & public
trial is deterrence; the Divislon has chosen
to lose a grand opportunity to bring these
companles and their harmful practices into
the public arena of a courtroom, This aspect
of the Division's case alone would have &
greater deterrent effect than the tighteat of
consent judgments. Since it is not' any
longer the practice of antitrust enforcement
to plerce the corporate vell and hold the cul-
pable officials responsible, & public trial
would at the least have shown that such
corporate officlals are holding far greater
power over citizens In this country than they
¢an - exercise responsibly or even legully.
‘What of the proposed consent decree? The
proposal can hardly be stronger .than the
complaint which itself is the result of w
process of enforcement erosion which began
with an intended criminal prosecution and
ended with & meek request for injunctive
reiief, The complaint did not even contain
a request for the imposition of civil damages
pursuant to the antitrust laws, (Like the
drug cases, the federal government has in-
curred damage to 1te property and personnel

1 (House Antitrust Subcommitiee, Depart-
ment of Justice Conseni Decree Program,
1959).
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‘trom this conspirucy). The proeen of secret,

" cilitates sloppy or political decision
_When decisions can be made without prior

the proposed consent decree:

ex parte type negotiations with represente-:

citizen accese or without criteria publicly N
displayed on which sich decisions are ren-’
abuses distortions and laceration of t:lur .
public interest can occur with greater fre-
quency than would be the case otherwise, . -
The following weaknesses can be clted in
ng the keep-
ts.. For. ex- -

1. There jg 1o prouision requis

_ample, the Department has no assurance that

. of the Antitruat Divislon :*i-,” If the De-. .requirements -of. standards or - regulations when he

minutes or transcripta will be kept .of AMA”

committee meetings on pollution.matters or
that there will be records kept of informasl

discussions between executives and repre- emptlons to the ban on jolnt statements vis

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -— Extensions of Remarks -

possessed

m" ‘w
o

80 as %o promote comp_e-

-y

confidentisl information (IV A 3
restraint against fling joint statements (IV

‘to pollution or automotive mfety
are schaduled to expire quietly in tan years
under Ssotion IX of the proposed decree un-

leas the Departinent applies fof & continu--
ation after nine years. Why, if these two prac-_.
tices are considered anticompetitive—and in--

deed they go 1o the base of the conspiracy:
will they he any less mt};\leompaﬂﬂve‘m-

it i

= : -ofthe | = t ,
Joint-statements, the qualifications 3
resiraint mere paper.in jmpact. These. ex-

make the "
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_thorized in favor .of thoss. who bad been

;"nta‘neif-mtuut a8 & meana of - anforce-

‘ment * * * when it gave to any injured

A 2 g) to regulatory agencies on matiers party s private cause of motion * * *' An.
pertalning y

. other purpose ih permitiing an injured party
10 recover thresfold his actual damage was
that substantial verdicts agalnst the wrong-
doer would constituts punitive sanctions—

: (3
did’ not, altogether fulflll ita purpose, The
yoars that followed -the -enactment of -the
treble - provision revealed that few

power t0 conduct & protracted and diffisult

sentatives of various suto companies. The the AMA are: siaiements relating to (1) theé .. antitrust case.-And those Who were able and

secilan of the proposed decree requires wril- ‘suthority of the agency-involved; (ii) the:’
of Or ‘the sclentific need for -

ton reports conoerning wny matters’ con-
tained 1n the decree, but only “upon ithe
writien request of the Attorney General or

draftamanship

standards-or Tegulations, (i) ‘test’ prooe;

dures  or ‘test data relevant to standards or .

willing to assums the staggering cost of Wti-
.gation were frequently wotrn out by their
‘opponents by sheer attrition The disparate

. sitnation between victim and violator “was

the Assistant Attorney Cienersl in-charge -regulatioms, or (iv) the general snginearing . sharply pointed  out by President Wilson

. afirmative responsibility on the companies

}:anoe. sre not the companies required to
p

?

matiers coversd by the decree? Why, for in-

w1, thia proposed decree
(8).} permits joint fling
of ability to-

‘authorization:’ for -sueh. & Joint statement. ‘“the burdens of litigation for injured private
 What kind of ‘nalvets Of lncompetence doed.

o0 (IV (A) (1)
oin on the critical point ™
iply with & particular gtand- -

Teading of the interesting debates whinh-tol-
-lowed -shows that the unmistakabls purpope

) --of the Congress in enacting § 5 in responss to
+t0 make periodic reports concerning the.  ard or reguiation if there is a written agency = the Presidential message was “to n

&

‘sultors by making available to them: al}

port the terms of all licenses granted and” this draftsmsnship reveal on the part of the - matters previously eatablished by the.Gov-

urchased? Why are there no reports on’
the statius of research reiating to motor ves"
hicle emissiona? .- T

‘Why is thers no ban on the destruction
of corporate or AMA documents relating to
the consplracy? The task of surveillance, ef-
fective survelllance, iz so formidable that it
ralses a4 question whether the Division 1s
even leas squipped to monitor compliance
with the decree than it i8 t0 engage in

public’s

representatives in the Division? De-' -

ernment in sntitrust actions’ The defend-

fendants bave probably alrendy drafted a~. ants urge that there {3 no oblipation upon

form request to the various agencies on be-
half of the AMA to take advantage of just
that blatarit Joophole, and will approach the
agéncies i’ the appropriate ttme. .- -~ ..’
4. Equaly as disturbing is the effect of the
eX0eD

four exc ns noted above on section IV
(A) (2) (w)—the section restraining defend-

-the Government 10 assisi or encourage i
' gants. But a feair reading of the debates and

-

the Committee Reportis indicates that such
twas the very purpose of the clause. It. was
faghioned as a powerful weapon to aid pri-
vate litigants in their suits against enti-
trust violators by reducing the almost pro-

ants from exchanging restricted information. - hibitive costs and siaggering burdens of

complicated ltigation which would permit TUnder the four exemptions, defandants are
other parties to have the information on permitied to fils joint statementa relating to

such lgalion in making availablé to him
the results of .the Government's succesaful

which to base their vigilance against anti-
trust violations by the auto industry. Cer-
tainly the terms of the decree proposed last
wesk do not facllitate survelllance. Neither.
doss the fact that the Divisions Judgment
Sectlon ls composed of only 12 professional
personael with 1o more than half that num-
ber having the burden of trylng to see that
the many hundreds of consent decrees are
being complied with. Judged on any basis—
cost-beneflt, importance of the case ete., the

the draftsmanship of or the scientific needs action, whether an equity suit or a criminal
for gtandards or-regulations (i) or ihe test prosecution. And the hoped for byproduct
procedures or test data relevant to standards of the benefit to s plaintiff -was increassd
of regulatione (ii1), The defendants have no -law enforcement.” . .. 577"

doubt already prepared the legal memaranda There sre basically three ways in which
explaining how these two excepiions permit the Justice Department may dispose of the
the exchange of confidential Information case in & manner consistent with its obliga-
when that exchange ia directed toward the tion to protect the rights of third parties.
filing of joint statements before regulatory The first and best way is through an open
bodies. - a ! trial. A full public trial of the lssues in-

-

Both

the prodess of neﬁo’alating this decree

volved would provide the basis for follow up

resources which the Divislon can devote to Wwithout public input-and scrutiny as well as  treble-damage suits by establishing a public

- members who are defendanta In

litigation are greater than those devoted to the weak provislons of the decree ftself 1n-

record containing all the evidence collected

compliance, .

2, Bection VI(A) (3) o' the proposed de-
cree requires defendant AMA to make avall-
able for copying or for examination by any
person the technical reports in its posses
sion or control prepared or exchanged by

dicate that the Department has abnegated by the Justice Department. In addition, it
its obligation to enhance the dsterrent spirit  would put one of the most public relations
of the treble damage provisions of Section ¢ conscious industries in the United States on

of the Clayton Act. In at least two cases, the
Department has itself acknowledged Its re-
sponsibilities to treble damage ltigants. in

notice that it could not engage In anti-social
conspiracies without running the risk of
adverse public reaction stemming from fuil

defendants pursuant to sald croas-lcense United States v, Standerd Uliramarine and  disclosure. The House Subcommittee report

within two years prior to the entry of this .

Final Judgment. Why ohly fwo years when Siotes v American Radiator and Standard  disciosures:

the Department alleges the CONEDITACY w0
have begun at least in 1853 and when the
Department slleges specific conspiracles to
delay installations in 1961, 1962-63 and 19547
There 1g also an onerous sdditional proviso
that any person who requests such informa-
tion agrees to offer each signatory party to
the AMA croes-licensing agreement of July 1,
1855, as amended, and any subsidiary thereof,
nonexclusive license rights with respect to
any pateénts or patent spplications based
upon information obteined from AMA or 1ts
this case.
This proviso can vitiate the purpose of the .

Color Co., 137 F, Supp. 187 (1955) and United

Sanftary Corp., 288 F. Supp. 806 (1968), the
Department resisted proposed nolo contandre
pleas by the defendants on the ground that
It had a duty to third party litigants whose
task would be made more difficult hecause of
the application of Bsction 5{a) of the Clay~

ton Aect. - - : . o
In his considerstion of thiz izzue in the
Stendard Ulitramarine case, Judge Wein-
feld discussed the legislative history and
purpose. of Section 4 of the Clayton Act (187
F. Supp. 187, at 171-72, footnotes omitted,
emphaals added) : - T B .
, %0 secure effective enforcement

of 1859 recognized the salutory effect of such
“consent settlement proced-
ures,” satd the subcommities, “also diminish
the deterrent effect of the antitrust lawa be-
cause they permit defendants to avold much
of the unfavorable publicity that usually at-
tends antitrust litigation.” (See alsoc Stand-
ard Ultramarine, Supra, at 169). o
The Department has Justified its agree-
ment to the proposed consent decree on the
ground that it has achlieved all that was re-
quested in the complaint and that the ex-
penditure involved in litigation has been
avoided. But, In view of the major weak-
nesses 0f the proposad decree cutlined above,
in view of the major expenditure already in-

afore-mentioned aection VEI(A) (3) since it of the antitrust laws, provided both criminal curred by the Department in its long in-

requires firms or individuals to become en-
tangled in a serious risk of harassing litiga-
tion where the richest firm wins. What small
firm 15 going to take the risk? Consequently,
{the purpose of this sectlon to encourage pro-

and civil sanctions through governmental . vestigation, and in view of the earlier deal-

agencies. But it was not content to rely
solely upon officlal actlon. It sought to en-
coursge individuals to aid In the policing,
And to help achieve the bhroad objectives of

glon of the Department to initially seek s
criminal indigtment, the Court's treatment
of this argument in Standard Ultramarine,
supra, at 171, is apposite here (Footnotee

liferation of information collusively ob- the Act the treble damage action was au- omitied):
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the matter to date. The fact that H was pre- -

sented to a grand jury sw the viola-

tiona charged were deemed by the Attorney.

General to be of a ‘fagrant’ nature. 'I'hsmg—

gestion that the Government forgo iis right,

and indesd its duty, to uphold the integ«
rity of our lawa bsceuss the heavy cost of
prosecution falls of its own weight. Cost of -
enforcement in terms of manpower and
money 1s of little consequence when neces-
.sarytoassuredacmtmpect!or,andm-

punnce with, Our 1aws.™ - FEE IR, e
i After a consideration by the Oourl;'o: ‘Eha
,-1nm-mmu of the proposed consent decree

and an examination of the process of nego-

tiation which caused the Department to-:
move from an initial stance of m-uonttns
thescase t0 & Grand Jury for & crimina) in-

‘dmtmenttothppodﬂonutmwa
meek consent decree, it is respectfully sug-
gested that the ends of Justioe would be
best served by requiring the Defendants to- -
answer the clmrgu agwlnnt them ln open
court. -

A pecond, nlthough somewm lus dul.r-
able .alternative ia that the Justioe
mmtdmmdmclunmmmumal
provision -popularly callsd the uplnlt
.clemEs” Under such a provision, which was
included in the consent decrees in-the 1980 -
Agphalt Cases, injured governmental bhodies
suing to recoup their darnages would have -
the benefit of prima jacle evidence of the
entirust violation just es they would have -
following trials won by the United States -
pursusnt to SBection 5-A of the Clayton Act. =
A typleal provision taken from one of the
consent decrees in thoss coaser reads as fol-
lows: {United Statesv. Allied Chemical Corp.
(D.C. Mass, 1860) 1961 CCH Trade Cas. Pat
69, 923):

That on the basis of sald limited admis-
sion the defendants algnatory hereto have .
engaged in an unlawiul combination and
conspiracy in violatlon of Section 1 of the
Sherman Act as charged In said complaint,

" this adjudication being for the sole pur-
pose of establishing the prima facie effect
of this Final Judgement, in.the suits speci-
fed below and for no other purpose;

‘Each defendant isr enjoined and restralned
from denying that this Final Judgement has
such prima facie effect in any such sult;
provided, however, that this section shall
not be deemed t0 prohiblt any such defend-
ant from rebutting such prima facie evi-
dence or frem asserting any defense with
respect to damages or other defenses avall-
able to 1t.

The third poseibllity is that the Depart-
ment agree to & provision in the consent de- -
cree requiring that the evidence collected by
it shall be avallable to private litigants. The
Department recently resisted such s pro-
vislon In the 1967 Library Book Cases. In
those cases, publishers had been charged '
with consplring to fix the prices of library
books. The case was settled by consent de-
cree. The applicants for intervention in the
case—municipalities, states, and local school
boards—seought preservation and custody of
the documents collected by the Department.
Although they did not prevall—there was
no such order In the final judgment—there
was a separate order of the court which
provided that the evidence be impounded
in the custody of the Chicago ofice of the
Department’s antitrust division. The appli-
cants then subsequently applisd for.dccess
to the documents and were permitted by
the court t0 examine these records. This ace .
cess facilitated a number of successful trebls ™
damsage sults on behalf of these publie
bodles,

» W
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BOLI'VIAN

CORPS . .VOLUNTEER,
SMITH

‘mmaomorm'xwrr_vm‘
' Friday, October 3, 1969.;

Mr. FASCELL, Mr. Speaker, we all

k:now how appreciative those of us tn the ™"

. United States are of the brave work o!

Corps workers assigned to Bolivie. . -

For 13 months, Ehe ran & one-room uchool"

in the EI Alto slum on the outskirts of the
mountaintop capital of La Paz Bhe taught
Indians how to read and write.

When Sandra died last month st the e
of 23 of a'brain hemorrhage, the ragged and
normally unemotlonal Indians with whom
she lived wept.

“She was an angel,” sa.ld Juan Mamani,
who sent his child to Sandra’s school,

In & letier to Bandra's parents—Mr, -and
Mrs. Preston L. Taplin, who live at 13725 N'W
18t Ave,, Mismi—a pastor wrote:

. "The slght of her flowing hair thrilled nnd
excited the young, dark-haired youngsters
with whom she worked.”

Robert Hill, pastor of the La Paz Com-
munity Church, added, “She was a flame on
El Alto, She has touched lives that will never
forget her. Because of her, gome lives will
have been'changed for the hetter.”

Even Bolivian newspapermen were touched
by the passing of Sandra.

“Dear Nttle gringo,” wrote. a columnist in
La Paz’s E] Diarlo, “You had an ideal in your
heart, you lived by it, and you died for it.”

Sandra grew up in Clarence, N.Y. At the
University of Rochester, she met and married
Prederick Smith, a gmduate in chemistry,
who is also 23.

Last year; they were assigned to Bolivia.
On the way, they stopped with & ¢ouple of
dozen other Peace Corps voluntesrs—to vimt
her parents in Miami, who had moved here
Irom Llarence the year before. Her father has
& redio business,

In Le Paz, while Frad taught masonry st

a nearby trade schoaol, Sandrs coached 27 In-
dlan children in reading and writing in a
12-100t-by-26-foot room. She also gave thelr
mothers advice on cooking and elemenury
__sanitation.

“She scrounged thlngn tm- them they hM
never ssen before, llke crayons and peper,”
Mra. Tnpu.n m .

~

"for burial in Clarencs,

in Bolivia. Her efforts for .

. Bn.ndra. Smith, whose most obvious physi-'
ml attributes were fiowing hionde halr and
4 winning amile, was Just one of 200 Peace -

W
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'I'R]BUTE TO PEACE . ’I'hpdelthrat-a.ammg Ou'plworkers
EANDRA'

‘vu'nry Hurpannt-donutmhwwmt
wuthsenuso.“l‘tmﬂdhavobunmepha-
HHs or a brain tumor; we just don‘tknow

© Mrs. Taplin said,

Whenharooﬂnmﬂownoutofh?az
Inglans trudged to

the airport with nn-.lrgi.tu for her hushand,
an unsual tribute from people who are gem
_erally taciturn and withdrawn,

“You were truly’ workm‘ xo;' th. ubera
ﬂonfnthemdjanpmt.'onamtormln

- .5 La Pax nowspaper said, * ‘bacauss you taught
;'mmtoma.mthstumrthoum

redempuun wm cmne Imm."

—CONGRESSMAN -JOENT D DINGELL
" HON. mrm W, GRIFFITHS

m 'I'HE EOUSE oF mam
T3 Friday, October 3, 1069 .-

Mrs. GRIFFTTHS. Mr, Speaker, it is a
Dleasure for me to share with my col-
leagues two recent articles concerning
Michigan Congressman, JoHN D. DINGELL,
Congressman DINGELL entered Congress
15 years ago as the then youngest Con-
gressman. It was always a slight shock to
show off this “baby” who was more than
6 feet tall. He was a brash, impetuous “in-
fant.” As the sendor Member from Michi-
gan, I am. happy to point out that his
abllity and enthuslasm have been wused

“for all of the people and to have_you

note with me his acclaim by the press:.
[From the New Yark Times,
: ' Sept. 28, 1969]
NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE MovIiNG IN'ro
SroTLIGHT
(By Richard D. Lyohs)

WagmINOTON, Sept. 27--In every Congress
for the last quarter of a century a Michigan
Representative named Dingell has tntroduced
B bill calling for sweeping changes in the
nation’s medical care system.

Initially running to several hundred pages,
the bill over the years has shrunk drastically
B3 the programs that were originally la-
beled “vislonary,” “socialistie,” *utopian”
and worse have beacome law, such as:

Federal support for medical research,
grants for hospital construction, support of
maternal and child health programs, aid to
the disabled, money for rural health plans,
and. financlal help ror student doctors and
nurses.’

HR. 24, the current Dingel] bill, now con-
tains only one proposal: the establlahment
of a pational health insurance program..

Universal health insurance plans such as
the Dingell one and others that would ex-
tend a Medicare type of program to Amerl-

. ¢ans of all agee have suddenly and unex-

pectedly gatined the serious attention of mem-



