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COMMITTEE SYSTEM REORGANIZATION AMENDMENTS
OF 1977

FRIDAY, JANUARY 14, 1977

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION,

W asking ton, D .0 .
The committee met, pursuant to call, in room S. 208, the Capitol,

at 2:25 p.m., Hon. Howard W. Cannon (chairman) presiding.
Present: Senators Cannon, Pell, Robert C. Byrd, Williams, Clark,

Hatfield, and Griffin.
Staff present: Chester H. Smith, chief counsel; Floyd M. Rid-

dick, professional staff member; Jack L. Sapp, professional staff mem-
ber; Larry E. Smith, minority staff director, Ronald Hicks, senior
analyst, Subcommittee on Computer Services; and Peggy Parrish, as-
sistant chief clerk.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order, a quorum is

present.
Gentlemen, this morning, when the Senate convened, I received

unanimous consent to the following request:
I ask unanimous consent, notwithstanding the provisions of Senate Rule 40and provisions of S. Res. 9 of the 94th Congress, that the Committee on Rulesand Administration be authorized to meet in closed session for the draftingof S. Res. 4, to reorganize the Senate committee system, if so determined by avote of the committee. I make this request for two reasons: first, this is strictlya housekeeping proposal; and, secondly, the Rules Committee is under a dead-line to report back to the Senate no later than next Wednesday, January 19.
That consent was given. I am advised by Doc Riddick that pro-

cedurally it would require a motion and a vote of the committee if
we are to proceed in closed session beyond this point.
Senator BYRD. Was that motion made?
The CHAIRMAN. I proposed that on the floor and unanimous con-

sent was given. So a motion would be in order now for the committee
to proceed in closed session.
Senator BYRD. I make such a motion.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there a second?
Senator WILLIAMS. Second.
Senator CLARK. I would like to speak to it.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, Senator Clark.
Senator CLARK. I am reluctant to object because I know the advan-

tages, obviously, in staying in secret session with such a matter as
this. Obviously, it is very sensitive to all of us; we are going to take
a lot of heat on it publicly, privately, in every way. I think it is asubject that is going to lend itself to demagoguery in the open. But
I frankly think for us to go into closed session, and not be prepared
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to mark up. publicly, would receive a good deal more criticism than
if we went into open session. I would like to speak to that briefly.
The reason is that what we are doing, in effect, is trying to pass

a very important reform, the Stevenson proposal, which I intend to

largely support, by violating the intent of the "sunshine" rule. I don't

think the intent of the rule, as I read it, is to discuss substantial mate-

rial in a committee in closed session, great as the temptation for that is.

And I just think that we would take a lot more criticism in doing it

an this way.
Frankly, there has already been some criticism that there have

'been meetings in which the chairmen have gotten together with the

leadership and resolved some of these issues. I understand the neces-

sity for trying to work some of it out privately.
But if that is done and we are presented with that proposal, and

we handle it secretly—I don't know whether the intent is to go
 to

executive session when we get to the floor, but any one member can

request that and get it—then we will have put through this reform

all the way without the public and the people who are directly af-

fected by it having known what we did and what we said, and S
O

forth. Now, they will know how we voted certainly, because the "s
un-

shine" rule requires that.
Senator BYRD. Would the Senator yield at that point?

Senator CLARK. Yes.
Senator BYRD. Reference was made to leadership meetings w

ith

chairmen.
Senator CLARK. Yes.
Senator BYRD. You used the word "resolved." Nothing was resolv

ed,

nothing was finalized; it was merely a discussion to clarify ce
rtain

questions that were raised and were in the minds of the chairmen
. I

felt that Mr. Stevenson was in a position to explain the provi
sions

in the resolution and to clarify some of the misconceptions.

I think I am correct—and Mr. Cannon was a chairman w
ho was

present—nothing was finalized, nothing was resolved.

Senator CLARK. Nothing was agreed to?
The CHAIRMAN. Nothing was agreed to.
Senator CLARK. Well, I think that straightens that m

atter out.

But again, as I say, if we do all of this secretly—and the
 temptation

for me is as great as it is to anybody else to do it that 
way—I know

how much faster it will go, I know all of the arguments
 that one can

make for it.
But I don't think, on the basis of the "sunshine" rule

, that one could

make a very good case that this kind of subject ough
t to be handled

secretly. I think it is convenient to do it, but I 
don't think it is

right to do it.
So I would simply say that I would vote against

 the motion.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion? M
ay I say that the

committee will go into open session for considerat
ion and the vote on

this matter, and we are in open session at the 
present time.

Senator CLARK. Maybe I misunderstood the intent
 of the motion; I

should have asked. It is, I assume, that we are go
ing to mark up the

entire bill and report it in closed session.

The CHAIRMAN. That we would do the mark
ing—have the markup

sessions in closed session, yes.
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Senator CLARK. That is what I thought.
The CHAIRMAN. If there is no further discussion, the clerk will callthe roll.
The CLERK. As to whether we stay in closed session?
The CHAIRMAN. As to whether we stay in closed session for themarkup.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd.
Senator BYRD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen. Mr. Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark.
Senator CLARK. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator GRIFFIN. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower.
Senator HATFIELD. I have a proxy for Mr. Tower, who wouldvote no.
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Aye.
The CLERK. Four and four.
The CHAIRMAN. Four and four; the motion to stay in closed sessionis not agreed to.
Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, that motion, of course, is renewableat any later time.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir, for the purpose of proceeding, I have asuggested schedule here, and I would like to suggest that we start ontitle IV, particularly when we have Senator Byrd here, because thisinvolves a number of items with which he is vitally concerned. Andthen, after that, perhaps go to title V; then to title III then to thenumber of committees; then titles II, I, VII, and VIII.That is just a suggested proceeding; we can vary that as we seefit. But if there is no objection, I would like to start on title IV atthis time, and ask Senator Byrd to give us the benefit of his thoughtson that. Title IV is on page 32 of the committee print.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, is this meeting now open?The CHAIRMAN. This meeting is open, yes, sir.Senator HATFIELD. There are people outside who are wonderingabout whether it is open or closed. I wonder if we should make anykind of communication.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, the meeting is open; if someone cares tocommunicate with them, they are at liberty to do so. I don't knowwhere you would put them.
Senator CLARK. I think that is the point, Mr. Chairman. I wonder,if we are going to—I assume there will be another motion by whichwe will stay in closed session. But I wonder if it is very practical tocall it an open session and have it accessible if there is no place foranybody from the public to sit. Why not meet in the Rules Committee?The CHAIRMAN. Well, the reason for not meeting there today is be-cause of the floor action. We shifted over here when we were told what
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the floor action would be; and you can see there is a live
 quorum on

right at the present time.
Senator PELL. I was partially responsible, mentioning 

it to the

chairman.
Senator BYRD. So was I. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Byrd.
Senator BYRD. At this point, if I may direct your attention to se

c-

tion 403 (a), (b), (c), and (d), I would propose to strike all of secti
on

403 (a), (b), (c), and (d).
As to section 403(a), it is the intent of the majority leader to follow

this recommendation in section 403 (a) in any event. It reads 
as

follows:
The majority leader shall, from time to time and as far in advance

 as is prac-

ticable, announce to the Senate those days on which he plans to hav
e the Senate

meet and the hour at which he plans to have the Senate meet on 
each day.

I do that at the present time.
In order to provide the maximum amount of time for meetings of 

committees,

the Senate should meet only on as many days as are necessary 
for the proper

conduct of its business—

Which is done anyhow; it is not the desire of the Leadership to bring

the Senate into session except when it is necessary for the proper con-

duct of its business—"* * * and to comply with the Constitution of

the United States " "—which requires, of course, that neither

House may adjourn more than 3 days without the consent of the other,

which we are bound by in any event; and to proceed to read:

* * * and should not meet on any day before the hour regularly prescribed for
commencement of daily sessions unless the business of the Senate so requ

ires.

Well, the hour that is regularly prescribed is the hour of 12 noon.

That is the practice that is now followed. The Senate does not meet

earlier or later unless the business of the Senate so requires.
It would be my intent to move to try to get unanimous consent and,

failing that, of course, to move to meet earlier than the hour of 12

o'clock, if the business of the Senate so requires.
Now, I don't suppose there is anybody in the Senate that is quite so

sensitive to the needs of all the Senators as I am and certainly no

Senator is more sensitive of that than am I. I simply want to say that
the section—section 403 ( a) —would accomplish nothing; and that it is

the practice now, it will continue to be the practice of the leadership,

to follow that direction that is set forth in that section.
But to include this in a resolution that is adopted by the Senate

creates expectations, I think, that go beyond what are practicable to

expect, to anticipate, and also would simply create an additional bur-

den on the majority leader in that those uncalled-for expectations by

the adoption of this language would make it more difficult upon the

majority leader.
Senator HATFIELD. Would the Senator yield?
Senator BYRD. Yes.
Senator HATFIELD. Does the Senator have any idea what gave rise

to this language, what was the background to the inclusion of this

language?
Senator BYRD. No; I can only surmise that it is the wish on the part

of Senators who had something to do with this verbiage that the Sen-
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ate not go into session earlier' than 12 on any day, except when it is
absolutely necessary. That is the feeling of the majority leader, I am
sure that is the feeling of the minority leader.
But there are days, and they will come increasingly as the session

goes on, when it will be necessary that we go into session earlier. And
yet someone, if this language carries, will feel that in some way it
will serve to preclude the leadership from moving in that direction and
might be an inhibition against the leadership doing so.
I can assure you that the leadership is very conscious of this, and.

wants to work to the accommodation of Senators, and, more par-
ticularly, to the accommodation of the Senate. So I would hope that
this language would be stricken, and I so move.
The CHAIRMAN. You are moving now with respect to 403 (a) ?
Senator BYRD. 403 ( a) .
The CHAIRMAN. Is there a second to that motion?
Senator CLARK. I second it.
The CHAIRMAN. Moved and seconded. Senator Hatfield?
Senator HATFIELD. I certainly appreciate the comments made by the

miajority leader, and I can understand his concern for raising expec-
tations that may not be possible to deliver. I do have a feeling, though,
Senator Byrd, that some of the background to this language is as-
cribed to the increasing number of roll-call votes that occurred in the
last few years many of them parliamentarily always correct, that is,
always legal, but a great number of them really sort of inconsequential,
unnecessary, silly at times.
And also, within that context, the feeling that the impression—and

I don't say it is other than impression—that sometimes the leadership
in the last year or two has really had to scrounge to find something to
justify coming in for the day once we were in. Now, maybe that was
because things had changed from the day before. But I think there
were a number of occasions when at least the impression was that we
were trying to find something, to do something that would appear to
justify our having to come in for that day, especially on a Friday, a
Saturday, or a Monday.
Now I am not saying the leadership was at fault; I am just saying

that these were some of the feelings, impressions, that I think prob-
ably gave background to this, and why many of the rank-and-file
Members of the Senate feel strongly that they want to impress upon
the leadership that they are willing to do the work and want to do the
work, but there are times when it looks as though we are in a make-
work situation that has worked great inconvenience on people that have
changed schedules and so forth.
I only mention that for the record.
Senator BYRD. Yes; I think that I agree that that is the thought that

very likely was in the minds of those who prepared this language.
The CHAIRMAN. Further discussion?
Senator GRUTIN. Mr. Chairman, I hesitate to say anything, but I

will vote to delete this, because I think it looks like perhaps a slap
at the leadership which isn't going to serve any particular purnose. I
do think, to reflect the views on our side, that we were coming in before
12 and having the Senate in session, conflicting with committee work,
and many times it didn't seem to be necessary.
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There is a strong feeling on that that I think the leadership on both
sides should be aware of—and Senator Byrd has indicated that he is.
I found times when, even in my own committee situations, where a
committee

' 
the Commerce Committee or one of the other committees,

would be holding committee meetings and at the same time a bill
would be scheduled on the floor—we were supposed to be both places
at the same time—just incredible situations.
What this language does here is reflect a strong insistence on the

part of Members that if they are to do their committee assignments,
that sessions of the Senate should not be scheduled at the same time.
There can always be objections to that situation, and sometimes such
an objection is lodged—and then, when it is, the chairman who has
scheduled witnesses finds that he is in an awkward situation.
I think the answer is just not to come in before 12 o'clock let the

committees meet, come in at the regular time, and, except in the most
extreme situations, not bring the Senate in before 12 o'clock.
I think putting language in here is not necessarily going to make

any particular difference, because the leadership can always move it
if they want to.
The CHAIRMAN. If there is no further discussion, the clerk will call

the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd.
Senator BYRD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen. Mr. Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark.
Senator CLARK. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator GRIFFIN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower.
Senator HATFIELD. Aye, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Aye.
The CLERK. Unanimous.
The CHAIRMAN. Section 403(a) is deleted. All right, Senator Byrd,

will you address yourself to (b) ?
Senator BYRRD. Mr. Chairman I would suggest that paragraph (b)

and paragraph (c) be deleted. I think both of these paragraphs should
be incorporated into the rules. I am not saying that they should be.
incorporated precisely as they are written. It might be that some im-
provement of the language that is to be inserted can be made.
The spirit and intent  these two paragraphs are good, and I sub-

scribe to both the spirit and the intent. But I think they are more
properly paragraphs that should be included in another vehicle, and
not in a vehicle that has to do with the restructuring of the commit-
tee system and the reorganization of the Senate.
They are needed simply because we need to modernize the language

of the pertinent paragraphs in rules VII and VIII in keeping with
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the fact that we quite often do meet, do convene the Senate, at an hour
other than 12 noon.
Rules VII and VIII are written to comply strictly with a situation

in which the Senate has met at 12 noon.
I would hope that we won't use this vehicle for the language, be-

cause I don't think it is the proper vehicle and I think it would merely
open up the measure to further problems than we already have. I,
therefore, move to strike (b) and (c) en bloc.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there a second?
Senator GRIFFIN. This just encourages you further to bring us in

before noon, Bob.
Senator ByRo. No; it really has nothing to do with that. [Laughter.]
The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, we are in the second half of a vote.

Suppose we recess briefly, vote, and then come right back, and we will
be ready to vote on this very shortly.
[The committee recessed briefly.]
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion on the proposal of Sen-

ator Byrd that we strike 403(b) 'and 403 (c) ?
If there is no further discussion, are you ready for the vote? Clerk

will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. Aye. 
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd. Mr. Allen. Mr. Williams.
Senator 'WILLIAMS. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark.
Senator CLARK. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator GRIFFIN. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower.
Senator HATFIELD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Aye.
The CLERK. This vote is 6 to 1.
The CHAIRMAN. Six ayes and one nay; the motion is agreed to.
I think I can speak to that (d).
It is the sense of the Senate that, insofar as possible, rollcall votes should not

be held before 2 o'clock postmeridian of any day, and that, when it is necessary
to hold a rollcall vote before 2 o'clock postmeridian on a day, notice of such
vote should be given at least 24 hours in advance.

It is quite obvious that that is very impractical—to me, at least—
and I know that Senator Byrd recommended, initially, that we strike
all of those sections of 403.
Is there discussion on that point?
Bob?
Senator GRIFFIN. You could do this by voice vote, couldn't you?
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will entertain a motion to strike 403(d)
Senator GRIFFIN. I mean, you could be forced to have procedural

votes during that time.
The CHAIRMAN. That's the point; you could be forced into proce-

dural votes, and there is no way you could give notice, 24-hour notice.
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It is just hamstringing the Senate completely rather than expediting
the process.
Is there objection, then, to striking 403 (d) ? Without objection,

then, 403(d) will be stricken.
Now, if we can go back to the start of title IV, does anyone have

any suggestions now with respect to 401 (a) ? That requires comput-
erized scheduling of the meetings of committees, joint committees,
and subcommittees thereof, and having this maintained on line to
terminals in the offices of the Senators, committees of the Senate and
permanent joint committees of the Congress, to be updated hourly.
Is there discussion on that particular section?
Senator HATFIELD. You want action, Mr. Chairman, section by

section?
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I think we ought to have section by section,

unless we can act, you know 
Senator HATFIELD. I don't mean section by section; I mean para-

graph by paragraph; that is what I really mean.
The CHAIRMAN. If someone desires to make a motion that we ap-

prove all of 401, that certainly would be in order, if that is the desire.
I think there is one point that should be made there and that is

that the name there, the Committee on Rules, Administration, and
Standards, is used—and, obviously, if we elect to establish a separate
committee on standards and conduct, the name would have to be
modified in this section.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I would move that we accept sec-

tion 401 and any technical changes that might be required, following
action on the total bill, and that the staff be authorized to make such
corrections.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there a second to that motion?
Senator WILLIAMS. I will second it. Could I just ask a question?

What is the state of the art here, getting these terminals in all offices?
That is another subcommittee around here, isn't it, that—have you
got a schedule, our ability to receive all of this computer information?
Senator HATFIELD. We expect to have them in all the offices, Mr.

Chairman, very shortly.
The CHAIRMAN. Terminals are in all of the offices or should be in

all of the offices very shortly.
Senator HATFIELD. I think they are in most all of the offices now.
The CHAIRMAN. And I believe about 90 percent of the work is al-

ready completed to accomplish this particular result that is proposed
here.
Now, it does, of course, require that when a cancellation of a meet-

ing is made, that the committee should be notified immediately, and
that would permit us to get it on line to the respective offices through
the computer system.

Senator WILLIAMS. Anything in here later on to, in any way, limit
your opportunity to have a meeting in a hurry in an emergency?
The CHAIRMAN. No; this is advisory, there is nothing mandatory

there other than to maintain the schedule. And, of course, the schedule
has to be maintained as it is reported in.
Is there further discussion? You have heard the question, then—

all in favor, say aye. [Chorus of "ayes."]
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Opposed? [No response.]
The motion is carried.

SEC. 402:
Subparagraph (a) of paragraph 7 of rule XXV of the 

Standing Rules of the

Senate is amended to read as follows * * *

If you will take a look at that and be prepared for discussi
on on it in

a moment.
Senator PELL. What page is that on?
The CHAIRMAN. That is on page 34, and it in essence provid

es that

no committee of the Senate or any subcommittee may meet
, without

special leave, after the conclusion of the first 2 hours after a m
eeting

of the Senate has commenced and in no case after 2 o'clock unless
 con-

sent has been obtained from the majority leader and the mi
nority

leader or their designee, in the event of the absence. And it 
exempts

from that provision the Committee on Appropriations and the Com
-

mittee on the Budget. It does include therein the Senate Members of

any joint committee other than a committee of conference without

getting that permission.
I must say, in the past a number of the joint committees have pro-

ceeded to meet when there was a prohibition on other committee meet-

ing's because of action in the Senate. And this, if it were passed, would

make it so that the Senate Members would not be permitted to attend

such a joint meeting, if one were called, without getting special leave.

And this would repeal subsection (c) of section 134 of the Legisla-

tive Reorganization Act that relates to the meetings of the committees.

Senator GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I see that Senators Stevenson and

Packwood are here, perhaps we could inquire of them why they put

some of these provisions in.
It appears to me that this is a step backwards in a way. Maybe Dr.

Riddick can explain what they are trying to do.
It seems to me that this is making it easier rather than harder to

have the Senate meet at the same time that the committees are sup-

posed to be meeting. At the present time, committees cannot meet, as I
understand it, under the rules, without unanimous consent of the
Senate.
Dr. RIDDICK. After any pending business is laid down. This makes

it an hour certain so they break the committee meetings up into two
periods if they want to, to give them more time for the committees to
meet. But the knife must fall at 2 o'clock.
Senator GRIEFIN. Now, is that the way the present rule reads? That

when any pending business—
Dr. RIDDICK. It says pending business, unfinished business, anything

except private bills.
Senator GRIFFIN. I see.
Dr. RIDDICK. As soon as that business is laid before the Senate, it

takes a unanimous consent for the committee to meet after that. This
modifies it to make it a time certain, they could meet up till 2 o'clock,
and they schedule a breakdown of committee meetings in two periods
so that if one committee is only going to meet on one matter, they can
come in—another committee can come in after that period for another
problem.
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Senator GRIFFIN. There would be nothing, of course, to prevent the
leadership from laying down the pending business at 1 o'clock?
Dr. RIDDICK. That's correct.
Senator GRIFFIN. You could have an hour here between 1 o'clock

and 2 o'clock where the Senate would be taking up business and the
committees would be meeting, and it seems to me we would be right
back in the soup. If anything, it would be easier to have that situation
than it is now, which I think they are trying to get away from; at
least I think they should get away from.
It is a problem of Senators having to be too many places at the

same time. I think it is really an impossible situation when a Senator
is supposed to be in a committee and he is also supposed to be on the
floor because his committee's legislation is pending before the Senate.
I thought the whole idea here was that you are trying to computerize

and have scheduling, so that you don't have Senators in the position
of being required to be in more than one place at the sanie time. If you
are making it easier to bring that result about, it seems to me you are
moving in the wrong direction.
Senator PELL. Actually, I don't think we are going that way; we

are trying to make it less likely to have to be in two places—we would
only have to be in two and not three.

Senator GRIFFIN. I guess I just haven't been able to see that that is
the effect of this.
Senator PELL. That is the direction we are moving in; there would

still be conflicts.
Senator. HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, perhaps we should put this one

over until Monday and go ahead to another one.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to. deferring action on 402(a),

then, to Monday, if that is to be the next meeting—I don't know
whether the committee wants to meet tomorrow or not, but we have
got an awful lot of work ahead of us between now and Wednesday
night. 402(a), then, will be deferred for the time being.
The initial schedule that I suggested would move us to title V,

which is on page 36. "Continuing Review of the Committee System."
Senator Byrd, that is page 36. This involves what the majority and

minority leaders should do; I would like to have your comments on
this.

Senator ByRn. I have no objection to this section, Mr. Chairman.
Senator PELL. Excuse me, but if we do adopt it, we are accepting;

the fact that we will be a combined Committee on Rules, Administra-
tion, and Standards.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, that we can amend later, if necessary—the

title—to eliminate "Standards" if we do establish a separate
committee.

Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. Did the majority leader comment? Does it have

his approval? [To Senator Byrd.] Were you going to say something?
Senator BYRD. I said I had no objection. •
Senator HATFIELD. Senator Byrd, I wonder if there might not be a

possibility of giving to the Rules Committee the before-the-fact type
of thing on a continuing basis. As it is, we are only instructed at the
request of the majority and minority leaders to provide backup assist-
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ance. It would seem to me that with all the other duties and responsi-
bilities of the majority and minority leaders it might be more helpful
to have the committee assume that jurisdiction together with the
majority and minority leaders, but not to thrust upon your shoulders
the full continuing reorganization duty.

Senator BYRD. Well, as I stated, I have no objection to this. It places
an additional burden on the majority and minority leaders. If it is
the wish of the committee and the Senate, I have no objection. I prefer
to proceed in the manner that you, Mr. Hatfield, have suggested. I
don't seek this additional burden, and I think the. procedure you have
outlined would be more practical.
Senator HATFIELD. We are continually reviewing, these committees

and their workloads through the budgetary process and I think this
might bring us more into a natural relationship for continuing review,
than having to impose upon the majority and minority leaders this
basic responsibility.
The CHAIRMAN. The Rules Committee, may I say. already has basic

responsibility in this area on its own, without any—
Senator HATFIELD. The only problem there, Senator Cannon—it

would seem to me—that to be effective we ought to have sort of an
annual or biennial report to make to the Senate so that it is not just
a matter of waiting until some crisis arises to take action but we take
that as a continuing responsibility and be mandated to do so.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, do you have a suggested revision here?
Senator HATFIELD. I don't have the exact language, but I would like

to offer as the basic concept—and then I will reduce it to the language
for the bill—that the Rules Committee make a report at the end of
each Congress, at the end of each 2 years—some statement or analysis
of the committee structure as it has functioned and as the Rules Com-mittee has observed it up to that point—that we are mandated to make
a biennial report, so to speak, on the continuing issue or question oforganization of the structure of the Senate.
Senator CLARK. I second the motion.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion?
Senator BYRD. You are moving to strike everything in title V andsubstitute in lieu thereof your language?
Senator HATFIELD. I would suggest perhaps, Senator Byrd, that wemight just strike the wording "The Majority Leader and the MinorityLeader" and put "The Committee on Rules and Administration * * *"And thereby we would have:
The Committee on Rules and Administration shall review, on a continuingbasis, the committee system of the Senate and the Standing Rules and otherrules of the Senate related thereto.

And
During the second regular session of each Congress, the Committee on Rulesand Administration shall submit to the Senate a report * * *

I think that does pretty much the same thing, only we are shifting theburden to the committee rather than onto the shoulders of the majorityand minority leaders.
Senator BYRD. You have another reference to the majority and mi-nority leaders.
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Senator HATFIELD. And we would strike that ot
her so that it would

be in conformity to that• concept, that the 
committee assume that

responsibility and makes that report.
Senator GRIFFIN. I don't disagree with you. He

re again I wish we

had Senator Stevenson here so that we could ask 
him what they had

in mind. I suspect that what they are trying to do he
re is recognize that

the majority leader and the minority leader are in a u
nique position

to have recommendations for changes in the committee 
structure and

system, just as the Rules Committee can, even with
out any language

like this, make recommendations and report to the 
Senate. Of course,

the majority and minority leaders can help the Rule
s Committee or

give advice to the Rules Committee.
What you might do to preserve some of the th

ought that I think

they were trying to write in here is, write some lang
uage that would

suggest or encourage that the Rules Committee would
 consult with

the majority and minority leaders in developing their repor
t and their

recommendations. I am sure they would do it anyway, bu
t it might be

a good thing to put it in there.
Senator BYRD. It seems to me that what Mr. Stevenson'

s committee

was trying to do here was to ensure a continuing review of the
 commit-

tee system, which title V clearly states.
Senator GRIFFIN. Which you couldn't do without the

 leadership

being a part of it.
Senator BYRD. Yes; as I say, I have no objection to th

e burden; I

would rather not have it; I think it more appropriately r
ests with the

Committee on Rules and Administration. It would certai
nly have my

cooperation in every way, not only as a member of the committ
ee, but

as the majority leader.
The CHAIRMAN. That was a part of the resolution referre

d to the

Stevenson committee, that created the committee—and "w
orkable

methods for the regular review and revision of committee

jurisdictions."
Senator HATFIELD. Ken Gray, of the committee staff, is here.

Mr. GRAY. The Senator has stated the situation exactly.

Senator HATFIELD. Well, I would incorporate into my motion th
e

idea of consultation with the majority and minority leaders to ge
t the

special emphasis.
The CHAIRMAN. Very well, you have heard the discussion, then. All

in favor of that proposal—and we will ask Senator Hatfield to have

his staff draft the proposed language there—all in favor say aye.

[Chorus of "ayes."]
Opposed? [No response.]
The motion is agreed.
Senator BYRD. I think it would be very well for the committee to

have assist it in these deliberations the secretary for the majority and
the secretary for the minority, and that such request of course should
go through the majority and minority leaders for that assistance.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, if we may move to title VI;

AMENDMENTS NOT WITHIN A COMMITTEE'S JURISDICTION

The Standing Rules of the Senate are amended by adding at the end thereof

the following new rule:
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"* " COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS NOT WITHIN ITS JURISDICTION

"It shall not be in order to consider any proposed committee amendment
(other than a technical, clerical, or conforming amendment) which contains any
matter not within the jurisdiction of the committee proposing such amendment."

Is there discussion on that point?
Senator GRIFFIN. How about some explanation by somebody?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Ken?
Mr. GRAY. Yes; there are two parts to this. This is also complemen-

tary to the language at the top of page 2. It is an effort by the select
committee to make it a little more difficult for the jurisdictions to
become fragmented. On page 2 it provides that the committees may
report, by bill or otherwise, on matters within their respective juris-
dictions. That has not been in rule -XXV before.
The language we have been discussing on page 37 complements

that, and if such an amendment were made, as I understand the rules,
an objection were raised, a point of order were raised and it were
sustained, that amendment would be deleted from the bill.

Senator GRIFFIN. Let's see if we can anticipate how this will work.
There are some bills which obviously spill over a little bit in terms
of their jurisdiction; maybe 85 percent of the provisions of the bill
,would logically fall under the jurisdiction of a committee, and 15
percent of it might not.
- Does that mean, then, that that 15 percent of the bill cannot be
amended by the committee to which it was referred?.
Dr. RIDDICK. Well, this says committee amendments. As I under-

stand it, the bill is referred on the basis of predominance of subject
matter. All of that language goes with the bill.

Senator GRIFFIN. That is the question I was trying to raise.
• Dr. RIDDICK. But if the committee proposes an amendment which
would expand its jurisdiction to something that didn't fall within the
jurisdiction of that committee, it would make it eligible for some
Senator to make a point of order against it.

Senator GRIFFIN. You would interpret that if the bill primarily
falls under the jurisdiction of the committee, that then they could
have committee amendments to any part of it. I would think that
would have to be the case; otherwise you would have to have succes-
sive or joint referrals in all instances. I don't think we would want
that in all instances.
The CHAIRMAN. • I would think to any part of the bill, but if they

*tried to expand and go beyond that jurisdiction, to add something
that went beyond the jurisdiction of the committee—
Senator Williams?
Senator WILLIAMS. We have a lot of this now, and there is an in-

formal understanding between committees, that the committee whose
jurisdiction is being occupied or taken by another committee, quite
frequently it makes sense in the total context—you say, sure, you go
ahead and do it; from our committee to another committee—go ahead
and do it.
Now that.would require more to be effected: you would have to have

•a unanimous consent out here. Am I right on that?
Dr. RIDDICK. -Not necessarily, I shouldn't think, Senator. My inter-

pretation would be that if the committee, didn't offer an amendment
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to the bill when it comes to the floor, you would have nothing to make
a point of order against.
Senator WILLIAMS. If it is in the bill—oh, I thought if it were in

the bill 
Dr. RIDDICK. If it were referred in the bill.
Senator WILLIAMS. Oh, committee amendment on the floor, but if

it were done within the committee it is not subject to this particular
rule?
Dr. RIDDICK. No; if the bill were introduced, in the body of this

language, the committee wouldn't have to make an amendment at all.
If the committee came in with new subject matter that was not within
the jurisdiction of that committee, it would be subject to a point of
order. But nothing would be done if nobody made a point of order.

Senator WILLIAMS. Right. So you are not waiting until the last
minute; you could get—wouldn't it be necessary to get some kind of
unanimous consent?
The CHAIRMAN. Of course this would not infringe on the right of

an individual Senator to offer any amendment on the floor that he
saw fit.
Yes; Senator Byrd?
Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman—and this question is directed as much

to Dr. Riddick as to anyone else here—is it conceivable that there may
a matter which a committee would want to pose by way of amend-

ment which does not come within the jurisdiction of that committee or
any other committee?
Dr. RIDDICK. That would be possible, Senator, but you would be

able to get around that on the same basis that you do now, under rule
XVI, on the appropriation bill, by giving a 1-day notice to suspend
the rule. So you would be able to reach it if there were no objection or
by a two-thirds vote.

Senator BYRD. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion? Is there objection to

section 601?
Without objection, then, title VI, 601, will be approved.
All right, if we can turn now to title III on page 27.
Let me call on Dr. Riddick to give you a brief summary of what

title III would do.
Dr. RIDDICK. Today, under the rules of the Senate, you cannot make

a multiple reference, that is, a reference to more than one committee,
except by unanimous consent. This proviso makes it possible for you
to make a motion to refer a bill to more than one committee. That is
the first part of it.
The second part is an endeavor to fix it so that you can keep the

committee jurisdictions pretty well intact. For example, if you get
a bill like the energy bill or some of the environmental bills that you
had in several Congresses back, involving the jurisdiction of several
committees, if you couldn't get unanimous consent, you couldn't get it
referred to several committees.
Now, if you want to, you can make a motion when a bill is intro-

duced—say it covers five committees—you can make a motion that this
be referred to an ad hoc committee made up of membership of these
five committees, stipulating what committees are involved—this is the
way it would work out in practical operation—and if the motion is
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agreed to, the committee would be created, made up of members from
the committees stipulated in the motion that would be involved, from
which there would be members from each of these committees selected
and put on the ad hoc committee.
That committee would get the bill that you are making the motion

about and would—the ad hoc committee would survive for the remain-
der of that Congress, and every other bill, during the remainder of
that Congress, that was introduced on the same subject matter would
go to that ad hoc committee. You would not have to create additional
staffs. You would have the same committee. And when that subject
is disposed of that ad hoc committee dies.
That gives you a chance of making the Senate flexible without

creating a new committee every time you get a major subject cutting
across the jurisdictions of several committees.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. This is one of those matters in which Senator

Allen has expressed some very serious interest, and I would think
it might be well to put that over until Senator Allen can return to the
committee. We can discuss it, but I am suggesting before we take any
final action on this section that we wait till Senator Allen has a chance
to express himself.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion on section 301 and sec-

tion 302?
Senator CLARK. What do they deal with?
The CHAIRMAN. Section 301 provides for referral and provides

that 
Senator CLARK. I thought there had been an agreement, because of

Senator Allen's interest, to wait on that.
The CHAIRMAN. That suggestion was made, but I just wondered if

anyone else desired to discuss the matter now, and if they did not we
would defer action on it until Senator Allen can be here.
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the committee counsel

of the Stevenson committee could talk about what the philosophy be-
hind this is?
The CHAIRMAN. Ken?
Mr. GRAY. The select committee believed that it was offering a plan

which would reduce the number of committees, tightening the juris-
dictions, but recognizing that things change, sometimes very rapidly—
there might well be an issue, a crisis, something unanticipated, and the
standing committee's jurisdiction would not be able, in their judg-
ment, to take care of it, leaving it up to the majority leader and
minority leader, therefore, to suggest a special committee for one Con-
gress only—but with legislative authority.
I think some members of the committee also felt that because that

ad hoc committee would have legislative authority, a great restraint
would be exercised in adding additional ad hoc committees, because
the standing committee would not want to do it unless it were excep-
tionally necessary.

Senator CLARK. How are the committee members selected?
Mr. GRAY. There is a section in the committee report—I believe that

they are appointed by the majority and minority leaders after con-
sultation with the chairman of the standing committees involved.

85-254-77-2
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Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if 
Mr. Fox has any-

thing to add to that, as our minority counsel?
Mr. Fox. I think that Ken has pretty well stated th

e situation. One

thing we are concerned about, from the minority 
standpoint, is the

number of committees that can be considered third 
committees. And

we want to make sure that limitation is retained.

Senator CLARK. What does that mean?
Mr. Fox. In other words, you would have 100 as

signments for all

third committees, and we do not want to allow any add
itional assign-

ments beyond those.
Senator CLARK. You mean the only Members that would

 be eligible

to serve on them would be people who did not have third
 committees?

Mr. Fox. That is right.
Senator CLARK. Is that in the measure now?

Mr. Fox. Yes, it is.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further questions or further

 discussion

on this at the moment?
Senator WILLIAMS. Yes, lots of questions.
Senator GRIFFIN. This could really undercut your committee 

struc-

ture and your committee chairman, if a little bit of hanky-
panky went

on here, but I suppose we can never assume that would happe
n.

Senator WILLIAMS. No.
Mr. GRAY. Could I add one word, Senator? The present sit

uation in

the creation of select committees, special committees, would 
not be

changed by this, of course. That is, that is now done by amend
ing

the rules.
Second, this is subject to a motion, of course, and debate on the floor.

The only difference is that it is a privileged motion offered by t
he

leadership.
Senator WILLIAMS. This procedure on ad hoeing, creating an ad h

oc

committee, is brand new, all the way? Now, would this be the kind of

situation that would lend itself to national health insurance where the

Labor and Public Welfare, and Finance, or the other way around in

many minds—is this the sort of situation that would lend itself to an

ad hoc?
Senator HATFIELD. Would the Senator yield?
Senator WILLIAMS. Yes.
Senator HATFIELD. The first experience we might have under this

proviso would be with the Indian Review Commission. The ad hoc

committee would be created to carry the report of the Indian Review

Commission, which is made up of other than Members of Congress,

and therefore does not have legislative power, legislative authority.

So an ad hoc committee might be set up under this proviso for a 2-year

period to provide that committee the opportunity to have legislative

authority and carry the recommendation of the Indian Review

Commission.
That is just an example.

• Senator WILLIAMS. That is an extension.
Senator HATFIELD. No, the life of the Commission will come to an

end, and before the disposition of that report can take place, this ad
hoc committee would be brought into existence to carry that
responsibility.

Senator WILLIAMS. I see.
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Senator HATFIELD. And then at the end of that period that com-
mittee would be gone and all future functions along that line would be
assigned to a legislative subcommittee of the Human Resources Com-
mittee which, at that time, would be known as the Subcommittee on
Indian Affairs—as an example.

Senator WILLIAMS. Now, this comment that came from the gentle-
man in the room just now on this limitation of service on—this would
seem to say that—

Senator HATFIELD. Rules, Budget, and Intelligence are all third
committees now—they would be under this scheme. Then such an ad
hoc committee would be considered as a third committee. So that if you
were a Senator already serving on the Appropriations Committee, the
Interior Committee, and the Rules Committee, you would not be eligi-
ble to go on an ad hoc committee, because you already had three
.committees.

Senator CLARK. That would apply to Budget for the next 2 years.
Senator HATFIELD. Exactly.
Senator WILLIAMS. And therefore you would be eliminatincr

t' 
some-

one who had the greatest background of information and attention to
his subject matter, prohibiting that individual from serving if that
individual has that third committee.

• Senator HATFIELD. And that is assuming you only have a single
individual amongst the number of Senators who would otherwise
be eligible.
Senator WILLIAMS. Someone who has led the whole development of

an idea, for example—been with it for a long period of time—could
be easily left off.
Senator HATFIELD. That goes back, of course, to the limitation con-

cept which you are trying to provide in this overall bill—the number
of subcommittees that you already would be limited to serving on. So
it is within that same concept..
Now, one person who would be most affected by this is Jim Abourezk,

to carry out my example—and yet Jim Abourezk called me as of
this morning to indicate his full support for this approach of an ad
hoc committee to carry out the Indian Review Commission report. I
happen to be on that same Commission; I would not be eligible for
that ad hoc committee because I will have chosen my Appropriations,
Interior, and Rules Committees; I will resign from the Intelligence
Committee; and I would not be eligible, even though I have been a
member of the Indian Review Commission, to go on the ad hoc com-
mittee of the Indian Review.
Senator CLARK. The only thing that complicates all that a little

is, if there is a motion to restore some or all of these other committees,
very few people will be eligible to serve on ad hoc committees.
Senator GRIFFIN. It would be a convenient way of circumventing a

committee chairman rather than doing it directly.
Senator CLARK. If we had this in effect, is this the process that

would be used to setup something like a Watergate Committee or the
Church Committee on Intelligence ?

Senator HATFIELD. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. That would be only in the event that it cut across

the jurisdictional lines of more than one committee. Now, the first
part, 301, provides that the presiding officer will make the decision
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as to the referral, but that, of couse, is appealable. And then it is
only in the case where it cuts across jurisdictional lines where the ad
hoc committee would come into play. In other words, they couldn't

bypass the committee system by attempting to create an ad hoc com-

mittee on a subject matter that was clearly within the jurisdiction of
the standing committee.
Senator GRIFFIN. Well, it is very easy, of course, to draft almost

any kind of legislation so that it does cut across some of these juris-

dictions. It doesn't take a great deal of imagination to do that; you
can always throw in some other things and make sure it does.

Senator HATFIELD. One of the reasons that Senator Allen is con-

cerned about this, Dick—and the other is that the majority and minor-

ity leaders can set up such a committee—and that is without the full

consent of the Senate, and that, I think, is 
Senator CLARK. You would have to vote on it.
Senator HATFIELD. But the initiative is in the hands, is it not, of

two people?
Senator CLARK. Yes; and the appointment of the committee.
Senator HATFIELD. And the appointment of the committee.
Senator CLARK. And the chairmen.
Senator HATFIELD. The chairmen. I think Senator Allen thinks it

is not necessarily wrong—the whole ad hoc committee should not be

thrown out necessarily in toto, but there should be certain parameters

of safeguards. I can't speak for him., but that is my impression.
Senator CLARK. That is my impression, too.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I suggest we defer action on it

until Senator Allen is here.
The CHAIRMAN. Doc Riddick just made a suggestion here he might

throw out for some of you to think about.
Dr. RIDDICK. Instead of count it as third committee assignment

you could make it more elastic or soften the situation by allowing
the assignments to these ad hoc committees to count as subcommittee
assignments from the committee to which he was given the assignment.
And then if you are on the committee that you were allowed three sub-
committee assignments—if you had just two, you would be eligible
for that ad hoc committee assignment.

Senator HATFIELD. Assuming you hadn't already fulfilled your
limitation.
Dr. RIDDICK. Oh, yes.
The CHAIRMAN. That's right.
Senator HATFIELD. And everybody is going to fulfill that limitation,

I am sure.
Dr. RIDDICK. This question was raised today about these subcom-

mittee assignments because some committees other than Appropria-
tions Committee is very much concerned about having more than the
number of subcommittees they believe they could get out of the num-
ber of assignments for subcommittees. And they raised the question—
doesn't it bind the full committee so that it couldn't create an ad hoc
subcommittee of its own if it wanted a subcommittee to handle a cer-
tain proposition?

Well, it seems to me, as I stated earlier, that the way you would be
able to overcome that would be to liquidate one existing subcommittee
that was not a standing subcommittee and create another subcommittee



19

to handle the situation so you wouldn't have to go beyond your number
.of subcommittee assignments.

Senator GRIFFIN. My feeling here is that if the purpose here and
the thrust of this whole effort is to reduce the number of committees
and to not proliferate committees, this proposal goes in the wrong
direction. I think this will probably generate a lot of additional com-
mittee assignments. It could, at least, it depends a lot, of course, on
the leadership and what they want to do with the power that is given
to them here.
Dr. RIDDICK. Well, the purpose of this, Senator, was to take care

of—like the energy bill where you had six committees involved.
Senator GRIrFIN. I know, but we are going through a reorganiza-

tion to try to take care of that. And I just think myself that it creates
more problems that it solves, and it might be better to work under the
new system for a while and see—maybe some time later down the road
you would need and want to do this sort of thing—but this is trying
to look down the road a little bit further than I think we should rightnow myself. That's my feeling it is not going to be the end of the
world, one way or the other.
But I am surprised that all the committee chairmen haven't been in

here with their arms raised about this. It could create real problems
as far as committee jurisdictions are concerned.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, suppose we defer action on title III, then,

until Senator Allen can be heard.
, Now, gentlemen, do you wish to proceed to the number of committees
next or do you want to proceed to committee assignments and chair-
manships, limitation provisions?
I presume we would have to go to the number of committees first

so that the assignments provision could be properly covered. If wemay move to page 20, then, to read the committee report.
Well, I think we might pick the bottom one off there and make a

determination, because we have the question of Rules, Administration,the Standards—and I think the testimony was quite strong before
the committee that we ought to keep the Select Committee on Stand-ards and Conduct separate and apart.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I move that we delete the "Stand-

ards" from the title "Rules Administration, and Standards" and have
it read "Rules and Administration."
I would be willing at this time to couple with this motion an addi-tional idea of creating a separate bipartisan Ethics Committee.
Would you rather rake it one at a time?
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I think that is properly part of it.
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman, I strongly support that amendment,but I wonder if it wouldn't be better to delay it until Monday. Differ-ent people have spoken to me about it, and I haven't had a chance tospeak to others about it. It would be my plan to join you—and I thinkSenator Allen indicated that as well.
But I would just suggest, since it is going to be a major discussion,and so forth—and I don't have the part of my amendment, I know,prepared at this point.
Would that be all right with Senator Hatfield, if we take it up onMonday?
Senator HATnELD. I have no objection.
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Senator CLARK. The same is true of the 
size of two or three of the

committees here—we were preparing 
amendments, but I really don't

have them ready to offer yet. We just finis
hed the hearings last night

and I just don't have them drawn. • •
The CHAIRMAN. Well, perhaps we should 

defer—this is all inter-

related. And so if we are going to defer par
t of it until Monday, we

probably should defer action on all of it, th
en, until Monday.

Senator WILLIAMS. Were you going to now 
proceed to go down the

list here on page 20 and then deal with jurisdicti
on?

• The CHAIRMAN. Well, we can't deal with juri
sdiction until we know

precisely which committees we are going to have
.

• Senator WILLIAMS. Or vice-versa. I don't see h
ow we can deal with

the ultimate of the committees until we know wh
o is going to be doing-

what, where. The first comes first, doesn't it—it 
is going to be the sub-

stance and how it is going to be handled, and 
then the total of that

will be the total of committees. In other words, if 
we decide page 20,

that sort of determines how we have got to put e
verything into what

we have determined.
This would assume that we are going to end up 

without any joint,

special, or select. There is an assumption here 
that seems to follow :

it seems to me that that is going to be the total 
committee structure.

The CHAIRMAN. And the jurisdictional issue goe
s right with it.

Senator WILLIAMS. Yes; if we were going dow
n the list, then we

would be dealing with jurisdiction.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, since they 

are totally interre-

lated, if we are going to defer one we have to defe
r the whole package

until Monday—and I also observe we only have f
our members of the

committee present as far as reaching any determin
ations at this time.

Senator WILLIAMS. Point of order, huh?
Senator CLARK. I would support that, but titles I 

and II I think

we ought to wait until Monday till we are really r
eady to offer our

amendments.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, we will defer action on 

titles I and II

until Monday.
That would bring us to title VII, "Committee Staffs,

" on page 37.

Senator HA'rrIELD. Mr. Chairman, I must also say t
hat would have

to be deferred until Monday because Senator Tower,
 Senator Griffin,

and I—all have plans to propose amendments to this s
ection that have

to do with minority staffing.
The CHAIRMAN. I think that is a valid point. It also doe

sn't make

much sense to go to that until we have decided the commit
tee structure

as well.
Well, then, that leaves the only one, title VIII, "Miscel

laneous."

[Laughter.]
Now, if we have a motion on that. [Laughter.]
All right, there is not much point in going through title VII

I, then,

until we can consider these other items.
If there is no objection, we will recess the committee at th

is time,

until—can everyone be here at 10 o'clock or earlier o
n Monday

morning?
Is there anyone who can't be here at 10 o'clock on Monday mo

rning

of those here?
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Senator HATFIELD. May I also suggest that we meet in the Rules
Committee 
The CHAIRMAN. We will meet in the Rules Committee room. The

meeting here today was at the request of several Senators, because we
knew that we would have some votes and quorum calls on the floor.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I wonder about tomorrow.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson is here at the present time, too.

Can we get a quorum tomorrow? Senator Clark can't be here.
Senator WILLIAMS. I can be here tomorrow, but by 10 o'clock Mon-

day—it is just a personal problem with travel these days.
The CHAIRMAN. I am advised that Senator Pell can't be here to-

morrow. It looks like we probably would not be able to get a quorum
then.
Suppose we recess until 10 o'clock, Monday morning, in the Rules

Committee hearing room, and let's be prepared to move ahead with
our amendments.

Senator Stevenson, can you be with us Monday morning?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Very good, because we have gotten down to the

point where we start to discuss the number of committees and the
jurisdictions, which is the major part here, then.
Very well, thank you very much, we will meet at 10 o'clock in the

Rules Committee on Monday morning.
[The committee recessed at 3 :48 p.m.]





COMMITTEE SYSTEM REORGANIZATION AMENDMENTS
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MONDAY, JANUARY 17, 1977

U.S. SENATE,
CO3IMIlIEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:20 a.m., in room 301,

Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Howard W. Cannon (chair-
man) presiding.
Present: Senators Cannon, Pell, Allen, Williams, Clark, Hatfield,

Griffin, and Tower.
Staff present: Chester H. Smith, chief counsel; Floyd M. Riddick,

professional staff member; Jack L. Sapp, professional staff member;
Larry E. Smith, minority staff director; Ronald Hicks, senior ana-
lyst, Subcommittee on Computer Services; and Peggy Parrish, assist-
ant chief clerk.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order, a quorum is

present.
Gentlemen, on Friday we deferred action on title III, "Multiple

Referral of Proposed Legislation; Establishment of Ad Hoc Com-
mittees," until Senator Allen could be present. And we also deferred
action on titles I and II relating to the standing committees, the jur-
isdictions and sizes, and so on.

Senator Allen has requested that we proceed with title III first be-
cause he was concerned with that. And that is on page 27. And, Sen-
ator Allen, we have Senators Stevenson and Packwood here, so if
you desire to get their thinking on this particular point they are
available.
Senator ALLEN. Yes; Dr. Riddick has just handed me what I under-

stand is an agreement on the wording of section 501, which gives the
Committee on Rules and Administration, with the consultation of the
majority leader and the minority leader, the right to review, on a
continuing basis, the committee system of the Senate, the standing
rules and other rules of the Senate related thereto.
Then, it would seem to me, working at cross-purposes to that pro-

vision, is the provision of section 302 on page 29, which does give the
majority and minority leaders the right to put in a privileged resolu-
tion setting up an ad hoc committee, such resolution not to even go to
the Rules Committee, which is supposed to have supervision over the
committee system and changes therein.
And a resolution that seeks to, as Senate Resolution 4 does—that

seeks to merge ad hoc committees into the present committee system,
and then goes on and provides an easy way for ad hoc committees to
be set up, seems to me to be moving in opposite directions. And the

(23)
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leadership has not had any difficulty, so far as I can see, in getting ad

hoc committees approved. They do it even though the matter is referred

to the Rules Committee.
And I just wonder if we couldn't keep the present system on that—

let them put in a resolution just like anybody else. And I don't see

why it should be privileged and take it away from the Rules Com-

mittee on the one hand, and then give them, over here under 501,

continuing authority over the committee system.
I am just wondering if we couldn't eliminate all of section 302

and just leave the leadership, just like any other Senator, with the

right to put in a resolution calling for an ad hoc committee. Naturally,

if it was put in by the leaders, it would carry much greater weight

than if it were put in by an individual Senator.
But I just don't see why you should set up a priority time certain

for a vote on it. It just doesn't seem consistent with what you agreed

on on 501. I don't see that it serves any useful purpose, section 302.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson, would you or Senator Pack-

wood care to comment?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, both of these titles are intended

to recognize that no reorganization of Senate committees will produce

neat jurisdictional lines. There will, in the future, be overlaps and

conflicts. And, consequently, they do two things—in the case of title

V, provide for continuing review of the committee system so that the

Senate will be afforded recommendations and opportunities from time

to time to make revisions in the structure of the committee system,

as it is doing now, without having to wait another 30 years, as we

have in this case.
Title V contemplates a process such as this that would result in

permanent changes in the committee structure. And such changes

would require a good deal of time, just as this process has entailed.
The other title, title III, is intended to deal with the immediate

problem of a bill or a subject that spills over into a number of juris-

dictions and requires immediate action by the Congress. Our hope

was, in proposing a procedure by which the joint leadership could,
with the approval of the full Senate, establish an ad hoc committee—
first, to keep some pressure on the respective standing committees to

deal with the subject matter against this possibility that if they didn't

deal with it, an ad hoc committee would get created that would.
Now, that procedure does, as Senator Allen mentioned, contem-

plate a privileged motion and limited debate. Our thought was to

strengthen the authority of the leadership, and I personally am all

for that. I would, however, point out that in the course of debate over
a motion to create an ad hoc committee with which to deal with some

overlapping subject, any Member of the Senate could make a motion

to have it referred to the Rules Committee and if it was the judg-

ment of the Senate that the Rules Committee should act upon the

motion, why, this committee could do so.
Senator ALLEN. Well, your resolution says it shall not be referred

to the committee.
Senator STEVENSON. When the motion is introduced, it would not

be automatically referred to the Rules Committee. It was not our

intention—if necessary, there could be a clarification—to prevent

any Member, during debate, from making the motion to refer the

matter to this committee.



25

Senator ALLEN. It says outright it shall not be referred to the com-
mittee—I don't see it right here at the moment. But I don't see how
you could move that way when it would take unanimous consent to
vary the rules.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, if I may respond to the Senator, first of

all—I didn't say this earlier as I should have—one of our concerns
was with the abuse of the unanimous consent practice in the Senate.
It leads to the most bizarre and unforeseen and unnoticed results—
and we thought we ought to try to get away from that. But I think
the Senator may have a sound suggestion if it does require a language
change, Mr. Chairman, in order to make it clear that during the de-
bate a motion would be in order to refer the matter to the Rules Com-
mittee, I personally would have no objection to such a change.
Senator ALLEN. Well, here on line 18 of page 30, it says "A resolu-

tion described in subparagraph (a) shall not be referred to a com-
mittee * * s," so that would not allow a motion to be made on the floor
to send it to a committee.

Senator STEVENSON. Well, as I say, I think the Senator has a good
point. Our intention was that the motion, when introduced, would not
immediately go to the Rules Committee—that was the intention.

Senator ALLEN. Is there any history of the joint leadership being
iunable to set up an ad hoc committee n expeditious fashion ?

Senator STEVENSON. Well, I am sure the Senator is more familiar
with the history than I am. Since I have been in the Senate. I don't
believe any such ad hoc committees have been set up at all. These are
ad hoc committees that could have legislative jurisdiction. And I know
there is some concern that this provision might make it too easy for
the leadership to do so, and maybe the Senator and others would feel
better about the provision if it were amended further to make it clear
that the leadership would have the right to make such a motion, but
only after consultation with the committee chairmen and their rank-
ing members, some of who have expressed a concern that this device
might be used to bypass them. And I think such a qualification might
put to rest those anxieties.
Senator ALLEN. The trouble would be, of course, that consultation

wouldn't really mean a great deal; you miglit be greatly opposed to
it, but if they consulted with them they have complied with the
provision.
I really just don't see any need of this section 302, because here we

are trying to cut down on ad hoc committees, and yet we liberalize
the method of obtaining ad hoc committees. It seems to me we are
going in two different directions. I would urge that you be willing to
drop this section 302; I don't believe it is necessary.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, we feel—I feel, at least—

that this is an important provision. There is no such provision now,
no practice by which, through such a process, the leadership can create
an ad hoc committee. And without it, the old practice would continue.
We have ended up with all kinds of strange referrals of bills to one
committee after another—and then what 6 sometimes happens, and
this is about the best that can happen, those committees get together
and create informally their own ad hoc relationships with which to
exercise jurisdiction over bills that have been jointly or multiply or
sequentially referred to them.
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This would be a way of enabling the leadership, with the cooperation
of the chairmen, to do far more effectively what we are now attempt-
ing in some certain sense to do very informally and sometimes
ineffectively..
Senator ALLEN. But if the majority leader and the minority

leader felt so strongly about it that they put in such a resolution,
chances are that it would zip through the Rules Committee than just
to take the Rules Committee out and give a priority standing to this
resolution, to this power of the leadership to set up an ad hoc com-
mittee when we are trying to eliminate ad hoc committees and select
committees and the like.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, if the Senator would yield, once the resolu-

tion was placed on the calendar, then it would be subject to certain
motions set forth in rule XXII; and one of those is a motion to com-
mit. So it would be subject to a motion to commit to the Rules Com-
mittee at that time.
Senator ALLEN. Yes; but it doesn't go automatically.
The CHAIRMAN. No; it would not go automatically under this. And

if I may apologize for Senator Byrd not being able to be here, but
they are having the Governor's inauguration in his State today and
he had to be there, so he expressed his regret and left his proxy.
But he feels very strongly that the leadership needs the authority

set forth in section 302 to get at the problem of the multiple jurisdic-
tions, such as we had in the energy bill last year—and you will recall
that the conferees, for example, were made up of people on various
committees involved.
But this would be a means of forming an ad hoc committee to have

jurisdiction over that entire subject matter. Now, of course, we are
trying to define the jurisdictional lines in here a little more precisely
and maybe we wouldn't run into that kind of a situation as much in
the future. I do know that Senator Byrd feels very strongly that the
leadership does need the authority proposed in section 302.

Senator ALLEN. The leadership is recommending that it be given
(Treater authority, is that right?
The CHAIRMAN. Pardon?
Senator ALLEN. I say, the leadership supports this section?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator ALLEN. Well, that's not surprising. [Laughter.]
But it doesn't help the rank-and-file Member a great deal. And I

call attention to the fact that this tremendous overhaul of Senate com-
mittees came to the committee under a mandate to report it out in 2
weeks time. So I would think that any resolution setting up an ad hoc
committee would get prompt action where it was recommended by the
two leaders; I don't think it would stay here in committee very long.
But I think this committee might put some finishing touches on it,

some improvements. I think this committee is going tohelp the Ste-
venson-Packwood resolution—there might be a difference of opinion.
there—but I believe that it is going to; and I believe that the com-
mittee ought to have an opportunity to study these ad hoc proposals
of the leadership.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, gentlemen, suppose we find out what other

questions any of the Members may have of Senators Stevenson and
Packwood, and we defer final action on this section until Senator
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Byrd can be here and present his views to us—and then we will vote
on that.
So does anyone else have any further questions for Senator

Stevenson?
Senator ALLEN. If we could have not a binding vote, but an informal

vote; if I am the only one that feels that way about it, we might just
abandon it. But if we had sort of a sense of the committee on the
matter.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, we can certainly ask the other committee

members to express themselves.
Senator Griffin, do you have a feeling on this matter!
Senator GRIFFIN. Would the thrust be to eliminate the language

in the resolution providing for the establishment of the ad hoc com-
mittees where there is overlapping jurisdictions?
Senator ALLEN. By the speed-up route; yes.
Senator GRIFFIN. Yes; I would support you on that. I don't think

it is a wise provision at all. I think that it is sort of an invitation for
the proliferation of more and more committees rather than moving
in the direction that this proposal is supposed to be doing. We are
supposed to be reducing the number of committees—and it seems to me
that that would encourage the proliferation of committees.

Senator ALLEN. That is the view I take.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pell?
Senator PELL. I would like to hear the arguments on the other side

by Senator Byrd.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, sir. Senator Tower!
Senator TOWER. Well, I think this looks like a splendid way to by-

pass the committee system and to railroad legislation through. I have
heard testimony on this to the effect that it means any time somebody
wanted a pet bill passed and wanted to get a little publicity on it, he
could draft it so that he would have a jurisdiction that was overlap-
ping over committees, get the leadership to agree to appoint an ad hoc
committee, of which he would be chairman. This is a bad system, in my
view. This is going to result in proliferation of committees and the
serving of a lot of special interests, in my view.
Now, certainly as a Republican, I can see where we are really going

to get run over on this.
Senator PACKWOOD. If I might respond, because we discussed that

in the committee—and this is why we said it can only be done not after
consultation with the minority leader, but with consent; and if the
minority leader does not go along, the majority leader does not have
the authority to follow this procedure.
Again, if we have drawn it incorrectly, I think Senator Stevenson

and I would look at new language—it was not our intent that this ad
hoc committee be created for every nickel-and-dime situation that
came along. And that is why we insisted concurrence with the minority
leader.

Senator TOWER. Well, as you know, intent is one thing.
Senator PACKWOOD. I understand that.
Senator TOWER. Very often we never resort to legislative intent; the

courts seldom do these days.
Senator PACK WOOD. Well, I understand that. And that is why I think,

while Senator Stevenson and I feel strongly about the provision, we
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did not intend—did not intend—and if our language is wrong to

carry out the intent, we would look at change—did not intend this to

be an every-week creation. And, with a "committee's" duration limited

to one Congress so that we don't get into a situation where all the com-

mittees we create for a Congress are continually recreated. But as long;

as the minority leader must concur, I don't think, at least from a Re-

publican standpoint, you run the danger of ad hoc committees being

created willy-nilly that would, frankly, do harm, as we would see it,

to the Republican side.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Williams?
Senator WILLIAMS. No.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Clark?
Senator CLARK. Well, I wouldn't mind hearing more debate on it,

but I tend to support the arguments of the Senator from Alabama.
The CHAIR3IAN. Well, gentlemen, if there is no objection, then, we

will defer it until Senator Byrd can be here to express his views, and

then I think at that time we should be prepared to vote on that par-

ticular issue.
All right, the next item now, if we may turn to page 20, "Standing

committees." I think it we discuss and determine what the standing
committees will be before we attempt to go into the jurisdictional as-

pects, unless they clearly fall in line as we go along, we will be able to

save some time.
The proposal, as you see on page 20, is that originally proposed by

the select committee on Senate Resolution 4. Since then, we have had
a number of discussions here before our committee as to prospective
changes and even starting off with the very first one, Agriculture and
Small Business.
And I wonder, Senator Stevenson, if you care to address yourself to

that—to the recommendations now that have been made in light of
the testimony presented on that committee.

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I will emphasize once and then
not repeat it that I speak for myself and not for the select committee,
and the suggestions I make are on the basis of information that I
have received from the staff and from members of the select commit-
tee, and from members of all of the committees affected. So what I
can do, on the basis of the information that is available to me, is
report to you, make suggestions to you, of means by which to organize
the jurisdictions of committees in a way that will cause some consoli-
dations, and increase the effectiveness of the Senate, in ways which I
believe are practicable.
I don't know, Mr. Chairman, how you want to proceed. Is it your

suggestion that we go down the list 
The CHAIRMAN. I would suggest we go right down the list; you

ha ve the proposal originally, Agriculture and Small Business. As you
recall, we had considerable testimony that Small Business should be
retained, and we had also some testimony that if Small Business was
not to be retained as a separate committee that it would more logically
fit in Finance.
We also had the suggestion made in testimony to the effect that

Nutrition could be combined with Agriculture to make it Agriculture
and Nutrition.
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Senator STEVENSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, the reason I asked that,
question—at your request, the select committee has prepared a cata-
log which starts with all the present committees. And it is entitled
"Clarifications and Modifications of Senate Resolution 4 discussed in.
Rules Committee hearings on January 13," and it lists all the commit-
tees, starting with Aeronautical and Space Sciences, together with
suggestions for the resolution of such issues as have developed.
On page 20 we start with just the list of the surviving committees

recommended by the select committee. So to cover all the bases, it
might just be better to start from the memorandum that the select
committee has prepared on page 10, under (B), "Committee consoli-
dations discussed." Otherwise, we start skipping over.
The CHAIRMAN. I think that is a good suggestion.
Senator STEVENSON. The first committee listed is Aeronautical and

Space Science, and the proposal was to transfer that committee to
the Commerce Committee, which has the dominant jurisdictions now
for science and transportation and the atmosphere.
I am unaware of any strong objection to that proposal.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there discussion on that proposal?
Senator ALLEN. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, I had to go to the phone.

What is the 
The CHAIRMAN. Turning to page 10 on the summary there, "Clarifi-

cation and Modifications of Senate Resolution 4 discussed in Rules
Committee hearings on January 13," and the first item was Aeronau-
tical and Space Sciences, to transfer that to Commerce Science, and
Transportation, Scientific, Engineering and Technology Research and
Development; Non-Military Aeronautical and Space Sciences; Sci-
ence, Engineering, and Technology Policy.
And apparently there was no objection to Senate Resolution 4's

recommendation in that regard.
Senator ALLEN. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to approval of that

recommendation?
Without objection, then, that recommendation will be approved.
All right.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, the next committee is the Dis-

trict of Columbia Committee which was proposed for transfer to the
newly constituted Government Affairs Committee; that committee
is based on the old Government Operations Committee.
My comments with respect to this committee are the same for the

next, which is the Post Office and Civil Service Committee.
The Governmental Affairs Committee would have its jurisdiction

substantially enlarged under this proposal. It is my understanding
that that committee would feel better able to carry on the work of the
District of Columbia and Post Office and Civil Service Committees,
if the chairmen and ranking Members of those committees were able
to transfer to the surviving Governmental Affairs Committee.
So the suggestion is that both of these committees be consolidated,

but with a provision in the resolution to permit, as an exception to the
limitation on committee assignments, the chairman and the ranking
Members of those committees—District of Columbia and the Post
Office Committees—to serve on the surviving Governmental Affairs
Committee.
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Senator GRIFFIN. Is that an unlimited exception or would there be
a time limit?
Senator STEVENSON. My thought would be not to make an excep-

tion of any kind to the rule of two and one for Governmental Affairs,
but a permanent exception to the present ranking Members and
chairmen.
The CHAIRMAN. In other words, they can permanently count on

that as their third committee?
Senator PACKWOOD. Plus, with no expansion of the size of the Gov-

ernmental Affairs Committee; this was not intended to enlarge it.
Senator GRIFFIN. The different seniority status would be a matter

for the party on each side, is that right?
Senator STEVENSON. That is correct, and I don't believe either Sen-

ator Packwood or I have suggested that they be 
TheCHAIRMAN. Party caucuses could make that determination as

to what happens with seniority 
Senator PACKWOOD. We deliberately stayed away from that in all

of these discussions as to how to work out transfer of seniority.
The CHAIRMAN. But it would give them the opportunity, if they

desired, to transfer over to that committee as a third committee.
Senator PACKWOOD. Also, even though that is phrased in the plural,

where we refer to chairmen and ranking Members—we are talking
about only the chairman and the ranking Member; not everybody on
the committees moving.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion on that point? Further

questions?
Senator WILLIAMS. I had an amendment. Have you seen the amend-

ment that would accomplish this? [Senator Williams passes document
to Senator Packwood.]

Senator PELL. I think it is covered here.
Senator WILLIAMS. I think it is, too.
Senator PACKWOOD. Yes; that is broader than we were intending.

You are talking about every standing committee that is abolished, is
that right?
Senator WILLIAMS. Yes; I think it is worded generally. I think it

applies in this case exclusively.
Senator PACKWOOD. Well, for example, Aeronautical and Space

Sciences—we did not intend to transfer the chairman and the rank-
ing member to Commerce with any kind of standing because the
workload of the committee being abolished was not overwhelming.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, actually the person in line for committee

chairmanship is already on Commerce.
Senator PACKWOOD. Yes, you're right.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, I don't know about the ranking minority

member.
Senator PACKWOOD. I don't think so.
Senator GRIFFIN. On?
The CHAIRMAN. On Space.
Senator GRIFFIN. I think it is Barry Goldwater. He is not on

Commerce.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that these be

considered one by one • I don't believe, for example, that this amend-
ment, as written, would even take care of the situation of Senator
Burdick, who is not at the present time a chairman.
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The CHAIRMAN. That's right.
Senator STEVENSON. In nearly all of these cases there has been nosuch request, for such a sweeping amendment as this is intended to be.The CHAIRMAN. I am wondering, Senator Williams, couldn't wejust defer action and consider that later, but in the meantime estab-lish policywise what we are going to do on these various issues?
Senator WILLIAMS. Yes, and I think this amendment meets just the

District situation, and I think what you have proposed is what is
included here. It doesn't apply to any other, even though it is general
language; it only applies to one committee, in fact.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, is there any further discussion or any

further questions?
Senator PACKWOOD. Well, the one point that I think may be differ-

ent—I haven't looked over Senator Williams' amendment thor-
oughly—we did provide that when somebody moves from the District
Committee to Governmental Affairs or Post Office, if they choose to
move, a chairman or a ranking Member, that becomes their third
committee; they cannot opt to have another, in essence fourth,
committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, that is stated here in your summary. I am not

addressing myself to that amendment, because I don't know precisely
what that says—I haven't seen it.
Senator TOWER. Now, if this distorts the ratio in terms of the total

number on the committee, does that mean that somebody else is
bumped off it?
In other words, if you bring the chairman or the ranking member

of the District over, you are preempting maybe two other people from
serving on the Governmental Affairs Committee—that is my question.
Senator PACKWOOD. Well, unless I have made a mistake in checking,

I think there is a spot or two on each side—Governmental Affairs—I
can't recall.
Senator STEVENSON. Senator Tower, that is not the effect in Gov-

ernmental Affairs; it might be in other committees.
Senator TOWER. Would it have that effect in—well, actually, you

are bringing four people over, in effect, from District and Post Office
Committees, and that means four people could be displaced on the
Governmental Affairs Committee, could they not?
Senator PACKWOOD. Well, we have increased the recommended num-

ber on Governmental Affairs to le, which would leave, under the ratio,
2 Republican vacancies. That would take care of two of the ranking
members of Post Office and District of Columbia if they want it. They
may not want to move; I don't know what their preference would be.
But they would have a preference over others who would want to move
onto the committee.
Senator STEVENSON. Senator Tower, you have to start somewhere,

and it is our impression that this will not create any ratio problems in
the Governmental Affairs Committee. If in that committee or in any
other committee there are such problems, then the party committees
will have to work them out.
The CHAIRMAN. Any further questions?
Senator TOWER. In other words, this would preclude us from nam-

ing anybody but the members of the District and Post Office, isn't that
a fact?

85-254-77-3
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Senator PACKWOOD. If the ratio was 10 to 6, it is now 9 and 5, and w
e

had 4 remaining members left on the Republican side from last ye
ar,

and the ranking member of both of those committees wanted to mo
ve,

it would preclude us from naming anybody else but those two, as
 a

matter of practicality, assuming nobody else got off the committ
ee.

Senator TOWER. OK, now, is this going to have a ripple effect wit
h

the result that you have to create vacancies some place else to accom
-

modate new members?
Senator STEVENSON. Well, as I say, Mr. Chairman, we don't believ

e

so, but we aren't going to know finally until we know the size o
f the

Governmental Affairs Committee.
Senator TOWER. We are informed that it does, that if this option

is exercised somebody is squeezed out of a committee—somewhe
re.

Senator PACKWOOD. Well, if this option is exercised by the chair
-

man and ranking member—who might exercise it for some other th
ird

committee—this would be their third committee, it leaves a vacanc
y

some place else.
Senator STEVENSON. You are getting into something that is imp

os-

sible to get out of. It is possible that there will be transfers off o
f this

committee; we know of one such distinct possibility on the 
majority

side.
Senator TOWER. I would like to see what the effect is going to

 be

on available committee assignments for new Members in to
to—and

we don't know that. If you have these guys exercising their 
options

to come over and pick this up and they are exempted from th
e third-

committee rule, then what does that do in terms of committee
 vacan-

cies that—
The CHAIRMAN. They wouldn't be exempt from the third-co

mmit-

tee rule; this is their third committee.
Senator TOWER. Yes, but they are allowed a third committee un

der

this situation, so they are getting a third committee, but that poo
r guy

that there aren't enough second-committee slots available—

Senator PACKWOOD. You have four people that would get a th
ird

committee and they would be grandfathered, if they wanted it.

Senator TOWER. In other words, you are certain this has no-r
ipple

effect that is going to affect the number of vacancies that is availa
ble

for new members?
Senator PACKWOOD. No, I am not certain, I can't say that.

Senator TOWER. Well, I think that is something we have got t
o

know.
Senator STEVENSON. Senator Tower, if this committee, as the se

lect

committee has suggested, does no violence beyond this to the pro
posal

of ours, the limitation on the number of committee assignme
nts for

all Senators, there will be vacancies on this committee that 
will ac-

commodate the individuals we are talking about.
Senator TOWER. So, in other words, somebody could be bumped of

f

the Governmental Affairs Committee, if this option is exerci
sed.

Senator STEVENSON. No, not because of the exercise of the op
tion,

but because of the limitation on committee assignments.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion?
Senator TOWER. I am informed by the secretary of the minor

ity

that two of our new Members are going to be bumped off of the
 second
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committee unless some other committee is expanded to accommodate
them.
I understand that is true for the Democrats as well, so I think it

is something that is worthwhile looking into.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I don't think it is proper to say that new

Members are going to be bumped off of committees, because new Mem-
bers are not on the committees, haven't been given permanent assign-
ment to committees.
Senator TOWER. Yes, but there won't be the vacancies to assign them

to a second committee, that is what I am saying; you fall two places
short of being able to assign all your new Members to a committee.
Can you give us the assurance that that does not happen under this?
Senator STEVENSON. I can give you an assurance that it does not

have to happen under this, because the ratios and the sizes of the com-
mittees can be changed. And if you were listening to Mr.
Hildebrand—
Senator TOWER. Then you have to change the ratios or the size of

committees.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Kimmitt is here; I think he could explain

it very well.
Senator TOWER. Stan is right behind you.
The CHAIRMAN. Stan?
Mr. Kimurr. May I comment, sir?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Mr. KrivimiTT. If you give the ranking minority Member and the

chairman of, say, Post Office and Civil Service two seats on the Gov-
ernment Operations Committee, or the new title, you still must pro-
tect the numbers that are in the Senate Resolution 4 chart to take care
of all of the Senators.
What you are going to have to do is take that committee to 20 Mem-

bers or make adjustments somewhere else. You can't give those two
people existing vacancies as are shown on the chart, because the total
membership—you have got to come up with 200 seats, 2 per Senator
to start with. Now you will be making exclusions for four Members
here; you have got to come up with 204 seats in that instance. And
then if you keep the great grandfather and so on—so Senator Tower
is correct. If the Senators are put on these committees, you must in-
crease the size of the committee, possibly to 20, to protect the other
Members who should be assigned on there.
Senator CLARK. Question on that, Stan. We could simply, in the

process of grandfathering, grandfather the size up by that amount
while they serve, rather than actually increase the size.
Mr. KIMMITT. That is what you would have to do; but you have to

keep thinking in total number of seats to be filled, so that every Sen-
ator gets the number of seats that he is entitled to. And these four
Senators, they will have three committees—you have got to add four
seats on this committee or somewhere.

Senator GRIFFIN. I want to raise one other consideration which is
somewhat related. If you are establishing some grandfathering here
for these particular Senators and are going to create an exception to
the rule that each Senator shall have two major committee assign-
ments? Are you opening the door, then, to additional grandfathering
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of other Senators who now have three or 
more major committtee

assignments?
Senator PACKWOOD. I don't think so, because 

the chairman of the

Governmental Affairs Committee was worried a
bout the increase in

the workload and the lack of knowledge of his 
committee in these two

areas. For the other two committees that are co
nsolidated—Veterans'

Affairs and Aeronautics and Space Sciences—no
 similar request has

been made.
Senator GRIFFIN. There is that point, how it affe

cts the other com-

mittees that you are abolishing, but I am going 
beyond that; I am

going to Senators who just have three or more ma
jor committee

assignments.
The CHAIRMAN. I can respond to that. There are 

three Senators

involved—Senator McClellan, Senator Javits, and 
Senator Jackson.

And they have made a request that the resolution be ame
nded to grand-

father them for a 2-year period, such as has been don
e with respect to

the members of the Budget Committee, so that they 
would have a

2-year period to make a determination as to which 
committee they

wanted to give up.
But I am told that those are the only three involved

. Two Demo-

crats and one Republican.
Senator STEVENSON. Let me add to what Senator P

ackwood has

said, Mr. Chairman. Any chairman of a committee that 
is consolidated

who seeks to do this will have to give up the claim up
on a third com-

mittee; that will then serve as his third committee. If Sen
ator Eagle-

ton or Senator Mathias serve on the Governmental Affai
rs Committee,

that will become their third committee assignment.

So I think you will find in many such cases that tha
t would help to

discourage Members from seeking such transfers. And,
 as Senator

Packwood has already mentioned, I don't know of any su
ch situation;

I have received no requests for such consideration. An
d in this case

the request comes not just from the transfers, but the t
ransferees.

All other cases, you would have as I say, no such requests.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion?
Senator CLARK. Well, one other question, just a point of info

rma-

tion. If we do this, if we grandfather these two—and I gather w
e have

grandfathered Senators Burdick and Stevens—if we have
 already got

Senators Jackson, Javits and McClellan grandfathered on
—we are

now up to seven that we have grandfathered on. Or is it going to
 work

that way?
Senator STEVENSON. Well, the committee has made no decision

 with

respect to the three Members—Javits, Jackson, and McClell
an—but

even if the decision is made to leave them on for a limited time
—for

one Congress—and if, in those circumstances, all three exercis
e to

remain on, which is not clear—then you get back to the ques
tion of

size. And it might be that for one Congress, the size of the committ
ee

would have to be enlarged to accommodate new Members.

Senator CLARK. You would have to increase the size from 16 to 23

if we kept all of them on.
Senator PACKWOOD. Oh, no, three of them are already on it.

Senator CLARK. Yes;  I am sorry. I am thinking of the size.

Senator STEVENSON. About 20.
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Senator PACKWOOD. You would have to temporarily increase it to
20, if you accepted the proposal for Senators Javits, Jackson, and Mc-
Clellan, to serve for 2 years. Assuming they drop Governmental Af-
fairs, that drops it down to 17. If you are aiming for an ultimate 16,
you will nearly make it in 2 years anyway.
Senator CLARK. But you are grandfathering total, past and present,

seven Senators, aren't you?
Senator PACKWOOD. Four of them permanently, three of them for

2 years.
Senator CLARK. Now, are you aware of other people that are going

to be grandfathered in other ways on other committees?
Senator PACKWOOD. Well, with the maintenance of Budget, Intel-

ligence, and Rules as third committees where you are permanently
allowed an exception, it turns out that McClellan, Jackson, and Javits
were the only Members left in the Senate that di ol not have—that had
three major committees that were not grandfathered; others have been
grandfathered in in one form or another.
Senator CLARK. Stan, you and I talked about this—can you address

yourself to that?
Mr. Timm= May I explain?
The CHAIRMAN. Certainly.
Mr. KIMMITT. Under existing law, as it stands now, there are six

that we refer to great-grandfathers; there are actually four on Gov-
ernment Operations, including Senator Muskie—we have got Muskie,
Jackson, McClellan, and Javits. You have two on Space, which is going
off—the distinguished chairman and Senator Stennis.
Now, as you remove that committee, presumably those two third-

committee seats will go away—you are still dealing with four. It is a
little confusing on Senator Muskie, because he is on Budget, but he
is legally entitled to a third committee seat as long as he stays with
Government Operations. So you are dealing with four remaining
legally constituted third-committee seats; specifically, McClellan,
Jackson, Muskie, and Javits. And so, therefore, if you wipe those four
out, now or at the end of the next Congress, the committee will decrease
at that time. But if you put on the ranking minority Member and
the chairman of Post Office, and chairman and ranking minority Mem-
ber of the District of Columbia, on Government Operations, you are
going to have to increase that committee now to 20 for this Congress,
and then face that issue later on.
The CHAIRMAN. Further discussion? What are the wishes of the

committee?
Is there objection to the proposal made by—or as presented by—

Senator Stevenson and Senator Packwood?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, may I? As modified to permit

a grandfathering for one Congress for Senators Jackson, McClellan,
and Javits.
The CHAIRMAN. To modify it to that extent, you say? [Senator

Stevenson nods yes.]
Senator TOWER. We modify it further to provide that we will find

or at least increase the number somewhere to accommodate Senators
that might get squeezed out as a result of this? Don't you think we
ought to do that?
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The CHAIRMAN. Well, don't you think we can review that separately
and then settle it when setting the number?

Senator TOWER. Just so long as we do it, because we might turn up
here short of second-committee assignments for some new Members.
The CHAIRMAN. But I would hope that when we complete what we

do here, we may find other adjustments, and then we can do our num-
bers game of what the committees will consist.
Eight now, let's decide what the committees shall be and then we

can get the numbers after we have concluded that.
Is there objection, then, to the recommendation which would be set

forth on page 10 with respect to District of Columbia and—do you
want to include in that the same thing with respect to Post Office and
Civil Service?

Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir; but there are no 
The CHAIRMAN. The recommendation is precisely the same with

respect to District of Columbia and Post Office and Civil Service, with
the transfer right with the temporary chairman and ranking Member,
and with the grandfather provision for Senators Javits, Jackson, and
McClellan, for one Congress—for a 2-year period.

Senator STEVENSON. Yes.
Senator GRIFFIN. I hope that we don't create some confusion, be-

cause, as I understand it, the Post Office/Civil Service Committee, the
chairman is no longer in the Senate and the ranking Member is no
longer 
The CHAIRMAN. We said the temporary chairman and temporary

ranking Member.
Senator STEVENSON. That was the reason for the "temporary."
Senator GRIFFIN. So you are going to allow them to change, then.
Senator TOWER. I think we are ineligible in every instance—yes,

because we have got Stevens and Bellmon.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? Without objection, then, the

recommendation will be approved.
Senator GRIFFIN. Before you leave the District of Columbia, Mr.

Chairman, if I could ask one question.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, sir.
Senator GRIFFIN. Did you give any consideration to the appoint-

ment of Federal judges in the District of Columbia, to having them
confirmed by the Judiciary Committee rather than the Governmental
Affairs Committee?
Senator STEVENSON. We have not considered that, Senator Griffin,

in the committee; and I don't know what the attitude of the District
of Columbia Committee would be; it does not sound like an unrea-
sonable proposition to me—and I am a member of that District of
Columbia Committee.
Senator GRIFFIN. If you are trying to consolidate logical functions,

I don't really see that the qualifications of a judge in the District of
Columbia should be any different than the qualifications of a Federal
judge anywhere else. And the Judiciary Committee has a certain
amount of expertise in examining those appointees. Just as a thought,
it seems to me it would make sense to have the Judiciary Committee
handle judicial appointment from the District of Columbia as well
as otherwise.
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Senator STEVENSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, that may be something
the Rules Committee would want to consider. I regret that we did
not. But, as Senator Griffin points out, these are not district court
judges, but they are judges who are now within the Federal court
system. And that all being the case, I should think it would make
a great deal of sense if they were 
Senator GRIFFIN. I don't think I will propose an amendment right

now. I want to ask the staff to take a look at that possibility.
The CHAIRMAN. We could do that here in the committee.
Senator GRIFFIN. I would like to hear the pros and cons of it. Off

the top of my head, it seems to make sense—but maybe there are some
reasons why it shouldn't be done.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, gentlemen, if we can go to page 11. Sen-

ator Allen had to leave for a few minutes to go to another committee,
and requested that we defer action on Veterans' Affairs and the Nu-
trition involved in agriculture until he can get back.
So if we can jump down to the third one on page 11, Select In-

telligence. Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, this is a newly constituted com-

mittee of the Senate, and its responsibilities are difficult to describe
because, to a large extent, its activities are classified. But they are
important. The workload is heavy. And I would suggest that it be
made a permanent select committee in the third-committee category.
While there may be some objection, I am certainly not aware of much
objection to that proposal.
Senator TOWER. If the workload is heavy, why should it be in the

third-committee category?
Senator PACKWOOD. Feeling that so long as the membership rotated,

if you made it a second committee that very few people would serve
on, knowing they would have to give it up in a few years.
Senator STEVENSON. And for the additional reason that its work,

except for the moment, is usually behind closed doors. As a political
matter, it is not the most attractive committee, although there is an
exception right now.
Senator TOWER. I can attest to that—I was the vice-chairman of

"Spook I." But if the oversight committee has anything like the work-
load that the original select committee did, it is an extremely busy
committee. I wouldn't expect it to because they are not involved in the
investigative process.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, Senator, the so-called third committees

that we are proposing—many have large workloads. Everything is
getting changed. I wouldn't want to suggest that the Joint Economic
Committee, for example, didn't have a very substantial responsibility
and workload. But for a variety of reasons that go beyond workload
or responsibility, including in this case rotating memberships and the
secrecy of its work, we are not proposing B committees or minor com-
mittees, but exceptions to the limitation on two committee assignments.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion? There is one other point

there. If we do retain that as a permanent select committee in the
third-committee category, on page 25 the language of Senate Resolu-
tion 4 says:
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Not later than July 1, 1978, the Committee on Governmental Affairs shall re-
port to the Senate a resolution concerning the disposition of the jurisdiction
and functions of the Select Committee on Intelligence.

That actually should go to Rules Committee if this is going to be a
permanent select committee; it is not under Governmental Affairs.

Senator STEVENSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, if the intention is to make
this a permanent select committee all that language— .
The CHAIRMAN. Then all that 

committee,
really could be stricken.

Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. That would be subsection (3) , the first full para-

graph at the top of page 25.
Is there objection to striking that language, then?
Without objection, that language will be stricken. And is there ob-

jection, then, to retaining as a permanent select committee in the third-
committee category the Select Committee on Intelligence?
Without objection, it will be approved.
Senator TOWER. I register my dissent on it.
The CHAIRMAN. With Senator Tower dissenting. Do you desire a

rollcall ?
Senator TOWER. No.
Senator PACKWOOD. For my information, John, that is as a third

committee or as a permanent committee?
Senator TOWER. Permanent committee.
The CHAIRMAN. The next item, the Select Small Business.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, the thought here is to consoli-

date Small Business in the Committee on Finance instead of in Agri-
culture. The responsibilities are compatible, more so probably than
in Agriculture. And I think there is agreement among those Members
principally affected that this would b a sensible way of settling the
problem.
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pell?
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, I think some of us, particularly from

my part of the country, who have very strong views on the small
business community, and the need for some sort of standing com-
mittee that small business people can go towards, some kind of juris-
diction—we would like to see a standing committee with legislative
oversight over the Small Business Administration remain. The num-
ber of members on it is unimportant; that can be adjusted afterwards.
And I think it should have the same legislative jurisdiction currently
held by the select committee, and also the Senators would serve on the
Small Business as a third committee. These points can be ironed out
afterwards: the size and how it would be treated as a third committee.
But I would like to offer an amendment or suggest, if it is agreeable

with my colleague. that we do continue to let the Select Committee
on Small Business become a standing committee that would handle
these problems.

Senator PACKWOOD. Well, Mr. Chairman, could I address myself to
that?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Packwood.
Senator PACKWOOD. I am on the Small Business Committee, and, of

course, if it is consolidated I am off. But I would hate to start onening
the gate at this point. We have all had the same pressures. But I think
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if we can stand firm here—we are apparently going to recreate a
couple of joint committees and the Ethics Committee—but I would
hate to see us start now—and I feel very strongly—I don't care what
committee we put it in; I would put it wherever Small Business feels
happiest, I guess. But I hope we don't recreate it.
Senator PELL. Well, I realize this is an area of disagreement. It is

not so much a question of pressures. I think we each are particularly
conscious of particular constituencies and particular groups of people.
And I just—I supported the Small Business, the creation of the legis-
lative oversight for many years in this committee, voted for it; and I
believe that we should have a standing committee, and I would—I
think maybe it is a question on which we had best vote.
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Clark?
Senator CLARK. As one other member, I sympathize with what Sen-

ator Packwood says about beginning to create exceptions—although I
gather some other exceptions are going to be created.
The problem for me in supporting:: the proposal before us which is to

send it to the Finance Committee, is it really destroys a 
us,

deal of
the original proposal, in my judgment, because the Finance Committee
I think by almost any criteria is overworked now. And I think to send
Small Business to Finance is just the wrong place in the sense of keep-
ing balance in the amount of work. I would support the Pell amend-
ment before I would support sending it to Finance.
Senator GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, can I ask a question?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Griffin?
Senator GRIFFIN. While the people who speak for keeping the Small

Business Committee would, first and foremost, want that solution—do
we have any clear indication from those who speak for Small Business
as to what their preferences if they don't get a separate committee. Is
it Finance or is it something else?
Senator CLARK. Well, I raised that question with a group of the

different representatives of all the major small business groups, and
they say that they do not have a preference; they have been quoted as
saying that they prefer Finance, and they woula like to be put on the
record directly as saying they don't prefer Finance, they don't prefer
any of them.
Senator Town. Well, in that connection, may I say that that juris-

diction has been in the Banking Committee for many, many years.
And the problems affecting small business are primarily those that
have to do with capital formation and credit, which is the logical
purview of the Banking Committee. Why now, all of a sudden, the
Finance Committee turns up as the logical committee I don't under-
stand. We have had the jurisdiction for so long in Banking.
Now, I believe it should stand alone as an independent committee

and I am certainly going to support the amendment of the Senator
from Rhode Island, because it has really no logical place—it is going
to be buried in both Agriculture and Finance; it is going to play a
secondary role in both committees.
I would like to ask this question. Is this recommendation the result

of a caucus of the committee chairmen?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, that is not the case. It was dis-

cussed with committee chairmen and many others, including 
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Senator TOWER. There was a caucus of the committee chairmen
Senator STEVENSON. There have been continuing meetings. And it

was also a result of conversations with leaders of small business
community. They were afforded an opportunity to express preferences
as between the Finance Committee and the Banking Committee and
other committees. And a strong preference, given those options, was
the Finance Committee.

Senator TOWER. My understanding is quite to the contrary, that they
didn't want it placed in either one of those committees.
Senator STEVENSON. I said, given those options. Mr. Chairman, this

is not a hearing, it is a markup session. And I am reluctant to sound
like a broken record. But if this committee wants reorganization, this
is where you make the decision—right now. If you don't want any
reorganization, then leave it as a Small Business Committee—and the
dam will be broken, everything will flow from that; and while I can
grant that there are some strong political pressures here at work, the
people who will suffer are the small businessmen—and everybody else.
Most businessmen are small businessmen. But whether it is veterans
or aging or people with special nutritional requirements or the chil-
dren and everybody else who come in wanting a special committee,
they are going to suffer, because this is where the dam breaks.
And once you have done it in one case, made special exceptions for

either the group or the members on that committee, you are going to
do it for other groups and for other committees—and reorganization
goes down the drain. And if that happens, it will be a triumph of
muscle over good sense and a chance, which may not recur again,
lost, to reorganize the U.S. Senate and make it more responsive to the
interests of everybody, including those with special interests, such as
small businessmen.
Senator PACKWOOD. Could I add to that?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Packwood?
Senator PACKWOOD. I want to answer one question Senator Clark

asked. There is no doubt small business wants to keep a select com-
mittee, as every other group does. Dick, I know you are thinking
about the Finance Committee—and I am on it—but whatever Small
Business may have said on the record or off the record, if they have
to be put someplace other than their own committee, they preferred
Finance because they thought their greatest problems were taxation,
unemployment compensation, whether they got a fair break on used
machinery, investment tax credit, and a number of areas in Finance.
Finance is their second choice to being an independent committee.
But if you gave them a choice—the really only logical business

committees would be Commerce, Finance, and Banking—Finance
would be their first choice by far, if they can't have their own
committee.
Senator CLARK. Well, I had heard that very fact, and that is why I

called the four people in • they requested to meet and discuss this;
and I said, It is my understanding that if you have to go to one,
you would prefer Finance. Their unanimous answer was, 'We think
sending Small Business to Finance would be a disaster, and we don't
favor it and that is not a correct representation of our position."
So all I am telling you is what four leaders of those groups told me.
The CHAIRMAN. What did they give you as their preference, then,

if they had to have a 
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Senator CLARK. They said that they did not have a preference and
they didn't want to be on record as to a preference. They preferred
to be separate; they had no preference when it came to the other
committees.
Now, you know, as I said, I think I would support the original

proposal. I wouldn't support it and send it to Finance. I think that
is sending it to a committee that already has more jurisdiction than
almost, in my judgment, any other committee of the Senate. And I
don't think they are going to get the kind of separate treatment they
are getting now if they go to Finance. They could perhaps if they
went to a committee that didn't have as much jurisdiction.
Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Tower?
Senator TOWER. I am not too persuaded by the argument that if

we are going to face up to the issue of reform, we must face up to it
on the question of whether or not we consolidate the Small Business
Committee or allow it to stand as an independent committee.
When, in the resolution, you create this ad hoc committee system—

and I can foresee that that is going to proliferate committees like
they are going out of style. Now, if we are going to have real reform,
let's don't permit these ad hoc committees; that is a proliferation of
committees if I ever saw it. And it is going to be abused, in my view.
Now, as a matter of fact, the lack of the existence of a Small Busi-

ness Committee that deals with small business issues is likely itself to
precipitate a number of ad hoc committees, because any time anybody
has small business legislation that cuts across jurisdictional lines, we
are probably going to get an ad hoc committee on it.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. There won't be a lack of a Small Business Com-

mittee; there won't be a lack of a Special Committee on Nutrition or
on the Aging. The trouble is, it is easier to look at the past than it is
into the future. Nobody is envisioning the kind of system that we are
trying to create. When you look at that system, you see newly consti-
tuted major committees of the U.S. Senate; you can change their
names; you can consolidate jurisdictions; you can mandate by law
subcommittees on small business or nutrition or whatever it is. But
emerge with a balanced, carefully synchronized, coordinated commit-
tee system, with jurisdictions and responsibilities consolidated—and
responsibilities so that it can't be escaped by buckpassing, so that in-
stead of four medicaid investigations going on through four separate
committees, you have got one pinpointed responsibility—and maybe
you don't have any medicaid scandals to investigate.
But to suggest that there is not going to be any responsibility or

any committee for small business is just plain wrong. There is going
to be a continuing exercise of all of the jurisdiction of that committee.
But it is going to be in a different place and in a place where it can
get far more attention and far more action—a major standing commit-
tee of the U.S. Senate.
To me, it is secondary where it goes. In this case, the suggestion is

Finance.
Senator TOWER. It does not obviate the fact that you arp going to get

small business legislation along the jurisdictional lines that is going
to create more ad hoc committees.
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The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pell?
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, we are getting back into some of the

philosophical concepts that we discussed earlier, and I think that
Senator Stevenson and his colleagues have done a fantastic job of
developing a more orderly plan for the Senate.
But as Senator Humphrey has said it so eloquently, we have re-

sponsibility for responsiveness and compassion, and I think that comes
ahead of our responsibility for efficiency, and in some cases, the perfect
structure may be breached. We are ,a, political organization.
I must say, from the viewpoint of pressures which have been men-

tioned here, the pressures in connection with the Small Business have
been evidently less than those that have been connected with some
of the other committees, but the point of the matter is that those com-
munities, like my own my area, the small business is the business of
the area, and they feel a particular need for a standing committee,
they would not be satisfied, content to see it reduced, even though it
would make our work a little more efficient, and in this regard I would
also point out that the so-called perfect structure that was originally
created has been breached already, as it should have been breached in
order to respond to the normal political needs.

Various changes have been agreed on properly, compromises. What
I am suggesting here is that there are two or three more compromises
to be agreed on, you would still have not half a loaf, two-thirds of a
loaf from the viewpoint of efficiency, and still, I think, have a more
responsive and structured, more in accordance with the wishes of those
who send us here, and I think that is a perfectly responsible viewpoint
to take.

Senator STEVENSON. Well, if the Senator would yield.
Senator PELL. Sure.

• Senator STEVENSON. No one on the select committee has suggested
this is a perfect structure. In fact, we have explicitly, time and again,
said it is not a perfect structure, and that efficiency is not our objec-
tive. It is not even possible. But what we are suggesting is the end of
a chaotic structure that makes responsiveness next to impossible. It
makes it impossible, for one thing, because we all have so many con i-
mittee assignments we cannot do justice by any of them.
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. I just —I am approaching these decisions on

the decisions we have here, in the first instance of this committee, on
these special select committees, with what T consider a practical ap-
proach, looking at what it is that we are changing, and seeing as to
what we are changing is presently working.
Later on, when we get to the Special Committee on Aging, I am

going to suggest that we retain it, because my observation is what we
have in that special committee is working, and making its solid con-
tribution, constructive contribution to our workload, responding to
the needs of older Americans.
In applying the test of examination of whether it works to small

business, it impresses me that we did look at Small Business over the
years, • in the select committee, and thought that it was not Making
its constructive contribution to promoting what we all consider as
folklore, the foundation of our economy, small business. As a result,
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we legislated within the Senate, authority to the Small Business
Committee, and changed its character from a select, without legisla-
tive authority, to a committee with legislative authority. That was
just last year, as I recall. It has not had an opportunity to work.
I think we have, over the years that I have been here, not responded

to a sensitive—in a sensitive way, and in an effective way, that it needs
promoting as we can, prosperous small business community, and one,
of the reactions that I think we generally had, that reaction here,.
that is why we changed it to a legislative committee, it has not had a,
chance to do anything.
I am fearful that it is a retrogressive step to dismantle it as a

committee on its own, and transfer. I am afraid that it will be lost.
To get another big tax reform year, everything goes on the back

burner except tax reform in Finance. I am apprehensive, and I think
if we had had a period of time of a legislative committee on small
business and it has responded, I would have said it would be an
unnecessary breach, but I do not see that now.
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, one question to Mr. Stevenson.
Why do you feel that this is more of a breach than the other com-

promises which you have reached?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, that is easy. We have not

reached any compromises that go to the heart, and that do violence
to the integrity of this proposal.
You mentioned compromises. There are three in this connection.

that I am aware of. One is the Joint Economic Committee. I person-
ally feel that the Joint Economic Committee performs a unique and
necessary function.
Another is Internal Revenue Taxation. Our proposal was to make

it, instead of a joint committee, a congressional revenue office. It was
a difference largely of form, and in both those cases we could not act
anywhere without the concurrence of the House, and the House was
not going to concur. And, finally, we talked about compromises, Sen-
atorPell. I expressed a willingness to go along with the proposal to
maintain the Standards and Conduct Committee as a third commit-
tee, because of the importance that the Senate attaches to that sub-
ject, and the necessity of making it nonpartisan and nonpolitical.
Now those are not compromises. Those are improvements, and as

we indicated when we introduced this resolution, we hoped that in
this process it would be improved.
Now, you are going to the bone and if you cut through the first

of those bones, the rest are going to get cut, too, and the edifice, the
delicate edifice is. I fear, going to come down. Not because of any
rationality, but because of some very strong political pressures which
are being brought to bear on this institution.
Even the chairman of the Committee on Small Business, Senator

Nelson, proposes the consolidation with the Finance Committee, and
not for any lack of concern about small business, but because he feels
that small business can be better served.

Senator TOWER. Who would be the chairman of the Small Business
Subcommittee for Finance?
Senator STEVENSON. I would hope—I, of course, cannot say—I

would hope that Gaylord Nelson on the Finance Committee would be
the chairman.
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Senator TOWER. So that is the primary reason for putting it in
Finance, is that right?

Senator STEVENSON. No this not the reason. Senator Nelson had
proposed a consolidation with the Agriculture Committee, of which
he was not a member. That was his proposal. But it ran into such flak
from small businessmen that he was willing to retreat, and go along
with the small businessmen.
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pell.
Senator PELL. I think what we have here is a question of this glass

of water, is it half full or half empty?
I, for one, would have been willing, I think, to support the aboli-

tion of the Joint Economic Committee. I used to serve on it. I do not

serve on the Small Business Committee. But, see, it is agreed and
compromised that that should be retained as a separate committee.

But this I think is more important, and more necessary, and I think
we just have to agree to disagree, you would rather see the Joint
Economic Committee, the breaching being made there, I would rather

see it made here, with the viewpoint of political pressures, there are

other committees that have brought far more political pressures than

the Small Business Committee, and so I think it is a loose statement

to say this is the breach that will sink the ship. You could just as

easily say the breach that will sink the ship is the Joint Economic

Committee breach.
Senator STEVENSON. Senator Pell, there were not political pressures

behind my willingness to go along with the preservation of the Joint

Economic Committee. It does not have the constituency. That made

.sense.
Senator PELL. No, the Veterans' Committee has a good constitu-

ency.
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, that would be next. There will be others,

and the whole thing begins-
Senator PELL. I would expect that that would be a breach, as well,

but I do not think there is anything particularly significant or de-

structive if you have, instead of half your loaf, you have a third of
your loaf.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, I do not want to prolong this. You have

a strong feeling, and I respect it, but I would say that there will be

consequences of such a move, that you, and perhaps some of the other

members of this committee, just cannot perceive at the moment. In-

cluding consequences not only for the rationalization of jurisdictions,
but also on the limitation on assignments, for example.
If it happens in this case, it is going to happen in other cases and

the whole formula, for instance, for limiting the number of subcom-
mittee assignments in order to reduce this proliferation of subcom-
mittees, unravels, too.
You make an exception here, and you are going to find that there

are going to be all sorts of other consequences, as this delicately bal-
anced structure just begins to come apart.
Senator PELL. If you lost this, you have to decrease this. I 'recog-

nize that. But I am also taking the position of the committee that
we could handle a great deal of this reform by arbitrarily limiting
the number of committees, and having smaller sized committees.
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Senator STEVENSON. You have addressed this, and you recognize
the consequence of what you are doing. If you continue down this
road, and trying to maintain the limitation of committee assignments,
you will end up with very small committees of five or six men.
Senator PELL. I do not think that is too bad.
Senator STEVENSON. Very well, that is your opinion. I hope the other

members realize the consequence of what the action on this would be.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Clark?
Senator CLARK. In that regard, I hate to keep going back to the

Finance Committee, but it seems to me that if you turn to page 12,
you mentioned this, "Joint Internal Revenue Taxation."
Now, the judgment of the Stevenson committee, or the select com-

mittee, is that that ought to be consolidated in Finance, and that we
establish a congressional taxation office. Now, we are talking about
political pressures bringing to bear on making an exception. Would
you say that that is the case here? If political pressures were brought
to bear to get agreement that we would in fact retain a separate com-
mittee—why are we making an exception there?
Senator STEVENSON. We cannot get the House to go along, for one

reason.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Clark, those are committees established

by statute, and would require action by the House. I think the com-
mittee recommended here that we take action to confer with the House
and try to act in these areas, but we could not unilaterally disestablish,
we could withdraw the Senate's part of it.
Senator CLARK. Exactly.
The CHAIRMAN. But we could not disestablish the committee itself

without the passage of a statute.
Senator CLARK. That is exactly what the House was prepared to

do, when it came to the Joint Atomic Energy Committee. And it has
that effect.
I do not see why we draw the exception here on Joint Internal Rev-

enue Taxation. If we believe that it is right to make an exception here,
we say that is no big problem, but if we make one in another area, that
it is.

Senator STEVENSON. Well, Senator Clark, if you will yield.
Senator CLARK. There is a lot of political pressure on every sub-

committee—
Senator STEVENSON. What you are trying to say is becoming evident

to me, and I can read a little between the lines.
If you want to retain the original suggestion of the select commit-

tee, I think you will find if you examine that a little bit more, that
it would augument, it would increase, the authority of the Finance
Committee.
Senator CLARK. I have some doubt about that. It might on paper,

• but I have some doubt about whether it would in fact. But I would
be perfectly willing to offer such an amendment when we get there.
I appreciate the support of the members of the committee on their

original recommendations.
The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, I think we have pretty much had a full

discussion. •



46

If we are ready to vote, the vote will occur on the motion of Senator
Pell, the amendment offered by Senator Pell, that the Select Small
Business Committee be maintained as a select committee.

Senator Griffin?
Senator GRIFFIN. I find this is a rather tough decision to make. I

am concerned about the political pressures, as everybody else. I do
ireally believe, that as Senator Stevenson has suggested, this s a crucial

vote that we are about to make here.
I would think that, if I were Spencer Rich, and I were writing the

story, and the committee decides here to keep the Small Business Com-
mittee, my lead would be that the reform plan goes down the drain.
That is obviously what you are doing if we make that decision.
I think it ought to be one that we make carefully, and I am sorry

that the full membership is not here.
Senator PELL. Maybe we should postpone the vote until there is a

full membership.
Senator GRIFFIN. I am going to come down on the side of following

the select committee's recommendation, with a strong recommendation
of my own, that we reentitle the Finance Committee as the Commit-
tee on Finance and Small Business.
I think that in some ways that could elevate the concerns about

small business even higher than having its own committee.
If the Committee on Finance were joined to be known, also as the

Committee on Small Business, we would be better serving small busi-
ness. I hope we realize that this is a very important decision that we
are going to make.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion?
Senator PELL. Do you think we should wait until our colleague,

Senator Allen is here?
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I have Senator Byrd's proxy on this item..

That is eight out of nine of the members. We can wait to get 100 per-
cent of them, if you desire it is conceivable that we could have a 4-4
vote.
Senator GRIFFIN. What is the proposition in front of us? What is

the question?
The CHAIRMAN. The question was, Senator Pell offered an amend-

ment to the proposal, that the Select Committee on Small Business be
consolidated in Finance his amendment being that the Select Small
Business Committee be maintained as a separate committee.
Senator GRIFFIN. I have a substitute motion that the Small Business

Committee be consolidated in a committee to be known as the Com-
mittee on Finance and Small Business.
Senator HATFIELD. I second the motion.
The CHAIRMAN. Further discussion?
Senator PELL. I would move that if it be a four-to-four vote on

these, either of these issues2 that we should give our colleague an op-
portunity to vote, so that it is not politically brought up agam—then it
would be brought up again without prejudice.
The CHAIRMAN. Are you ready for the question?
The clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell?
Senator PELL. No.
The CLERK. Senator Byrd?
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to.

• The CHAIRMAN. Aye, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen? [No response.]
Mr. Williams?
Senator WILLIAMS. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark?
Senator CLARK. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield?
Senator HATFIELD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin?
Senator GRIFFIN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower?
Senator TOWER. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Aye.
The CLERK. That is four ayes, four noes.
The CHAIRMAN. The motion fails.
The vote will now occur on Senator Pell's motion.
The clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell?
Senator PELL. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd?
The CHAIRMAN. No, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen? [No response.]
Mr. Williams?
Senator WILLIAMS. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark?
Senator CLARK. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield?
Senator HATFIELD. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin?
Senator GRIFFIN. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower?
Senator TOWER. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. No.
The CLERK. Four ayes, and four noes.
The CHAIRMAN. Four ayes, four nays, the amendment is not agreed

Senator CLARK. Point of order, Mr. Chairman.
As I understand it, we are right back where we were in terms ofthe original proposal by the select committee, that Small Businesswould be sent to Agriculture, unless further action is taken, furtheramendments are adopted?
The CHAIRMAN. I suppose, that would be the next one, but I thinkrather than spin our wheels here on a 4 to 4 vote, we would justdefer this, and come back to it later.
Senator CLARK. I agree.
The CHAIRMAN. The next item is the Select Standards and Conduct.Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. There, Mr. Chairman, as I mentioned, it wouldbe the suggestion to retain that committee as a select committee of theSenate, recognizing the importance which the Senate attaches to the

85-254--77-----4
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subject, and it could then, of course, continue to be organized
 as a

bipartisan committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there discussion?
Senator Clark?
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman, I would like at this point to 

offer

an amendment that was sponsored by Senator Hatfield and Se
nator

Allen as well, although they are both—oh, Mr. Hatfield is here.

I believe that he offered this amendment originally on Friday, and

we had delayed it to Monday. I will ask that the staff distribute the

amendment. I would like to discuss it briefly. It really goes alon
g—

Senator TOWER. Will the Senator yield for a question?
Senator CLARK. Yes.
Senator TOWER. Is this modification of amendment originally pro

-

posed by Senator Brooke?
Senator CLARK. It is a very small modification. It has been cleare

d

by Senator Brooke. But it is exactly the same proposal with tw
o

additions which have also been cleared by Senator Brooke, that 
is

correct. It is the same proposal that he testified on here.
It is my recollection that every member of this committee that

spoke, spoke in favor of its adoption, and I think the amendme
nt,

and the description of the amendment has been distributed to all 
the

members of the committee.
I would simply like to make some basic arguments on why I th

ink

it is a good idea.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, all right, if you want to do that, then wo

uld

you tell us precisely what the amendment does, because we hav
e not

had a chance to read it.
Senator CLARK. Yes; perhaps that would be a better way to 

start,

as a matter of fact.
The summary has been passed out, as I understand it, and the t

itle

is "Standards and Conduct Amendment."
I would just point out the current situation is that there is a 

six-

member, bipartisan Select Committee on Standards and Con
duct,

which was originally established by Senate Resolution 338, 88t
h Con-

gress. But there is no requirement for public financial disclosur
e for

the members or staff in that resolution.
There is no separate or distinct code of conduct. However,

 provi-

sions relating to the conduct of members and staff are to be f
ound in

the standing rules, of course, rules 41-44, and in the Federal E
lection

Campaign Act, as amended, and elsewhere.
Now, what we are all aware of is that Senate Resolution 4 pr

oposes

that we consolidate this Ethics Committee into the Rules Co
mmittee.

What this particular amendment would do, briefly put, wo
uld be to

establish a new six-member Select Committee on Standards
 and Con-

duct. The membership would serve staggered 6-year te
rms, and

would be balanced both by party and seniority.

Membership on the select committee would not count towa
rd the

Senate Resolution 4 limits on committee assignments. The
 jurisdic-

tion of the committee would be broadened to include new
 financial

disclosure and code of conduct provisions. There would be 
new pro-

visions requiring investigations and reports.
The financial disclosure provisions of title III of the W

atergate

Reform Act, as passed by the Senate, would be made ap
plicable to
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Senators, employees of the Senate earning more than $20,000 a year,
and candidates for the Senate.
The select committee would be required to report to the Senate with-

in 30 days, its recommendations for code of conduct provisions re-
lating to restrictions on or elimination of, outside income from hon-
oraria, legal fees, and Other sources of remuneration.
The committee would be required to report, within 90 days, pro-

visions on conflicts of interest, expense allowances, travel, and other
matters. Now, additionally, there would be a prohibition against Sen-
ators or staff receiving gifts of more than $100 from lobbyists.
In answer to Senator Tower, that last provision, the underlined

provision, as well as the 30-day restriction, are the only two changes
from the Brooke proposal.
I would like to say that the reason for the 30-day limitation—

namely, that the select committee, would be required to report to the
Senate within 30 days its recommendations for a code of conduct
relating to restrictions on these various issues—is because we wanted
it to match the Peterson report on salary increases.
You will recall that they suggested that these increases be coupled

with these same provisions, and I think the President is going to
recommend the same procedure. I think that our timing ought to be
coordinated with those proposals

' 
so that the two do go together.

I do not think it is impossible to draw it up in that period of time.
Needless to say, the summary that I have given raises a number of
questions, and perhaps I will try to deal with those, Mr. Chairman,
first.
Senator GRIFFIN. Senator Clark, would you yield then for a

question?
Is it expected—and I assume it is—that this committee print would

be a third committee?
Senator CLARK. No remember on the explanation that I gave, this

would not be a third committee. It would not count toward Senate
Resolution 4 limitations

' 
because we wanted to have it open to every

Senator. It is not going to be a committee that is going to meet regu-
larly, and we want every Senator to be able to serve on it 

Senator TOWER. We would hope we would not have a heavy
workload.
Senator CLARK. That is right, and along with the seniority require-

ments, by the way, I mentioned there would be an even number of
Repulelicans and Democrats. There would be two members taken from
their first term, that is, in their first 6-year terms, two members in the
second, and two members selected from those who had served more
than two terms. You would get a broad distribution of seniority, as
well as an equal number from each party.
Senator GRIFFIN. That perhaps takes care of one thing in the back

of my mind.
It seems to me if it is geared to be a third committee, I would have

suggested that perhaps for purposes of drawing up the code of con-
duct, that there might be others who could be used for that particular
purpose only. But perhaps that suggestion of mine would not need to
be put forward.

Senator CLARK. Of course, it would have to come before the full
Senate.
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• Senator GRIFFIN. Yes.
Senator TOWER. This is, after all, a very 

unique type of committee.

It does not have any kind of legislative 
responsibility, and hopefully

its oversight responsibility will not be, in f
act—I do not think that 

Senator GRIFFIN. The question that I have 
that follows along with

the comments that I made before, first of 
all, I think this is a good

idea, and I fully support it. But in terms o
f helping Senators who, it

seems to me, that the mechanism which pro
vides advisory opinions,

should be encouraged, and somehow, should be
 required of the Ethics

Committee.
We are really talking about staff people, w

ho make more than

$20,000 to the extent that they can be accommo
dated by having other

questions answered, we should do so. Not in an 
informal way, with

staff members whispering it in his ear, so that
 he does not have any

protection, but so that he can get a definitive opini
on, that he can rely

on. We should provide advisory opinions so that o
ther Senators or

staff people who have questions about the same mat
ters, would be able

to look it up and find whether that question has 
been decided. They

could, then, act accordingly.
We do not seem to have a system like that now.

Senator CLARK. Certainly that authority exists in
 the present

committee.
Senator GRIFFIN. So did the authority to establish a

 code of con-

duct, but we do not have it.
Senator CLARK. I do not have any strong feeling

s about that

and 
Senator GRIFFIN. You do not have feelings one way or

 the other?

Do you not think it would be a good idea?
Senator CLARK. Well, I think it would be helpful to the

 Senators

if we had that. And if you agree to amend that, I think i
t would be

helpful to all of us if we had it more specifically 
Senator GRIFFIN. That is the whole purpose of this, as I se

e it.

Senator CLARK. I would just add, aside from your point, t
hat this

is a proposal that has not only been offered by the President's S
alary

Commission, this kind of approach, but also by the Culver Com
mis-

sion, and which was supported by the majority leader in his s
peech

before the caucus on the first day.
It is certainly a concept that has been worked on very directly no

w

by the Obey committee in the House, and there is a good deal of di
s-

cussion there of resolving this matter as quickly as possible.

Senator HATITIELD. Will the Senator yield?
Page 8, is that restricted to the Members?
Senator CLARK. I am sorry, I cannot hear.
Senator HAT/1ELD. On page 8.
Senator CLARK. Is that restricted to what?
Senator HATFIELD. To the Member.
Senator CLARK. No;  it equally applies to employees.
Senator HATFIELD. Well, I mean as far as the spouse. Is the spouse

included in this?
Senator CLARK. Yes • we are talking about now—
Senator HATFIELD. 

Yes;
reporting of income.

Senator CLARK. Page 11, subsection (c) deals with that:
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An individual shall include each item of income or reimbursement and gift
received, each item received in kind, each asset held, each liability owed, each
transaction in Commodities Futures and in securities, each purchase or sale of
real property or interest in any real property, and each patent right or interest
In any patent right held by him, his spouse, or any of his dependents within his
control, or by him and his spouse or dependents jointly, or by any person acting
on his behalf, except that no disclosure shall be required as to those items of
the spouse * * *

Senator HATFIELD. That is only restricted to joint property, is that
right?
Senator CLARK. That is right.
Senator HATFIELD. SO it is not included in independent reform?
Senator CLARK. That is right. I think you do begin to raise some

other questions.
Senator HATFIELD. Does the Senator think that they can restrict the

rules and regulations in the code to the number of 10, such as the Ten
Commandments, or do you think you have to go beyond that?
• I think one of the problems, when we get into these codes of con-
duct, is that we try to anticipate every specific individual instance
to the point where we get a complicated situation like the Federal
Election Commission, that really no one knows what it is all about; or
you spend all your time getting advisory opinions.
I would hope that such a committee might come up with some gen-

eral guidelines and yet inclusive enough to cover all bases—code that
is simple enough to understand without having to have a lawyer.
I think we are going to find this experience with the Federal Elec-

tion Committee brings down the house more than dishonest practices
on the part of politicians.

Senator CLARK. Yes; of course, these are only suggested ideas. They
are not mandated.
Senator HATFIELD. No; I understand.
Mr. Chairman, I wonder if, for the—to expedite the business of

the committee if we could separate the bill from the committee reform
responsibility that we have at this time?
It seems to me that we need lots of time to consider the bill, partic-

ularly in detail, and that we ought to take the issue, extrapolate the
issue of setting up such an Ethics Committee and act upon that now,
and then let the bill take its normal procedure to follow through on
committees and hearings and so forth.
Senator CLARK. I am not sure that, Mr. Chairman, that I agree with

the Senator. I think it is important that we move on these issues at
once. Otherwise, we do not have the 30-day requirements to really
fulfill the request of the Presidential Commission on Salaries.
I think it seems to me that many other questions are raised as to

where it goes following that, if it is taken up as a separate issue.
I think they go well together. I think that with the creation of the

new committee, which would be given these instructions and mandates,
that we are much more apt to move in an expeditious way.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Clark, we have been deciding here now

just the makeup of the committees, and in support of what Senator
Hatfield has said, I am wondering if we could not just settle those
issues and then,. without foreclosing any rights to bring this up, when
we will be getting the jurisdiction and other matters later on of all
the committees once we have the committee structure finally agreed
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upon, plus the fact that I have had a request from Senator Ribicoff
and Senator Percy, both to be present when the details of your pro-

posal are discussed.
Senator CLARK. I am not opposed to putting it back further in the

day, but I would be opposed to eliminating it. Financial disclosure
has passed the Senate four times. It is the same provision; and the
code of conduct is just a mandate to the committee to write one.

Senator HATFIELD. Will the Senator yield?
Do I understand the Senator desires to vote on this bill today?
Senator CLARK. No; to vote on the amendment that I have offered.

Senator HATFIELD. I am a cosponsor of what we are talking about.

But will you tell me what the beginning page is of the amendment?
Senator CLARK. In the bill? In the resolution?
Senator HATFIELD. I have a document here that is 16 pages long.
Are you proposing that we vote on that?
Senator CLARK. The amendment itself?
Senator HATFIELD. Yes, are you proposing that we vote on this 16-

page document that has just now been presented?
Senator CLARK. Yes, and I am perfectly willing to put off the vote

for any consideration that anyone wants, but I would like to vote on
it before we report on this 
TheCHAIRMAN. Well, before we report on Senate Resolution 4,

would you have any objection to us voting on the very narrow issue
on whether we are going to retain a Select Committee on Standards
and Conduct as a separate committee so that we could move on to some
of these others while Senator Stevenson and Senator Packwood are
here?

Senator CLARK. I would prefer to set the whole thing aside if we
cannot vote until we can take it up. But whatever the wish of the
committee is, obviously.
The CHAIRMAN. What are the desires of the committee?
Senator HATFIELD. Well, Mr. Chairman, I just do not think I

clearly understand the Senator's desire. I cannot understand this mat-
ter of trying to markup a 16-page amendment today on a matter as
significant and important as code of conduct, in setting up mandate
of outline to such committee, because, for instance on page 11, I have
already had some questions raised here. I think the Senator's answer
to me was correct, but I think the language is incorrect. And I think
there are some very significant holes in this proposal that have to be
carefully considered.
I am ready to vote on a separate Ethics Committee to be constituted,

as the Senator has outlined. I heartily endorse and support that. But
if the Senator expects me to cast the vote today on an outline of this
ethics approach for the committee, I just do not feel qualified.
Senator CLARK. I think we are talking about two different things.

I am talking about not stripping out simply the phrase, to retain a
separate committee, to vote on that with the assumption if that then
passes that there will be, at some point in the markup before it is
reported, as I have said, an opportunity to vote on the other pro-
visions. That is all.
Senator HATFIELD. Which is the other provision?
Senator CLARK. The 16-page amendment. That, at some point, be-

fore we finish the markup of Senate Resolution 4, that we have the

opportunity to include that in the resolution. That is all I am asking.
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It seems to me that if we vote to retain a separate committee, then
we have done that. We have resolved that matter, and there may not
be all that much interest in going beyond that at that point. That is
why I am reluctant to separate them.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, Senator Clark, I can give you assurance that

I will give you the opportunity to bring this issue up before we finish
our report on Senate Resolution 4. But I would like to get the com-
mittee to vote on the very narrow issue as to whether we are going to
establish a separate bipartisan Committee on Standards and Conduct
and go on with the other recommendations that the committee made
here as to what we are going to have.
We have to go back and discuss jurisdictional issues on a number

of these committees before we mark this bill up.
can assure you if that is satisfactory to you, that I will give you

the opportunity to bring up this amendment in whatever form you
want to bring it up at the time we are discussing the jurisdictional
issues which seems to me where it should lie.
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman, this then goes back to really what

Senator Hatfield is saying, namely that we vote separately to retain
the separate committee based on title I of the amendment that I have
offered, which is described on the first page of the amendment that I
have sent out, namely that we set up a separate committee with this
kind of membership, described here as section 801.

Senator HATFIELD. Will the Senator yield at that point?
Senator CLARK. Yes.
Senator HATFIELD. Senator Clark, you see on your first cover page

where you have underlined the paragraph on what the standards and
conduct amendments does? Do you see that in the middle of the page?
I am talking about the single sheet that was on top of your whole

list.
Senator CLARK. Yes; I have it here.
Senator HATFIELD. Right. You see, in the center, the middle of the

page, the words "what the standards" 
Senator CLARK. Yes.
Senator HATFIELD. If you take the first paragraph following that

which outlines the structure of the committee--
Senator CLARK. Yes.
Senator HATFIELD [continuing]. I think that would be something

very appropriate to vote on today.
Senator CLARK. We are proposing the same thing.
Senator HATVIELD. Yes, but I would take the next paragraph—you

see the following paragraph, "Financial disclosure provisions"—that
basically is what is incorporated in the 16-page amendment.
T think it takes a little bit more time to read, to understand, and to

study it. So why can we not adopt that part which sets forth the
structure of the special committee, and then let the details and financial
disclosure provisions be handled either--
Senator CLARK. Prior to the end of the markup.
Senator HATFIELD. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Prior to the end of the markup.
Senator HATFIELD. In my judgment I just do not think we could

couple the two of them to understand what we are doing.
Senator CLARK. That is acceptable to me.
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The CHAIRMAN. And then we will be able to give Senator Ribi
coff

and Senator Percy a chance to be here at the time we start on that.

Senator CLARK. That is suitable to me.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Is there objection then?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, may I be heard on this?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator STEVENSON. I would just point out to the members that if

they adopt this proposal, they will be making the first exception to

permit membership on a fourth committee. At present, the proposal

is to limit to two major committees and one third committee. This

would permit the handful of individuals to serve on two major com-

mittees, a third committee and this fourth committee. And, in that

respect, it is quite inconsistent with the recommendations of the select

committee.
The CHAIRMAN. And the proposal that you have made would count

it as a third committee assignment though it would retain it as a

separate committee, is that correct?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir.
Senator DOMENICI. I join in calling the committee's attention to

that, and also in listening to the discussion I see nothing inconsistent

with adopting this new committee and making it one of the minor

committees, and the new qualifications for membership .that the dis-

tinguished Senator Clark wants. As a matter of fact, you can still ful-

fill your two freshmen, two second-termers, two very older people. The

thing is you will get more rotation of membership if you include it as

third committee rather than a fourth.
I do not mean any of you fit that latter qualificatiton.
Senator CLARK. If the Senator would permit me.
I think you would have fewer because, in fact, if you restricted all

of the people who had three committees, you would be restricting—
I do not know what the exact number is, you would be restricting a
great number of people at the very outset who would not qualify for it.
Remember, we are talking about a committee that is not a perma-

nent committee, that has rotating membership. No one serves on it
for more than 6 years. It is not a committee with any legislative over-
sight jurisdiction at all. It is a committee dealing—Senator Tower
made the point earlier. So the Ethics committee, I think, is an
exception.
Senator TOWER. I agree with Senator Clark.
This is a very unique committee and it will not be required on a

functional day-to-day basis, I think, as the committee needs to be. I
would think that we would perhaps even rotate the membership on
a less than a 6-year basis. I think that might be a good design. I would
not really quarrel with that.
But I think we need to recognize that we need not to put it in the

same category of legislative oversight.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion?
Senator ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, if the name had been changed to

Ethics Committee, as I think it should be 
The CHAIRMAN. I think that is very good, Senate Ethics Committee.
Senator ALLEN. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to changing the name to Senate

Ethics Committee rather than Standards and Conduct?
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Without objection, that will be approved.
And is there objection then to retaining Senate Ethics Committee

as a new six-member select committee with members to serve staggered
6-year terms, to be balanced both by party and seniority, membership
upon a committee not to count toward the Senate resolution limits on
committee assignments that jurisdiction of the committee be broad-
ened to include new financial disclosure and code of conduct provisions,
and a new provision requiring investigations and reports.
Are you ready for the vote?
Senator ALLEN. That would allow the fourth committee?
The CHAIRMAN. If Senator Clark's recommendation is made, this

would, for those six people that serve, be a fourth committee.
Senator Stevenson argues against that. He says it ought to be still

considered as a third committee.
Senator GRirfax. We could decide the rest of it without deciding

that part of it at this point.
Senator CLARK. My own feeling is why does it not exclude all those

who have three committees?
The CHAIRMAN. Suppose we eliminate from this action right now

the question of whether it is or is not a fourth committee, and take that
up at the time we are adjusting all of our committee structure.
Senator CLARK. That is acceptable.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Is there objection to the proposal?
Without objection then, it will be unanimously approved.
I think this is a good time to recess.
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, before recessing, I notice we now havenine people here. One by proxy. Do you think it would be a good ideato clean up the votes on the SBA—Small Business Committee
The CHAIRMAN. I think we can do that later.
Senator PELL. Because we have nine.
The CHAIRMAN. We have eight.
Senator PELL. Eight, but Jim Allen is here.
The CHAIRMAN. We will stand in recess until 2:30 this afternoon.[ Whereupon, at 12:18 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at2:30 p.m., the same day.]

AFTERNOON SESSION

The committee reconvened at 2:41 p.m., Hon. Howard W. Cannon(chairman) presiding.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order. A quorum ispresent.
At the time we recessed, we were just down, on the sheet that SenatorStevenson was working from, to the Select Committee to Study theSenate Committee System. Would you address yourself to that?Senator STEVENSON. I can address my self enthusiastically to thatone, Mr. Chairman. We propose that it go out of existence. This is onecommittee to which I do not think there will be any opposition to sucha proposal. And under our mandate, that committee does expire onFebruary 28. So I do not believe any action would be required in theresolution on this committee.
Senator ALLEN. You propose to self-destruct it, then, onFebruary 28?
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Senator STEVENSON. If I could do it sooner than that
, Senator Allen,

I would recommend that.
The CHAIRMAN. Along that line, when we were di

scussing section

501 the other day, Senator Hatfield outlined some 
things that we re-

quested the staff to redraft. Do you want to read that?

Senator HATFIELD. Well, basically, Mr. Chairman, Se
nator Steven-

son, the idea was that perhaps we ought to have the 
responsibility

borne primarily by the Rules Committee as far as an 
ongoing review

is concerned, or working closely with the majority and 
minority

leaders. Senator Byrd, who was present, said he did not 
seek that

additional responsibility, as outlined in the bill. He would
 not run

from it. And he seemed to be in hardy agreement with the p
roposition

that we work out something along this line.

The Committee on Rules and Administration, afte
r consultation with the

majority leader and the minority leader, shall review o
n a continuing basis the

committee system of the Senate and the Standing Rule
s and other Rules of the

Senate related thereto

along with the regular language of that act, which would requir
e them

to make such a report to the Senate at the end of each Congress.

In other words, all we did was to expand this responsibility
 and

place it primarily in the Rules Committee, but in conjunction 
with

consultation with the majority and minority leaders.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I would be wholly in ac

cord

with his suggestion.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to that proposal?

Without objection, then, that will be approved.
The next is the Select Committee on Aging.
Oh, I am told that Senator Williams is on his way down, 

and he

would like to be here for consideration of that matter.
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator CLARK. Would it be inappropriate for me to make m

y mod-

ification at this point on the Ethics Committee?
The CHAIRMAN. You may proceed.
Senator CLARK. Well, I have had a chance to check with t

he Gov-

ernment Operations Committee in particular, and, fran
kly, when I

offered that as a part of this resolution I did not realize that t
hey were

just about to report a bill they had been working on for a 
very long

time, on financial disclosure, that frankly is, if anything, mo
re com-

plete than the provisions in my amendment.
And I think it would like therefore—in view of the fact t

hat they

are ready to report it and vote on it on the Senate floor—to w
ithdraw

that portion from the amendment and to delete the provisi
ons on pro-

hibition of gifts from lobbyists and move it into another sec
tion of the

proposal that I am offering, which would then have the eff
ect of add-

ing gifts as an additional item to be studied by the new Ethi
cs Com-

mittee, reported on to the Senate within 30 days.

So what I am really saying is that that would leave us r
eally with

two provisions: the one which we passed this morning es
tablishing

an Ethics Committee on a rotating basis, even number 
from each

party; and, at the same time second and very importantly,
 to man-

date this new Ethics Committee, that it report to the Senate
 by a date

certain a new comprehensive code of ethics.
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I think that simplifies it. We do not have to go through a 16-page
markup. We leave the financial disclosure to the Government Opera-
tions bill. It is all ready to be reported and voted on, in any case. And
mandate that a code of ethics be reported within 30 days.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you have the proposed language there now, that

you could read to us, so we will not-
Senator CLARK. Yes; well, I think I do.
What I am proposing, really, is three things: The proposed title

IX relating to financial disclosure is deleted from the amendment
that I offered.
Second, on page 4, under Code of Conduct, in item 1, add gifts after

legal fees.
And then, third, proposed title XI, relating to prohibition of gifts

from lobbyists, is deleted.
Those are the three things that we would do, which have the effects

that I described.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, do those relate back to this long prepared

proposal that you had submitted to us this morning?
Senator CLARK. That is right. In other words, the first of the three

proposals is: Proposed title IX, that is the long list that you have
relating to financial disclosure, is deleted. In other words, that is just
dropped, in view of the Government Operations Committee actions.
And then we simply fold the question of gifts from lobbyists into the
code of ethics, rather than mandating it separately, to be studied and
reported on by the code of ethics.
Does he have a copy of this? Yes.
I think that has several advantages in that, one, this committee does

not get bogged down in 16 pages of consideration of specifics on fman-
cial disclosures. It is exactly the language that has been passed four
times by the Senate,in any case.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Clark, the suggestion has been made that

Senator Byrd ought to be here when we act on this. Would you 
Senator CLARK. What?
The CHAIRMAN. The suggestion has been made that Senator Byrd

ought to be here when we consider this and act on it. Would you have
any objection to that going over until in the morning?
Senator CLARK. No.
The CHAIRMAN. We will defer that, then, until in the morning. All

right, can we proceed now? Senator Williams is here. The Select
Committee on Aging.
Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman the suggestion is to consolidate

the Select Committee on Aging in the Human Resources Committee,
and with the further suggestion that, and I emphasize, with the en-
larged commitment by the Senate to the plight of the aging, a subcom-
mittee of the Human Resources Committee on the aging be established
by law. And with the understanding, certainly with the assumption,
that the staff resources of the select committee and its large oversight
jurisdiction would be consolidated in the Human Resources Commit-
tee, and with the expectation that in a major committee, exercising
legislative as well as oversight jurisdiction, the aging would be better
served.
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I will not say this in all these cases, but in all cases I pass along these

suggestions with no intention of criticizing any of the committees

proposed for consolidation. In fact, they have all done their work

and done it well.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Williams, did you want to be heard on

that?
Senator WILLIAMS. During our hearings I have expressed my view,

first, in analysis not only of the quality of the job but the breadth of
the job that the special committee has been able to accomplish. Really,
here resides the total view, whether you call it oversight or foresight,
of the lives of older Americans. And they, the special committee is not

inhibited by jurisdictional barriers. It is the—in considering the lives
of older people, it is a unique situation, I think. In fact, I find it more
unique than considering people as veterans or any other grouping of
people.
To promote the welfare, the best interest of older people, it is not

a matter of dividing their lives into subject matter and—as we divide

subject matter here in our committees. The Human Resources Com-

mittee would pick up a good part of the activities associated with pro-

graming, greater opportunities for older Americans. But it only has

part.
Now, social security, medicare, medicaid, all of these are in Finance.

I would think that it would require staffing, which would be overlap-
ping, to understand the economic security of older people, that that

committee must consider.
We in Human Resources, certainly in programing activity out of

community centers, must be mindful of the economic situation, condi-

tion of older people. When we are programming for part-timejobs, as

in RSVP, part of the economic factors of life are considered.
This special committee takes the whole person and all of the needs,

and does basic research, basic development of—and then the legislative
committees can pick that up, and build legislation on the basic work
done by the special committee.
I just think it is one of the most intelligent approaches to a division

of responsibility we have here in the Senate. And I think—I see Sen-
ator Heinz is one of those who suggest to us, a new member, that we
not abolish it.
He comes to us from the House most recently. The House observed

what we did and they created a special committee, to have this same
kind of function. It has worked. And I find no dissent on the activity
of the special committee, no wasteful activity, no unnecessary over-
lapping, but a consensus of feelinc, that it has made a contribution. I
just strongly feel that this special committee should not be abolished.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pell?
Senator PELL. I served with Senator Williams on the Labor and

Welfare Committee and also on the Aging Committee, and strongly
support every word he has spoken, and intend to vote the same way.
The CHAIRMAN. Any further discussion?
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the Senators have the

same fear—first of all, with the Senator as chairman of that committee,
the probable chairman of that committee, I would have no great con-
cern about the future focus and intention this activity deserves, or this
segment of our population deserves. And it would be certainly a part
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of his committee. And with this kind of testimony. as to his feeling
about this segment of our population, I would imagine he would give
top priority to that matter on your committee.
Now, would the Senator feel differently if we legislated a subcom-

mittee, rather than to have him follow the normal procedure of hav-
ing it created by the committee itself, of having the full Senate speak
to importance of having, by statute a Subcommittee on Aging of
the Committee on Human Resources?
Would that give the Senator less concern? Because we could have

every Senator in the Senate vote on this. By that vote I am sure it
would pass overwhelmingly. It would indicate they want this sub-
committee as a statutorily established subcommittee of the Committee
on Human Resources.

Senator WILLIAMS. Well, as far as—I can speak for my attitude and
for my present position, what it will be after we fully reorganize the
Senate, I do not know. I am chairman of the full committee now;
whether I will continue that, who knows. But that is not necessary,
from the standpoint of our committee. I imagine the reason the idea
has been advanced that there be a legislative subcommittee is to give
assurance to a community of greatly concerned people that something
is being lost in their life. A significant focus on an increasing number
of people in this country.
If that were the direction, why, that would be certainly all right

with me. But I still would say that I would like to—I would know
that we are over there as a subcommittee

' 
and we had a staff—and the

same staff, I would suggest. We would have still—we would not have
the standing as a committee, a subcommittee of a standing commit-
tee, to have the same kind of impact that Finance, when it came to so-
cial security and medicare, we would not have that same kind of—I
use the word standing, and I think that is appropriate—the same
standing with the Finance Committee that the special committee has,
in its basic research on what they would recommend for improvements
and changes in social security.
Senator HATFIELD. If the Senator would yield, I would respect-

fully disagree with the Senator's observation that it would have less
standing. Under the Committee on Human Resources it would have
stronger standing, in my opinion, because it would be able to propose
legislation. Your select committee today cannot do that, can it?

Senator WILLIAMS. No; I am suggesting that in an area that another
committee has jurisdiction, social security, we do not. Or any basic
economic research and conclusions would come—would be received
with less grace if it came from us to finance, than if it came from the
special committee. That is what I wanted to say.

Senator HATFIELD. Would the Senator feel that a subcommittee of
Human Resources, devoted to the matters of the aging, would pre-
clude that subcommittee from addressing itself to the problems of
social security, any more than the select committee today, which has
no legislative power, addresses itself to matters of social security?
Senator WILLIAMS. I am not saying we would be precluded. I do

not know how—we would certainly be precluded from legislating in
that area, as we are now. That staff would not be precluded from
analyzing, I am sure, the elements that go into decisions on whether
the escalation of social security is operating effectively in other mat-
ters. But we all know that one committee volunteering to do oversight
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for another is not well received, unless the committee has a standing
and is constituted to do that.
The Labor and Public Welfare, I will say, does not go to Finance

with the same—or the proposed Committee on Human Resources
would not go with the same standing as a special committee on a sub-
ject, and everybody knows their jurisdiction is a comprehensive one,
that includes what they are suggesting to the standing committee.
This goes not only for Human Resources, Finance, in other areas

where there is program activity directed and developed for the par-
ticular needs of older people, transportation, housing; I imagine there
are others, all to different standing committees.
The special committee can take it all, and do research broadly and

in depth, and their reports are some of the most significant expressions
that come out of Congress on what it is like to be an older American,
and what older Americans would prosper by in terms of legislation
here.

Senator HATFIELD. Would the subcommittee be prevented from
doing the same kind of research?

Senator WILLIAMS. Yes; I do not believe that committee, a sub-
committee would have the same authority to—I know it would not
have the same authority of the special committee—to analyze par-
ticular housing needs of older Americans, and would not from Human
Resources, to report housing needs to the Banking Committee, would
not be the same as the special committee.

Senator HATFIELD. Why?
Senator WILLIAMS. Just in the nature of our operation here.
Not only are we not assigned housing in Human Resources, we are

not assigned transportation, we are not assigned social security, we
are not assigned medicare.
And you know exactly what happens when a committee does—with

the best motives—but does penetrate an area that is defined under our
rules as area for another committee, it is just not well received; it
does not have the same force.
Senator HATFIELD. Perhaps Senator Stevenson would like to respond.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, the Human Resources Com-

mittee would have all of the authority of the Special Committee on the
Aging. And the expectation is that it could exercise that authority
more effectively. Not only would it have a legislative subcommittee,
but the full committee would have all of the authority, all of the juris-
diction, all of the oversight jurisdiction, which Senator Williams has
just referred to, in that committee. And, as a major committee of the
U.S. Senate with legislative jurisdiction in a legislatively created
subcommittee, surely it would be in a stronger position with which to
deal with the Finance Committee and every other committee than a
mere select committee of the Senate with no legislative jurisdiction
whatsoever.
Senator Williams also mentioned that there might be some waste-

ful activity. Well, one of the objectives is to eliminate waste. It really
was not necessary for four committees of the U.S. Senate, not to men-
tion the House, to investigate simultaneously the medicaid scandals.
There would be, with such consolidation, a greater opportunity to

concentrate manpower, as well as to pinpoint responsibility, and to
get a job done for the elderly, without waste. Finally 
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Senator WILLIAMS. Could I just interrupt at that moment for a
question?
Now, just take medicare, how would it be defined for Human Re-

sources, the responsibility for legislating this, which is clearly now a
Finance Committee jurisdiction? Is that to take it from Finance and
give it to us?
Senator STEVENSON. No, sir; what I said was we would take all the

jurisdiction of the Special Committee on the Aging and put that into
the Human Resources Committee.

Senator WILLIAMS. Leaving, of course, legislative activity over in
Finance for medicare, where, if they have the legislation, they clearly
have an additional opportunity to do oversight in the areas they re-
serve legislatively.
So we would not get away, that would not reduce 
Senator STEVENSON. This does not reduce the Finance Committee's

jurisdiction.
Senator WILLIAMS. And it does not reduce the possibility of an over-

lap. If we have oversight on medicare in Human Resources, certainly
Finance has an oversight on medicare well.
Senator STEVENSON. No, my point was your committee already has

the jurisdiction over the aging, you already have the Subcommittee
on the Aging, and instead of your committee, along with the Govern-
ment Operations Committee, the Finance Committee and the Special
Committee on the Aging investigating medicare scandals, we would not
be down to one, but we would be down from four to three, with the
potential for such overlapping investigations. We could go farther
than that; I would like to.

Senator WILLIAMS. Well, in our committee, knowing that the special
committee was doing a most commendable job in oversight on medi-
caid, why, we did not, in Labor and Public Welfare, engage in a
duplicative effort there.
Senator PACKWOOD. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, on this, just like

the Small Business this morning, you run into this same issue.
If what Senator Williams says is correct, then there is every justi-

fication for a Select Committee on Indians, for which the jurisdiction
is currently spread around in a number of committees. Certainly a
Select Committee on Youth would be legitimate, because the Banking
Committee has jurisdiction over housing as it may affect young people,
and the Labor and Public Welfare Committee has jurisdiction over
maternal health, and the Judiciary Committee has jurisdiction over
juvenile delinquency.
And if the argument is made that just because you do not have a

select committee these problems do not get attention, cr that a select
committee can give better attention and bring these issues to the atten-
tion of a standing committee, why, there is no limit to the number of
select committees we could have, on every conceivable interest.
Senator STEVENSON. And this question, Mr. Chairman, is exactly the

process that we are trying to cope with in the Senate, and, as it
progresses with a proliferation of committees, all of them aimed at
real problems and all of them doing a good job, the Senators end up
with an average now of 18 committee assignments, some with es many
as 30 assignments; with the result that no Senator can discharge ade-
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quately any of his assignments and do every committee and subject,
including the elderly.
I have to add this one further point, as a practical matter: You not

only open up the whole problem of limiting the assignments, and con-
tinue that process of assignments upon assignments upon assignments,
until we really cannot handle any of them adequately. But here, as in
each of these cases, if an exception is made for the member § of one
such special committee, it will be much more difficult to—not to make
the exception for others.
I have just heard enough from the chairman of these committees to

know that if this is not reorganization and reorganization in which
everybody gives up something, then nobody is going to give up any-
thing. If one chairman does not go along, it is going to be very difficult
in fact, it would be very unfair to require others to.
Senator WILLIAMS. Reorganization to better organize the working

time of Senators. Take away some of the committee demands.
Now, I do not know how many here are on the Special Committee

on Aging. I am on it. This is a committee without legislative author-
ity, so therefore not a minute is wasted in the year after one meeting,
the organization meeting, on waiting for a quorum. Now, the commit-
tee does not have to meet to legislate with a quorum present, and
therefore, really, the members become specialists in particular parts
of the broad jurisdiction.

Senator Pell is on the committee. He has an area, I am sure, that
takes his attention, but it is not necessary for him to come to meetings
and sit around and wait for quorums. We did have one waiting period
this year, just with a meeting to discuss this. And the only other meet-
ing will be an organization meeting.
So there is not any wasted time, as we waste it in other committees.

And every Member that becomes part of a special aspect becomes an
authority. You recall Senator Moss and what he did. He was the one
that did an effective job, as I can see it, with his Subcommittee on
Aging, on fraud and abuses in medicaid. And out of that came the
conclusions that there should be, among other things, an inspector
general and a lot of other more riveted or pinpointed review to catch
fraud in the process of administering the program of medicaid.

Senator PACKWOOD. It seems to me there is almost a catch 22 argu-
ment. The Aging Committee, Small Business Committee, the other
select committees, are able to operate without a quorum so that one
person can go ahead and conduct the meetings, and the reason the
legislative committees cannot get quorums is because everybody is off
at the select committees conducting hearings.
If we have reached the place where we are going to justify keeping

these committees because you can operate without a quorum, we have
reached an absolute nadir of rationality.
Senator WILLIAMS. I have never lost a quorum for that reason in

the Labor Committee, because somebody was off on a hearing at Aging
or Small Business.
Senator HATFIELD. Well, did I understand the Senator right, that

you do not have meetings of the Aging Committee ?
Senator WILLIAMS. Without legislative authority, you do not have

full committees reporting legislation. Therefore, you do not have the
numbers of meetings that you do on legislative committees-
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Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pell.
Senator PELL. I think this question of once it is breached, then the

dike has burst is incorrect. It is not as if there were one hole and
when you pull the finger out of that hole the dike is going to let all
the water through. We already breached it collectively in an agree-
ment as to who is being breached, I guess, with the Joint Economic
Committee and the Ethics Committee, each of which had originally
been recommended to be folded into other committees or eliminated.
So there are two breaches right there. This is sort of a question of

selective breaches. But I would not be surprised if—and speaking of
political pressures—the largest political pressures in the whole thing
have been brought about by the veterans. I have never seen anything
like the campaign that the veterans have organized, which almost
turned me around to go the other way, because I believed them in the
beginning. I thought they brought inordinate pressure on all of our 

icolleagues and all of us n this regard.
I think they had a point. They wanted a point where they could

go with their problems, that was called veterans. And I would not be
a bit surprised when, whoever it is amongst us who has taken it upon
themselves to propose the vets pass too, and that would be another
breach.
I think we have to look at it, as well, as how it looks from the

outside. We always look to it how it is here, how efficient are we.
But I think the people outside, the older people, in connection with

Senator Williams resolution, they want a committee that has the
name "aging" on it, that they can go to, that is their baby that is not
a subcommittee of Labor or the Finance Committee, where they get
very short shrift, or any of the other subcommittees. They want a com-
mittee that is all theirs. More power to them.
And from the viewpoint of efficiency, I agree, we should not be on

all these different committees. But I keep coming back to the point
that: let's have smaller committees. I do not subscribe to the argument
that a committee is more efficient if it is smaller. I know in these
periods when I have been on the Foreign Relations Committee, when
it was smaller, it was a darn sight more efficient than when it was
larger. And we can achieve exactly the same result by having smaller
committees.
But let us not get sort of impaled on the cross, not of gold but the

cross of reform here, with the idea that we have got to keep com-
mittees the same size, 17, 19, or 15 Members, and at the same time
reduce the committees. And I strongly support the present motion,
which will give the older people of our Nation, which we all hope to
be eventually ourselves sometimes, or are already, and a place where
we can come with our problems.
Senator WILLIAMS. You know, Mr. Chairman a point was made

here, if the logic that Senator Pell and I have been expressing here
were taken to its logical extension, all kinds of groups would be en-
titled to a special committee, and he mentioned Indians. Now, I do
not know how that is going. I would think that on most program
activities that we have in employment and education, we are trying to
move in the direction of a true integration of Indians in life without
special—the need for special attention.

55-254-77--5
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The one unique thing is the nature of their—the lands that are held
by Indian tribes, as I view it, but certainly when we have a jobs pro-
gram this for everybody. When we have a jobs program for older
people, it is not. RSVP, retired senior volunteer program; it is ex-
actly shaped for the unique and particular needs of older people.
So I do not think that we necessarily should take the logical ex-

tension because, if you do, you are reaching an area that would not
logically—it is running against what we should be doing logically, and
that is integrating the lives of youth, Indians.
Much different than specially tailored programs for older Ameri-

cans. We have got to—under the foster grandparent program, they
make a little money. This has to be tailored to the ceiling of per-
mitted income under social security, without penalty. And the pro-
gram adopts a partial workweek, with this in mind. And that is unique
to—yes?
The CHAIRMAN. If the Senator will yield, I find difficulty in under-

standing why a subcommittee, though, in Human Resources cannot
consider those precise problems. It seems to me that certainly a sub-
committee, if it is formed by resolution or legislatively formed on this
subject matter, would have precisely the same jurisdiction the special
committee has, no more, no less; and therefore ought to be able to
delve into the same areas.
But at least we would try to do something in this field of reorgani-

zation to pull things together more into one place.
Is that not what the intent is?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I once served on the Labor

and Public Welfare Committee, ably chaired by the Senator from
New Jersey, and I believe that all the programs that he has just
mentioned have been reported out by that committee, which, under
this consolidation, would be in a still stronger position because of the
resources and the general oversight jurisdiction of the Special Com-
mittee on the Aging.
Senator WILLIAMS. Well, not in any of the social security questions.
Senator STEVENSON. No, sir, we are not proposing to take that

jurisdiction away from the Finance Committee, and it does not now
exist in the Special Committee on the Aging.

Senator WILLIAMS. We have oversight of all of those matters that

deal with social security, but without legislative authority. This is

putting a burden on a committee, a standing committee, legislative
committee, that has a whole of a burden right now. This is another

burden, but it cannot be effective, because we do not have the legis-

lative—would not have the legislative opportunities.
So I do not mind volunteering, I suppose, our staff members to do a

lot of work for other committees, but it does not make a great deal of

sense to me.
We have got to—look at the legislative jurisdiction of the Human

Resources, that is a very, very profound and heavy, broad legislative

load to give us oversight of areas where we do not have any legislative

standing, does not make any sense to me.
I read somewhere that we all have inquisitive traits, we Senators.

Boy, I will tell you, this is an acquisition that I do not think makes

sense, and I am chairman of the committee that is going to acquire it.
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Senator PACKWOOD. Well, I am mixed up between the argument youmake on burden and your 
Senator WILLIAMS. On what?
Senator PACKWOOD. Burden. There is too much of a burden that youdo not have the staff, although you could 'probably take over a part ofthe Aging staff. I mean, that you—
Senator WILLIAMS. No, no; I said I would assume that we wouldhave all staff from the Aging wanting to come to us. I am just sayingthat if included in their work were all of the things they are doingnow, they would be doing a lot of things for other committees. Andif that is what you want, it has got to be understood, as long as theother committees, who are going to get reports here on 202 housing,when that goes up to Banking, that they are not going to throw it overtheir shoulder and say: "This is not our work, we are going to haveto do this work ourselves."
Senator PACKWOOD. Well, how does it differ from the report thatthey get on 202 now, from what would be the same personnel on thestaff of the committee, if they move to your committee and kept sepa-rate, doing the same substantive work?
Senator WILLIAMS. Well, this is not a very good example, becauseI happen to be, chairman of the Housing Subcommittee and I am on.the Banking Committee. [Laughter.] But—we have got the staff di-rector here, he can tell us what is received from that committee, theSpecial Committee on Aging, that goes to Finance, and the receptionof that material from the special committee now, if that is desired.Mr. Oriol is here, who has been with this committee a long, long time,and has been in charge of a lot of those reports that have been usedby finance—am I right?
Mr. ORTOL. May I speak, Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Mr. ORIOL. The most recent example was the one cited by Senatorvilliams. We had hearings late in August about medicaid abuses.Those hearings occurred at just the same time as Senator Talmadgewas vigorously pushing his medicare-medicaid reform bill. SenatorTalmadge was very—well, he praised the work or the informationprovided by that hearing as helping to win Senate enactment of hiscomplete bill.
Earlier in the year we had a similar experience. when we bad hear-ings on clinical laboratories and kickbacks, which were provided toowners of clinical laboratories by service providers. Senator Ken-nedy, then speaking for the Health Subcommittee of Labor and PublicWelfare, was very generous in his praise of the way in which thosehearings helped with Senate enactment of his clinical laboratory re-form bill. So—
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I do not think—if I can interrupt you—Ido not think anyone is questioning the fact hut what there has beensome good work done. But I fail to see, myself, why that work couldnot be done by a subcommittee in Human Resources rather than havingbeen done by a select committee here out on its own. These are areasthat the select committee or the special committee has no legislativejurisdiction in those areas, at all.
Mr. ORIOL. Because we are 
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The CHAIRMAN. And it indeed delves into areas that are in the legis-
lative jurisdiction of other committees.
Mr. ORIOL. And that is possibly because we are now a nonlegislative

committee, with the authority to look into matters without the legis-
lative authority to achieve them.
If we were to be a unit of a legislative committee, why, then I think

we could be challenged by the legislative committee as extending be-
yond our authority of the committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, that is contrary to what Senator Stevenson

said earier. He said that the same jurisdiction would exist. Am I not
correct?

Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir you are right. It is explicit in Senate
Resolution 4, the comprehensive oversight jurisdiction of the special
committee would be taken over by the Human Resources Committee.
And, as we have indicated, that jurisdiction could then be exercised,
if that was the desire of the Senate or of the committee, within a
subcommittee, and even if it was a special statutory subcommittee, it
would not be inconsistent, in fact it is explicit in the resolution, with
the same jurisdiction in the full committee.
I might add, since the names of two Senators have been mentioned,

that both of those Senators, Senator Talmadge and Senator Kennedy
support this proposal for reorganization.

Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. I would just make an observation. I think we

have here a prime example of a character of, and the distinction be-

tween, the legislative committee and the select committee. I think one

could say, without it being in any way demeaning to anyone, that a
select committee is a staff-dominated committee. And that a legislative

subcommittee of a standing committee has to be a Member-oriented
committee.
And I can understand why the staff is always reluctant to see change.

Senator PA,CKWOOD. I can doubly understand, if you only have one
person at hearings, apparently, and a great many staff—

Senator HATFIELD. Or is it necessary to even have one Member?
Senator PACKWOOD. Well, I do not know about that.
Senator HATFIELD. I can tell you some subcommittees that have

met—even some standing committees that have met that way.
Senator WILLIAMS. Well, now speaking—I recall a project that I

undertook when I was in a position on the Special Committee on Ag-

ing, and it was the economics of aging, and we—the generosity of

this committee had a budget that permitted us to gather some of the

best consultants in the country. Leading the group was Juanita Kreps.

Out of that comprehensive study of the economics on the lives of older

people came the ideas that were really foundations for many

committees.
I just do not—cannot see us doing that kind of basic research in our

Human Resources Committee, just on the basis of the time there that
can be given by all of the Members who have this broad legislative
authority.
If it is to be done, it would be done just as Senator Hatfield has

suggested, a Member or two or three might have the time to sit
through all of those hearings, and then we would run into the other
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obstacle of having two committee hearings at the same time within
one committee. It just is loaded with administrative problems, as I
see it.

Senator HAI:YIELD. Well, Senator—would you yield—do I under-
stand, then, if a standing committee does not have the time to do it,
we create a special committee and turn it over to the staff to do it ?
Is that the essence of what I hear?

Senator WILLIAMS. I will not deny that the staff has been exemplary,
and recruited for their excellence, and every subject matter that is
undertaken by that special committee that I have observed has enough
Member interest that the job is properly directed, properly done.
The CHAIRMAN. It would seem to me, if we are interested in staff

study, perhaps the best way to get at this problem is to go out on
contract. There are a lot of professional organizations that are avail-
able to do contract work. We have contracts presented to us here all
the time, from committees that contract out a particular study, for the
use of the committee. I would think that that might be a better thing
than insisting on a select committee and a staff-oriented job, rather
than retain the control with the same jurisdiction under the parent
committee itself.

Senator WILLIAMS. Well, that is encouraging. If it is to go this
way, I am encouraged by that, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion?
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman

' 
I raised this question in the hear-

ing. Just to repeat what Senator Williams was saying, the real ques-
tion I think, in the mind of most of us is not whether this subcom-
mittee has the jurisdiction to hold broad hearings, or whether—if it
were equipped and willing to do so—whether it could. And that does
not bother me that much. The problem, it seems to me, is whether,
in fact, in the real world they will.
Now, if this newly created subcommittee—not newly created; you

have a Committee on Aging, Subcommittee on Aging—
Senator PACKWOOD. Yes.
Senator CLARK [continuing]. Certainly it is going to be busier than

it was if there is no select committee. But I really wonder if there is
anyone here who seriously believes that they are going to conduct the
same degree of hearing and depth of hearing and so forth in that
subcommittee that is being done in the special committee.
Now, maybe there should not be. That is another question.
But I cannot imagine that the subcommittee is really going to

delve into these questions in the same way—I am asking this really
as a question of the two gentlemen—if they really believe that if we
sit down here 2 years from now,that we are going to have the same
kind of in-depth studies out of this subcommittee, the same kind of
production in 'both quality and quantity, as far as serving the aging
is concerned. Is that your contention?

Senator PACKWOOD. It is not my contention? I am not quite sure
what you are driving at in terms of contention. I cannot say, cannot
guarantee—neither can Senator Stevenson—that the Subcommittee on
Aging would do the same thing. I cannot guarantee that the Select
Committee on Aging will do the same thing as the present select com-
mittee does.

Senator CLARK. I am talking about the quality and quantity of
work.
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Senator PACKWOOD. The only conceivable reason I can think of is
they would not have time that would be a burden, and that this com-
mittee is already so busy it might not have the time. That is the only
reason. I am not saying it would happen. But I cannot think of any
other reason to say they could not do it.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, if I could answer once again, Senator

Clark, I do not have a crystal ball, nor do any of the members, and I
think that is the trouble. We are familiar with the past, we are famil-
iar with the good work of the Special Committee on Aging, and we
cannot see the future clearly.
I am told that Senator Williams, who has raised this issue

' 
serves

on eight Aging subcommittees. Now, I would suggest, notwithstanding
his extraordinary abilities, it would be very difficult to do justice by
all of those subcommittees for any Senator, not to mention every other
subcommittee that you end up on as this process continues, as it has
in the past, proliferating.
So I cannot give you any assurances, but I can say, once again, that

it is the expectation that by consolidating jurisdictions and this is
just one, we are going to make the responsibility for the aging and
for a number of other subjects far more difficult to duck. The respon-
sibility will be, to a larger extent, consolidated. As Senator Williams
has indicated, in this case it will not be completely consolidated, but we
will have made a step. It will be, to that extent, much more difficult
to duck.

Staff resources which get in the way of each other sometimes do
overlap and conflict with one another; it can be better coordinated,
in order to focus on the problems of the aging.
For the Senators, it will be easier to manage their time, instead of

being in eight places at the same time, maybeyou will end up at four
places;  hopefully with less than that.
And out of a carefully constructed system we will, as individual

Members and the surviving committees, emerge better equipped not
just to deal with the problems of the aging, but to deal with all of
the problems that face the Senate.
It has been suggested by some members that we ought to approach

each of these committees 'by saying simply: Is it doing its job? I do
not think that is the right test. The test that we have given to our-
selves is: Is the Senate doing its job? And we have tried, as a result
of answering that question, to create a system in which we are going
to do a better job by the aging and by everybody else.
But you do not get any objection to the obvious proposition—and,

frankly, it is pretty obvious—when it comes to energy. There is no
objection now. I am willing to give up my jurisdiction with respect
to energy, to that proposition so that the U.S. Senate will do a far
better job of making comprehensive national policy on energy, with
energy jurisdictions consolidated in one committee. You do not find
any objections to the proposition in that context.
But as soon as you get to a different context, and you have, frankly,

Members and staff who are not quite as unselfish as are others, and.
you also have large constituencies, like veterans or organizations rep-
resenting the aging, which begin to put the pressure on, the heat on;
then it begins to come apart. That is what is at work here.
The reasoning is the same, and it is accepted in one context and

not in another, and for that reason
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Senator CLARK. No, but—I do not want to belabor the argument,
but I am not sure that in a democracy that one can be altogether im-
mune to the people that they represent, and that is where those con-
stituency groups and pressures come from. In other words, I do not
think that we—certainly I do not think you are doing this—but I do
not think we can dismiss it by simply saying that it is a private inter-
est. Every single legislative and nonlegislative committee that we have
here involves a special interest, a particular interest, whether it is
labor or business or any of the list that we have got. After all, we do
represent those people

' 
we do represent those groups.

And it seems to me that we would be not acting in our own interest
if we were not prepared to at least represent their interest. That does
not mean we have to agree with them or vote with them every time,
nothing of that kind; but I do not think you want to leave the impres-
sion that—

Senator STEVENSON. Senator Clark, our duty is to make ourselves
more responsive to all of those interests, including the interests of the
aging. And if that was not our duty, and what we have tried to do we
would not be here today. That is the only thing that brings us here.
Senator CLARK. I understand that. But what I am saying is that that

does not necessarily mean that the particular proposals and consolida-
tions that are being proposed by this committee are, by magic, the
right ones, and that is why we are cutting out—
Senator STEVENSON. I quite agree. We are not infallible, and these

proposals are quite capable of being improved.
Senator CLARK. Yes, and if we are going to carve out an exception

for Joint Economics—I think that is logical—against the committee
proposal, because we have concluded that it would be better to carve
out that exception. I do not think that all others are therefore immune.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion?
Well, we have not had a substitute motion. Senator Williams, did

you desire to make a motion on your—the question now is: Whether
the Select Committee on Aging should be consolidated in Human Re-
sources with a statutory or a resolution providing for a Subcommittee
on Aging?
Did you want to offer a substitute on that?
Senator WILLIAMS. Well, my substitute would be to retain the spe-

cial committee, period.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. We have had the discussion, are you

ready for the vote?
The clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd.
The CHAIRMAN. No; by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen.
Senator ALLEN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark.
Senator CLARK. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. No.
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The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator HATFIELD. No; by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower.
Senator TOWER. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Cannon.
The CHAIRMAN. No.
The CLERK. Four yeas; five nays.
The CHAIRMAN. The motion, the substitute motion is not agreed to.
Now the question will occur on consolidating in Human Resources

the Select Committee on Aging.
The clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator WILLIAMS. Before—well.
The CHAIRMAN. Excuse me?
Senator WILLIAMS. Well, there is an ambiguity here about the over-

sight function, if it goes to Human Resources, the oversight was sug-
gested to be broader than the present legislative jurisdiction. So I am
just wondering, is that part—should that be stated, or—
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, the legislative jurisdiction of

Labor and Public Welfare Committee would not be affected by this
proposal, because the Special Committee on the Aging has no legisla-
tive jurisdiction. It's the oversight of that committee which is
sweeping 

Senator WILLIAMS. Well, I was addressing myself to the oversight
question here.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, that oversight jurisdiction of the special

committee would go to the Human Resource Committee, and it is a
sweeping oversight jurisdiction, as you know from your good work
on the Special Committee for the Aging.
Senator WILLIAMS. Well, I do see that aging and the problems of

the elderly, comma, income-maintenance--does that mean social
security?
Senator STEVENSON. That language is intended to describe all of

the oversight jurisdiction of the Special Committee on the Aging.
That is the intention of the resolution, and if it can be clarified by
legislative history, which is being made now in this discussion, or by
any additional word changes, there certainly would not be any ob-
jection to it from me.
The CHAIRMAN. But your intent is to transfer the oversight re-

sponsibilities that the Select Committee on Aging presently holds?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, Mr. Chairman. We believe that the lan-

guage of the resolution accomplishes that purpose.
The CHAIRMAN. The clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. Excuse me, we are now voting on—
The CHAIRMAN. Consolidating Aging into Human Resources.
Senator PELL. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd.
The CHAIRMAN. Aye, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen.
Senator ALLEN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. No.
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The CLERK. Mr. Clark.
Senator CLARK. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator HATFIELD. Aye, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower.
Senator TOWER. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Cannon.
The CHAIRMAN. Aye.
The CLERK. Six yeas; three nays.
The CHAIRMAN. Six yeas, three nays; the proposal is agreed to.
Senator HATFIELD. Now, Mr. Chairman, I move that a Committee on

the Aging be established by resolution of the Senate.
The CHAIRMAN. Subcommittee.
Senator HATFIELD. The Subcommittee on Aging be established by

resolution of the Senate. [The motion was duly seconded.]
The CHAIRMAN. Is there discussion?
Senator WILLIAMS. Well, I indicated that if we have a Subcommit-

tee on Aging, this is not necessary unless it is understood what we are
doing. Is this to tell the—to let it go forth to the population that we
have shown particular concern for older Americans, therefore we are
creating something unique, and a special committee under law--a sub-
committee under law is being created? And if this is true, maybe here
too we will have to worry about other people and other committees,
and give them the same assurance that they have not lost anything.
I do not think—well, is that what is intended here?
Senator STEVENSON. Well, Senator Hatfield made the motion, but

do you want me to respond?
Senator ALLEN. Would the gentleman yield?
You say that a special committee—a subcommittee to be set up by

resolution, are you talking about future resolution, or are you putting
it in this resolution?

Senator HATFIELD. It would be incorporated in the overall reorgani-
zation proposal when we take it to the floor of the Senate on the 19th
of January.
Senator ALLEN. In this resolution, it would be part of this

resolution?
Senator HATFIELD. This resolution, yes. To be incorporated in the

overall reorganization proposal for the Senate on the 19th of
January.
Senator ALLEN. To be made a part of this resolution.
Senator HATFIELD. Yes.
Senator ALLEN. I believe you are a little ambiguous, that you are

recommending that it be done. That this resolution, S. Res. 4 
. Senator HATFIELD. Well, because of action specified in this resolu-
tion, a Subcommittee on the Aging. This motion addresses itself to
the method and the mechanics of establishing that subcommittee and
the intent was to give it exactly what the Senator from New Jersey
has indicated—a special focus of concern by the full Senate, by voting
on this resolution to establish a subcommittee, as we have done in pre-
vious Congresses, on establishing other subcommittees to legislative
committees.
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I want to give it that kind of a focus. It may be that we should do
that with other select committees, if we amalgamate, except I would
remind the Senator from New Jersey that in the case of Veterans' Af-
fairs we renamed the full standing committee to incorporate that in
the title of the full Senate committee, namely Armed Services and Vet-
erans' Affairs • the Select Committee on Nutrition, by renaming the
Agriculture 

Affairs;
Agricultural and Nutrition Committee.

Instead of doing that with the full title of this particular issue,
select committee I am suggesting that we consider the possibility of
making this a subcommittee by resolution.
Senator ALLEN. That is a subsequent resolution, though, is it not?

Subsequent to the adoption of this resolution. That is more or less a
sense of a Senate resolution.

Senator HATFIELD. We have already acted upon this resolution in
transferring the select committee into the Human Resources
Committee.
My motion is that the incorporation, the active incorporators, the

Select Committee on Aging and Human Resources, will be established
by a resolution of the Senate.
Senator ALLEN. By subsequent resolution. This resolution here

encompasses the work of all the committees.
Senator TOWER. You intend to incorporate in this resolution here?
Senator ALLEN. That is not what he said.
Senator HATFIELD. No; that is correct.
Senator TOWER. He did not understand you.
Senator HATFIELD. I am sorry, perhaps that I did not understand

you.
Senator AJJ.EN. I did not understand you, because you said that

the—you are providing here that the Senate subcommittee pass a
resolution, making the Committee on Aging a subcommittee.
Senator HATFIELD. No; I am sorry, I misunderstood the Senator's

question. My motion is that it be incorporated as part of the act of
reorganization, part of the action of transferring this select commit-
tee's jurisdiction.

Senator ALLEN. It would be part of Senate Resolution 4?
Senator HATFIELD. Yes.
Senator WILLIAMS. Would you hold this vote a minute?
The CHAIRMAN. Surely.
Senator WILLIAMS. I have some apprehension right now, some mis-

interpretations that might follow such action by giving this particu-
lar group, older people now would be subsumed under our general
heading entitled "Human Resources."
We have other groups that we have given legislative focus to by

creating subcommittees. The Subcommittee on the Handicapped is
one of our subcommittees.
I guess—just one of my apprehensions is a misunderstanding of

those human beings that are served by this general committee to have
this special kind of legislative action.
We are going to—we have an Aging Subcommittee, and we are

going to continue in this, established as we are proceeding now, and
within the—dispaneling special committee, and transferring common
jurisdiction back to the Human Resources. We have a subcommittee.
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Now, to give it a different kind of legislative creation than the
other Human Resources that we legislated, I think would cause prob-
lems and confusion, and I am not sure that it would be generally
wise for this Human Resources Committee to have a special treatment
within its committee this way.
Senator HATFIELD. I think the Senator's argument would prove my

point specifically that the Senator indicated that the older Americans
might be concerned about being lost in a larger committee. This brings
forth a very clear, clarion call to the opposite, that they are not being
lost. They are being established by resolution of the Senate.

Senator WILLIAMS. I was wondering 
Senator HATFIELD. Now, it is not the handicapped, it is not the

elect committee, that you amalgamate. So I do not think there is any
analogy at all. There is a separate select committee now on the aging.
We are in the act of consolidating, and the way we consolidate can do
much to allay any fears that the aging population might have that
they would get lost.
If they saw that their transfer to your committee would be by reso-

lution, calling for the affirmation of all the Senators for that
action 
Senator WILLIAMS. We have made that affirmation, where the vet-

erans that have been transferred to armed services, and I think that
is wise, because veterans are not necessarily subsumed with armed
services.
Here we have a group that will be on an equal standing with the

handicapped and others within that committee, it would just make it
more difficult to take the assurances that everybody is being fully
considered.
That is why I asked the question whether this was being done for

the—for this first public reaction, and that is for the community of
older people, to insure that they are not to be worried that they have
been lost.
I think this dialog perhaps will have done it, that they will not

have been lost, just by naming them as a special subcommittee within
the committee, will cause more problems.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I am willing to withdraw my

motion if the Senator feels that he does not have that kind of special
focus made by the way in which we can consolidate.
I was only doing this to allay the fears that he expressed on behalf

of the older Americans.
If he wants to let it be absorbed by the same method that we would

absorb or create in new subcommittees, that is all right with me. I
wanted to allay the older Americans' fears of being lost in your
committee.
Senator ALLEN. Can I ask Senator Williams a question?
Does your present Subcommittee on Aging have all of the oversight

authority that the Special Committee on AOng was given, and now
has, plus the legislative jurisdiction as well?

Senator WILLIAMS. No.
Senator ALLEN. What authority does your present subcommittee

have?
Senator WILLIAMS. We do not, in Labor and Public Welfare, the

Subcommittee on Aging, does not deal in oversight, foresight, it does
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not develop any suggested legislation in areas that are not our legisla-
tive jurisdiction.
Senator ALLEN. In other words, you surrender the oversight to the

special committees then, is that right?
Senator WILLIAMS. And others that have the legislative authority,

as with Finance and Social Security. It has not been our area of
assignment.
Senator ALLEN. But this transfer, would you have all the jurisdic-

tion having to do with aging within the rest of your full committee?
Senator 'WILLIAMS. No; it has been suggested that we could take it.

I am not—I could not do much with it. You cannot legislate improve-
ments in medicaid-medicare programs. You cannot legislate improve-
ments in social security, the income benefits.
If we have the oversight, you cannot do much about it, but I gather

we can look at the life of older Americans, as broadly suggested here.
The CHAIRMAN. I think perhaps Senator Stevenson ought to ad-

dress himself to that question.
As I understand it, the fact that you do have legislative oversight

in these areas, in matters that affect the aging, means that you have
precisely the same oversight jurisdiction that the select committee had,
is that not correct?

Senator STEVENSON. The chairman is correct. The legislative juris-
diction of the Labor and Public Welfare Committee would not be
changed, but its oversight jurisdiction would be greatly expanded to
include all of the oversight jurisdiction of the Special Committee on
Aging, and that is a sweeping oversight jurisdiction.

Senator ALLEN. In other words, you would have all the authority of
the present Subcommittee on Aging, to which is added all of the
authority on the special committee?
Senator STEVENSON. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. We Still have 
Senator ALLEN. What would be the committee setup then? Would

it all be merged into this Subcommittee on Aging, and in fact, that
would be chopping off special committees, but investing the present
Committee on Aging with the authority of the special committee, is
that right?

Senator STEVENSON. I assume that the chairman, and the other mem-
bers of the Human Resources Committee would want to organize them-
selves in a way that best enabled that committee to discharge all of its
responsibilities, and it is my understanding that the Senator from
Oregon has merely proposed that that organization, and by resolution
of the U.S. Senate, contain a Subcommittee on the Aging.
Now, what precisely would be within the jurisdiction of that sub-

committee, would depend on the committee, which is going to have all
of the jurisdiction of the special committee.
I would assume that the present Subcommittee on the Human Re-

sources, on the Labor and Public Welfare Committee, and this sub-
committee, that results from the transfer of jurisdiction from the
special committee, would become one.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Williams?
Senator WILLIAMS. I agree that I think this would be up to our

committee to organize for maximum efficiency within the committee to
accomplish this
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Senator STEVENSON. Exactly,.
Senator WILLIAMS [continuing]. Total role that you have described.
I would hope that we do not do it with this extra action that was

suggested, Mark, if you recall, you said you would withdraw it. I think
that that would be a wise way to proceed.

Senator HATELELD. I would be happy to withdraw it.
I would like to reserve the right to consider any future action

which may be taken.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection then, the proposal is withdrawn.
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, could we vote on the SBA which we

passed over before, it was 4 to 4?
I do not think we need redo the arguments. We have been through

them. But we still have to get the whole thing done by tomorrow
night, as I understand the resolution. So I would just ask for a vote
once again on my amendment that we keep the Small Business Ad-
ministration standing committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, we have already voted on that. That was de-

feated. I do not know whether there would be a motion to consolidate
in some other committee or not.

It would be proper if someone desired to move to consolidate that
in some other committee, Banking and Currency-

Senator PELL. I would move for parliamentary procedure to bring
up the proposal that is before us, which also did not pass. Because the
proposal before us was that the Small Business Administration Com-
mittee would be combined with the Finance Committee, and that did
not nass. either.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, the Chair will do whatever the committee

desires to do here. But we had two motions before us: neither one of
them carried. There is nothing pending on the Small Business 

Senator TOWER. May we move to reconsider the vote lw which the
amendment by the Senator from Rhode Island was defeated?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes: certainly.
Motion to reconsider.
Senator PELL. Parliamentary question. If you do nothing, then the

Committee on Small Business stays in being?
Senator TOWER. Stays 
Senator PELL. No: it would do nothing, would it?
Senator TOWER. Mr. 

Chairman, 
I move that we reconsider the mo-

tion by which the amendment 1337 the Senator from Rhode Island,
which was defeated.
Vote on the amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. The clerk will call the roll.
Senator PELL. Parliamentary question.
Senator ALLEN. May I make an inquiry?
Senator PELL. Yes.
Senator ALLEN. Would this be a third committee, in effect, in spe-cial committee?
What would be the eligibility of the numbers on that: and wouldit be counted as a minor committee; could someone be in the EthicsCommittee and this committee, the Small Business Committee, andthe Rules Committee also? Could they be on five committees?
Senator PELL. No; this would be decided after, you could be on athird committee. Presumably, we would pass some ruling that you
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could not be on more than three committees in total. But we will face
up to the size of the committee later on to see how many there are.
Senator ALLEN. If this motion carries, then the Small Business

Committee is left intact? Would it remain as a standing committee,
or would it be a select committee?

Senator PELL. It would be a standing committee; would it not?
Senator PACKWOOD. Could I ask a question? Because I think Sena-

tor Stevenson and I are confused.
What you're suggesting, Senator Pell, is that it be reconstituted just

as it is, except that it would count as a third committee; whereas, it
does not now; but it would still be a select committee, with the same
identical jurisdiction that it has now?

Senator PELL. Exactly, and we could figure out the number of peo-
ple on it and also the limitations for Senators, as to how many com-
mittees they could serve on; and later on, when we find out how many
committees we're left with?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Allen, except in one or two instances, we

have not made a decision with respect to the full committee issue. That
will be a separate matter that we will discuss.
•Senator ALLEN. In the last Congress, was not legislative jurisdic-

tion given to this committee?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator ALLEN. Would not that 
The CHAIRMAN. Limited legislative jurisdiction only over the Small

Business Administration.
Senator ALLEN. Would that not in effect make it a standing com-

mittee ?
Senator PACKWOOD. The name was not changed when this jurisdic-

tion was given; but, in effect, you are right; it becomes a standing
committee for the very limited purpose of :jurisdiction over the Small
Business Administration. That, as I recall, took effect this January.
Senator TOWER. Legislative jurisdiction on matters that come

within the purview of the Small Business Administration.
Senator ALLEN. That is all any committee has.
The CHAIRMAN. It was not a standing committee. It was a select

committee by resolution.
All right. You have heard the 
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, may I be heard on this?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator STEVENSON. Some members—at least one member of the

Rules Committee—indicated some opposition to transferring this
committee to the Finance Committee but not necessarily to conso%dat-
ing it with some other appropriate committee; and there was a sugges-
tion that it might be wise for the Rules Committee to consider a trans-
fer of this committee to the Banking Committee, which has related
jurisdiction, which is quite compatible. I only mention it because, be-
fore locking this committee in, the Rules Committee might want to
consider that as a possible alternative.

Senator TOWER. I would suggest that the motion before us is simply
a motion to reconsider. Should that motion carry, then the amend-
ment of the Senator from Rhode Island will be open for amendment
in the nature of substitute.
The CHAIRMAN. The Senator is quite correct.
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The first vote will be on the motion to reconsider.
The clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. Ave.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd.
Senator BYRD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen.
Senator ALLEN. Ave.
The CLERK. Mr. Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark.
Senator CLARK. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator HATTIELD. Aye, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower.
Senator TOWER. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Aye.
The CLERK. Unanimously. Aye.
Senator PELL. Then. Mr. Chairman, I would ask that my original

motion, whether we call it standing or select is not too material—the
number of individuals on the committee to be determined later, along
with the determination as to how many committees a Member can
serve on will be determined later; and I would move once again that
the committee retain—be retained in its present form, with the legis-
tive oversight that it presently enjoys.

Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. I would like to offer as a substitute motion for

the Senator's from Rhode Island, motion that the Small Business
Committee's jurisdiction be transferred and consolidated to the Senate
Banking Committee.
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, may I comment on that?
The CHAIRMAN. Certainly.
Senator PELL. This would seem to me really to indicate—I am sure

that the Senator from Oregon has no personal desire to give a coup
de grace to the small business community; but now this will be the
third effort made to find a new way of giving it a coup de grace.

First, we were going to send it to Agriculture, and then that was
decided not quite right. Then, we were going to send it to Finance,
and that did not seem quite right. Now we are going to send it to Bank-
ing. Well, I do not know what we will do now. We do not have Air
and Space to send it to afterward. We will find another committee to
send it to afterward; and I think—it looks to me as if this decision—
let us get the Small Business Committee anywhere but where it is,
which is where it is doing a fine job.
So I would hope that—I would be compelled to vote against the

motion of the Senator from Oregon.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I would only remind the Senator

from Rhode Island that until this last year, the Committee on Bank-ing had a subcommittee on Small Business, and one of the problems
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that I think we found in that was that where there is a select commit-
tee, there tends to be a feeling, the select committee is doing something
the Legislative Subcommittee tends to be neglecting, or the select com-
mittee feels the Legislative Committee has the jurisdiction or the legis-
lative power or authority.
I think this is one of the problems we have had with Aging, as an

example, and Small Business. If you go out and talk to the average
elderly person today, they are tired of all the talk, all the research,
and all the hearings, and little action. You talk to every small business-
man today, he is tired of hearing about all the activity of hearings
and letter writing and resolution passing and little action to correct
the problems facing small business.
I think one of the problems we have had is we have separated tradi-

tionally legislative authority from that which is oversight; and it is
time we consolidate these and get some action. We do not have to wait
for views about the U.S. Congress; read the survey, and the showings
are very, very negative toward the actions and the record of the U.S.
Congress in really getting hold of a problem and doing something
about it.
I get a lot of letters from constituents; they say, talk, talk, talk.

That is cheap. That is about all they can do in the Senate is talk, talk,
talk, hold hearings, have research projects; we want some action. I
think this is the time to consolidate oversight and legislative authority
and get some action, both from the standpoint of small-business needs
as well as the problems of the aging.
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Williams, certainly.
Senator WILLIAMS. If the motion will be to retain the Small Busi-

ness Committee as is—
The CHAIRMAN. Exactly.
Senator WILLIAMS [continuing]. That is with legislative authority?
Senator PELL. With legislative authority.
Senator HATFIELD. Restrictive legislative authority.
Senator PELL. Over SBA, or matters dealing with SBA.
Senator WILLIAMS. But that is new authority that that committee

just received within the last year. If it is true that the small business
community feels that they have not prospered here in the Senate, that
is one of the reasons that the Small Business Committee could talk
and meet more but they cannot legislate. I think that is one of the
reasons that we have responded with giving—by giving the legislative
jurisdiction to the Small Business Committee.
Now, on the other side, the only community that is upset because all

they hear is talk and reports, in my State, they were distressed, the
older people were distressed that they had to hear so much talk, be-
cause it was in response to vetoing of what committees had done to
promote the welfare of older people when the installation of social
security said 8 percent, there was veto talk and 5-percent talk. I will
agree with the Senator; but it was not the inaction here. It was
executive threat of action that they were worried about.
Now, over here in Small Business, something was missing, authority

to act. We just gave it to them. They have now. We are going to retro-
gress, I think, by going back and slipping Small Business into another
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large committee and they will be where they started out, sharing time
with a lot of other 
Senator PELL. I would emphasize the point, too, Mr. Chairman,

there is no reason why this could not be a small committee. There is
nothing sacred about the present size of the membership. It could be a
nine-member committee or eight-member committee.

Senator PACKWOOD. If I could add one point 
Senator PELL. Small Business, small committee.
Senator PACKWOOD. This morning, Senator Clark and I had an ex-

change as to where the committee wanted to be consolidated among the
business committees. I am on the Banking Committee and the Finance
Committee. I was also on the Banking Committee when we had
jurisdiction over small business.
It is fine with me if you want to send it back there.
Dick, I can assure you that, based on these conversations, that is

not where they want it to go. They are so afraid if they give any
preference at all they will have sacrificed their independence. But
Banking is not where they prefer to go if they are going to be sent
somewhere.

Senator BYRD. Where do they prefer to go?
Senator PACKWOOD. They do not want to say anything for the rec-

ord; and I will not give you any names. But if they have to have a
choice, they think that Finance has more to do with small business
than any other single committee. They are worried about taxation,
corporate taxation, unemployment compensation, and social security
taxes. That is their present concern.
The other two committees that have any logical coherence would be

Banking and Commerce. They prefer Finance, but that is like saying
they prefer Finance 5 percent, Banking 2 percent, Commerce 1 per-
cent, and 92 percent for independence.

Senator PELL. It is sort of like the man who chose the guillotine or
be hung.

Senator PACKWOOD. It is a bad day to be suggesting that.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Byrd, I might also say this morning when

you were gone, we had two different votes one to retain its independ-
ent status. That vote failed on a tie vote. And one vote to transfer
it to the Finance Committee. And that vote failed on a tie vote. I
voted your proxy as you instructed me to in both instances.
Are you ready for the question?
The clerk will call the roll.
Senator BYRD. The question is on the substitute?
The CHATRMAN. The question is on the substitute, where this juris-

diction would go to the Banking Committee.
Senator BYRD. Rather than staying as a separate—
The CHAIRMAN. Rather than staying as a separate committee.
The clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd?
Senator BYRD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen.
Senator ALLEN. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Williams.
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Senator WILLIAMS. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark.
Senator CLARK. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator HATFIELD. Aye, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower.
Senator Tow. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Aye.
The CLERK. That is four yeas, five nays.
The CHAIRMAN. The substitute motion is not aareed to.
The motion will now recur on Senator Pell% original motion,

o retaiii as an independent committee.
I think it is pretty clear.
All those in favor say "aye." [Chorus of "aye."]
The CHAIRMAN. Opposed? [No response.]
The motion is agreed to.
Senator PELL. May the record show that there was not a single

objection to the vote?
Senator PACKWOOD. May the record show we did not vote ?
The CHAIRMAN. If we will turn to page 12, now, the top of page 12,

the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, the House has, I believe, al-

ready acted to deprive that committee of its legislative jurisdiction.
I know of no opposition in the Senate to the proposal of the select

committee, which is to transfer the national security aspects of atomic
energy to the Armed Services Committee, the nonmilitary develop-
ment. of nuclear energy to the Energy and Natural Resources Commit-
tee, nonmilitary and environmental regulation and control of atomic
energy to Environment and Public Works. In addition to those recom-
mendations, the Foreign Relations Committee has sought a jurisdic-
tion over the international aspects of nuclear energy in order to give
it some jurisdiction with respect to nuclear proliferation.
I believe those suggestions are all without substantial opposition.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to that recommendation?
Without objection, it will be agreed to.
The "Joint Congressional Operations."
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, the recommendation is to trans-

fer that jurisdiction, which will require legislation, to the Committee
on Rules Administration and Standards; and I again know of no
objection.
It would of course require legislation which would require House

concurrence.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?
Without objection, that will be approved.
"Joint Defense Production."
Senator STEVENSON. In this case, Mr. Chairman, there has been

some discussion.
The original proposal was to transfer it to Banking, but I believe

the chairman of that committee would prefer that it be consolidated in
the Joint. Economic Committee; and that is the suggestion.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?
Without objection, that will be approved.
"Joint Economic Committee."
Senator STEVENSON. The suggestion now is that the Joint Economic

Committee be retained and that therefore no action be taken with
respect to that committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there discussion or objection?
Without objection, it will be approved.
"Joint Internal Revenue Taxation."
Senator STEVENSON. Same suggestion with respect to that joint

committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question about

that; because it is interesting to me that we are carrying out an excep-
tion in this case. We heard earlier about the delicate balance and
carefully constructed system. My question is: Why were we wrong
the first time when we recommended that? It would seem to me that it
would make sense the way in which it was recommended to this com-
mittee. Why does it not make sense?
Senator STEVENSON. Well, Senator Clark, as I said before, dealing

with the select committee was in part for a tactical reason that it
should recommend the consolidation of all joint special select
committees.
We swept them all out, did not make a single exception, except for

the Intelligence Committee. and that was a limited exception. At the
same time, we did so and have repeatedly since indicated that this
proposal is subject to refinement and subject to improvement.
Frankly, since those original proposals have been niade. I have

found no support for abolishing the Joint Internal Revenue Taxation
Committee. All we did recommend is that it be reconstituted as a con-
gressional revenue office. It was more of a change in form than in sub-
stance; and if not entirely, to a large extent, the question is academic,
because in this case, it is my impression that it would be very difficult
to obtain House concurrence to any legislation; legislation would be
required for the resolution of the Joint Internal Revenue Taxation
Committee.
Senator CLARK. We are going to get House approval on all the

others?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes: and I believe in those cases there is a good

possibility of such approval.
Senator CLARK. The only other joint committee we are keeping is the

Joint Economic Committee and—yes; I mean other than Taxation.
And are these the only two joint committees that we will keep, our

Joint Economic and Joint Internal Revenue?
Senator STEVENSOx. That is right.
Senator CLARK. Why does it not make sense—and I have to admit

that I am no expert on it—but why does it not make sense to pull that
into the Joint Economic Committee? It is the same staff.

Senator STEVENSON. Well. I would hope that that would not hap-
pen. The thought was that it might be organized as a congressional
revenue office along the lines of the Congressional Budget Office. It
would not—its independence would be maintained; it would not be
merged.



82

Senator CLARK. What does it mean, "consolidated into finance"
under that line, on page 5, bOttom of the page?
It says Joint Internal Revenue consolidated into Finance, estab-

lishing staff as a Congressional Revenue Office?
Senator STEVENSON. That is not wholly accurate but what it wa -

meant to say was that this would be established as a Congressional
Revenue Office and would be managed by the Finance and Ways and
Means Committees just the way that the Budget Committees now man-
age the Congressional Budget Office.
Senator PACKWOOD. Could I say on this, Ad, I do not think it makes

a great deal of difference which way you go. This committee ends up
pretty much being a committee in the Ways and Means and Finance
Committees, the members of the Ways and Means Committee and
Finance Committee constitute the membership. Whatever you do with
it, whether you make it independent or whether you make it part of
the Finance Committee's function is almost unalterably indistinguish-
able in either case.
Senator CLARK. That is exactly the distinction I have. Why should_

we have a separate committee with the same people and same staff.
If there is ever a proliferation of committees, it seems to me it is in
creating a Joint Internal Revenue Taxation Committee with all the,
same members on Ways and Means and Finance that we have. To me,.
that seems much more superfluous than anything else in the whole
report.
I just cannot understand why we should keep it.
Senator STEVENSON. I certainly would not object if this committee

chose to recommend to the Senate that it be organized as the Con-
gressional Budget Office is organized, as I say. That was the original
proposal, but it does not make very much difference, and it would
require legislation and I may be wrong, but I am not sure that that
legislation would have much chance of being enacted in the House,.
even if it were enacted in the Senate. It would have that advantage
of eliminating one more committee 
Senator PACKWOOD. Dick, here is the way Congressional Quarterly

has described the Joint Internal Revenue Taxation Committee. "Stud-
ies tax policies and makes recommendations to House Ways and
Means and Senate Finance Committee." Al Ullman, chairman, Rus-
sell Long, vice chairman. The four Senate Members and four House
Members are members of Ways and Means and Finance. There are
no standing committee members.
Senator 'CLARK. Well, my question is not whether we establish a

staff as Congressional Revenue, but 'why we need it at all. If we have,
all the same Members on all the committees, and it is just a second
committee, why in the world do we need a Congressional Revenue
Office with all the same Members on it? Why can it not be eliminated ?

Senator STEVENSON. I do not think—I am not sure you mean to say
that.
The committee itself, whether it is organized as a committee or as.

a Congressional Budget Office does, I believe, perform some very
important, useful services. I am not on the Finance Cominittee

Senator CLARK. Can't it be performed by the Finance Committee?
Senator PACKWOOD. It has had one advantage, if you want to leave

it this way. It is genuinely staffed. Looking back and forth, there is
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•actually a joint staff. When the Ways and Means Committee is meet-
ing, the staff is over there. Larry Woodworth is the staff director.
He'll meet with the Ways and Means Committee and then he would
come over here when Finance is holding hearings on the same bill.
It is a very interchangeable, totally nonpartisan, professional staff
and has worked well.
But I do not have any strong feelings one way or the other.
Senator CLARK. Well, Mr. Chairman, I do not want to delay. I am

going to vote against it because it does not seem to me that it makes
sense to have it in existence at all.
The CHAIRMAN. I think Senator Long pointed out that it was im-

portant to the work of his committee, the Finance Committee, and
the committee in the House, that they could have a joint meeting be-
tween the House and Senate and try to work out some of these prob-
lems before they got along to the legislative stage.

Senator CLARK. That is true; but I think that would be equally true
of any two committees in Congress, where you have problems of that
kind, if you work them out ahead of time, and so forth, but I do not
think it should be separate for Ways and Means any more than for
Appropriations or lots of other committees.
The CHAIRMAN. No further discussion?
Are you ready for the question?
All in favor of the recommendation to retain it as a separate com-

mittee, say "aye." [Chorus of "aye."]
Opposed? [Chorus of "no."]
It sounds like a tie.
The clerk will call the roll. The Chair is in doubt.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell. [No response.]
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd. [No response.]
The CLERK. Mr. Allen.
Senator ALLEN. Ave.
The CLERK. Mr. Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark.
Senator CLARK. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield?
Senator Hx.r.riplin. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin. [No response.]
Mr. Tower. [No response.]
Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Aye.
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be recorded as "no."
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd.
Senator BYRD. Aye.
The CLERK. That is four ayes and three nays.
The CHAIRMAN. The recommendation is approved.
Now, on page 13, with respect to the Joint Committee on the Li-

brary and Joint Committee on Printing, you're recommending that
action be taken to try to dispose of those, to get the House to agree
to dispose of those two joint committees is that it?

Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir, with both being consolidated into this
committee.
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The CHAIRMAN. By statute the membership on those committees is

made up of the corresponding members of the Rules Committee sub-
committees in those two particular areas.

Senator ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I know I serve with you on the

Joint Committee on Printing and I rather imagine the Library oper-

ates the same way.
It would seem to me there is reason for the existence of this joint

committee in that the general printing would have—is now free to
spend it and this six-man committee directs the policy, more or less,
of the GPO; and it would seem that they would be without a directing

force if you do away with the Joint Committee.
They can get a quick decision there by House and Senate Members

who vote on policy of the GPO and I assume the policy of the Library
of Congress, our Library Committee.
I really do not see that it does any harm, and does a whole lot of

good to the Public Printer to come in and they have meetings, possi-

bly every couple months or so, without a great burden on any of the

Members.
If we are going to keep the Senate Committee and the House Com-

mittee on Printing, we are going to have the—the policy leadership

for the Library and for the GPO split and you can never get a

decision.
The Senate will say yes we think one thing, and the House might

think something else. In Other words, we could never get a decision.
It would be in a state of limbo.
I do not see that it does any harm. I do not see it does any harm to

keep these joint committees, to direct policy of these two agencies.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, this might be a matter

that the Rules Committee would want to study, since it does require

legislation by both the bodies; but it would be possible to have the

agencies under the jurisdiction of these two joint committees report,

as for example, does the Congressional Budget Office to the respective

Rules Committees. And if something of the order is not done, then

we are going to face up to some more problems with respect to limita-

tions on committee appointments; we will be opening the door, pre-
sumably, for more, for fourth and fifth committee assignments.

Senator ALLEN. I do not think anybody, particularly enjoys serving

the committees, but it does give a direct head to the GPO and Library

of Congress. They are without leadership, something that can direct

them.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, all I am saying is that the two Rules

Committees, perhaps acting through joint staff, could continue to give

such direction to these agencies without creating the committee

assignments.
Senator ALLEN. At present they can get advice from the joint

committees.
The CHAIRMAN. Suppose we defer action on those two items in the

recommendation and not mark it up further.
If we could go back to page 11, now. We skipped over Senator

Allen's request because he was required to be at another meeting—

the issue of Veterans' Affairs and the issue of Nutrition and Human

Needs.
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If we could go to Veterans' Affairs at the top of page 11.
Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman the suggestion now is to con-

solidate Veterans' Affairs in the Armed Services Committee
' 

with the
exception of Veterans' Housing, which would go to the Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs Committee 
The CHAIRMAN. Were you finished on that?
Senator STEVENSON. That is the suggestion, and I do not believe it

requires much elaboration.
The effort is once again to arrest the proliferation of committee

assignments, which makes it very difficult for Members to serve the
needs of all people

' 
including those, like veterans, with very special

problems; and the hope is that through such consolidation and in a
committee, there is obvious concern for the welfare of veterans; that
they could be better served.
The CHAIRMAN. I may say that Senator Stennis advised that he

was opposed to having Veterans' Affairs go to Armed Services, and
asked me to inform the committee to that effect.
Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, the Armed Services Committee at

the present time is one of those fixed committees, any two of which no
-Member may serve on unless he is grandfathered in. They are called—
I cannot think of the particular name there—exclusive committees.
The Veterans' Committee is not one of those exclusive committees.

The Veterans—if the Veterans' Committee is merged in with the
Armed Services Committee, that committee, as I understand it, would
then be called the Committee on Armed Services and Veterans' Af-
fairs; is that correct?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir, that would be part. of the suggestion.
Senator BYRD. Do you feel, Senator Stevenson, that by a merger

here, of the Veterans' Committee into one of those exclusive commit-
tees, to wit, the Armed Services Committee, that this would constitute
in reality an upgrading of the Veterans' Committee?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir, that has certainly been the intention

in all of these cases, and for reasons which have been mentioned, pri-
marily having to do with the large number of committee assignments,
which all of the Members now receive and with the inevitable result
that they cannot do as well by any as they might if they had fewer
assignments.
It is certainly not the intention to downgrade the importance of the

veterans and, in fact, that is one of the reasons for suggesting consoli-
dation with the Armed Services Committee, where they would be
assured of the sympathetic hearing by, among others, members of that
committee who now serve, already serve on the Veterans' Committee.

Senator BYRD. The six exclusive committees are Armed Services,
Judiciary, Commerce, Foreign Relations, Appropriations, and Fi-
nance ; is that correct?

Senator STEVENSON. That is the present practice; but it was the
recommendation of the select committee that with reorganization, anda new committee system in which responsibility was equalized amongall of the committees, that those exclusive assignments be done awaywith.
Now, there was a suggestion that for a different reason, not unequalworkloads or responsibilities, but because of—oh, theoretical, at
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least, conflicts and jurisdictions that one might want to—the Rules

Committee might want to consider making membership on the Appro-

priations and Finance Committees exclusive. In other words, you can-

not serve on both of those.
But otherwise, you could serve on any two of the major committees,

•and in addition on one of the third committees.
Senator PACKWOOD. I might add on this, I think the recommendation

to put this in Armed Services probably is wiser than the decision that
they made.

If there is going to be any reconciliation of this problem of military

pay, benefits, and the entire cost for those both active and retired, it

makes sense to put it in this committee, which already has the bulk

•of jurisdiction on that issue.
The CHAIRMAN. Further discussion?
Senator Allen?
Senator ALLEN. Is the question now going to be the recommendation

,of the committee for major reform?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes; the question, unless there is a substitute,

would be that the recommendation of the select committee be ap-
proved, which would consolidate in Armed Services, having the name
•changed to the Committee on Armed Services and Veterans' Affairs.

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, may I just be heard on that?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator STEVENSON. The original recommendation of the select com-

mittee was to consolidate in Human Resources, so this is 
Senator ALLEN. Yes.
Senator STEVENSON [continuing]. So this is a change from that

recommendation to propose consolidation instead in the Armed Serv-
ices Committee.

Senator ALLEN. I would not agree that changing a committee from
a full standing committee over to merge it with another committee,
where it becomes a subcommittee of that committee, is upgrading
that committee. I think the Veterans' Affairs Committee is a coin-
mittee that deserves to continue as a separate committee; tens of
millions of our people are veterans or members of families of vet-
erans, and feel that they performed a most vital and important
function and feel that it should remain as a separate standing
• committee.
I think this question is so important, Mr. Chairman, that we ought

to have the full membership of the committee when we vote on it if
that is at all possible.
I would like to move a substitute that the Veterans' Affairs Com-

mittee continue as a separate standing committee with the same juris-
diction that it now has and I point out that the committee has already
retained standing committee status for the Committee on Ethics and
.some designation as special committee, select committee, or standing
committee, limited standing committee for the Committee on Small
Business.

Certainly, I feel that the line has not been broken on these two;
I think it all the more reasonable and proper that the Veterans' Corn-
-mittee should stand as a separate committee.
I offer that substitute.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion 2
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Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if Senator Stevenson would
respond.
Senator STEVENSON. This is getting to be a familiar response, famil-

iar refrain; and as I predicted earlier, just as soon as an exception
is made in one case, there will be an excuse for making an exception
in the other case; and you keep going down that long path that the
Senate has for the last few years 
Senator PELL. If the Senator will yield there. Nobody said that we

should vote for or against this motion, because we voted for or against
the FDA. You brought that in yourself, sir.

Senator STEVENSON. Well, I believe Senator Pell, that Senator
Allen just said exactly that.
Senator PELL. I apologize.
Senator STEVENSON. And I just cannot accept the proposition, in

my own way of thinking, that one mistake deserves another. Our ob-
jective has been, and will remain, to do the best we can in order to
make the Senate more responsive to the interests of all Americans. I
doubt if there are many Members present here who are not veterans.
I know there is not a one who is not sympathetic to the problems of
veterans.
We would not have made this proposal, nor any of the others, if

we were not convinced that a new Senate committee system would
enable all of the Members to serve the needs of all of the people, espe-
cially those with special needs such as veterans, if we put this house
in order and relieve ourselves of the necessity of being in three, four,
six sometimes more, committees at the same time.
This morning, I should have been in the Intelligence Committee.

We are getting whittled away and this is just another case of whit-
tling away and if an exception is made here, the veterans will not
be the beneficiaries. Veterans are American citizens. They have every
kind of human need as well as special needs.
The argument will be made when we come to Select Nutrition and

Human Needs. that we have already made exceptions for Small Busi-
neqs and for Veterans and we will make another exception, and those
with special nutritional requirements will be the ones to suffer, too.
So I said this so many times; I am not—unless the committee wants

to extend the debate, I am not going to argue in more detail. My feel-
ings are strong and they have been made clear before and I will not
presume on the Senate to make them again.
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, I think the record should show that

the observation has been made in the past about political pressures.
On no single committee were there more pressures applied by the vet-
erans than on this one: and those of us who do not respond enthusi-
astically to pressure might have been turned around by it, it was so
excessive. I intend to support this, not because of all the pressures,
but in spite of it. But there were more on this one committee than I
think on all of the other committees put together.

Senator STEVENSON. And, Senator, if I could just say one word,
having said that I would not say one more word, we have a way of
referring to veterans. It would be more accurate to refer to veterans
organizations. We have been hearing from veterans. I have been hear-
ing from veterans, many of whom, most American citizens are veter-
ans, say, save us from more inefficiency, more unresponsiveness, more
bureaucracy in the U.S. Senate.
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If we are veterans yet, we are American citizens, too, and we want
a responsive Senate and we are for you.
Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Tower.
Senator TOWER. There is a lot of talk about pressure. That this is

something terrible. I think Senator Clark made a good point. He said
in a democracy we have to expect this sort of thing. People who are
affected by what we do have a right to make representations to us.
Indeed, that is pressure.
We are under pressure all the time, from general citizenry of this

country, and specific components of it, to try to suggest that the
veterans organizations have a specific vested interest as organizations.
I do not think they do. I think they are trying to represent what they
conceive to be the legitimate interests of their own constituents, which
they have a perfect right to do.
I wish I could hear as much about the inordinate power and influ-

ence and pressure brought to bear in this Congress by organized
labor, for example, as we do by smaller constituent organizations like
the _American Legion, the Veterans of Foreign Wars or whoever.
Let us face it; that is the single most powerful element in our society

from the standpoint of political influence, economic influence, and
everything else. But because they are so powerful, people would
rather complain about them.
Now, of course, the veterans organization is going to make some

strong representations to us, as they should. They would fail their
constituencies if they did not. Because an individual who writes and
says, reorganization is good, also happens to be a veteran, does not
necessarily mean he is reflecting the consensus of what the veterans
think.
I believe that the veterans organizations do. I think that their

interest is better served. If I have observed them in the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, it is much too busy to incorporate this. We get in
the business of trying to decide which of all of these sophisticated 
weapons systems to buy. It goes into our armed procurement legisla-
tion; it takes weeks, months of intensive deliberations over some very,
very highly complex systems.
The Armed Services Committee is a very difficult committee to

serve on, particularly for someone who flunked his minimum require-
ments in physics in the senior year in college. I took moron's physics
and flunked it. And if you don't know what that makes me—but these
systems are very, very difficult to understand. There is an immense
amount of homework required. You do the veterans an enormous dis-
service if you put them in this committee because, of necessity, their
affairs have to be subordinated to the most important committee, that
is maintaining an adequate level of defense in the United States of
America, which impacts all of our citizens.
I think the argument made is very strong, indeed, and I hope this

committee will adopt it.
Senator PACKWOOD. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that our com-

mittee's rigorous reform is being given up. There is not too much left
that has not re-created to worry about. We might as well re-create
them all.

Senator BYRD. May I direct a question to either Senator Stevenson
or Senator Packwood?
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Can either of you conceive of a situation in which the needs and
problems of veterans in this country will go unattended by the Mem-
bers in Congress and whether there is a separate Veterans Committee
or whether it is a subcommittee of the Armed Services Committee?
Senator STEVENSON. Senator, I cannot conceive of such a circum-

stance, certainly not for as large and deserving a group as the veterans
of the United States.
I would just point out to fortify that statement, that most of the

benefit legislation enacted by the Congress of the United States for
veterans was enacted before they received a special Veterans
Committee.
We have researched the history and whether it is in terms of a pro-

portion of Federal resources devoted to the welfare of veterans, or
just the initiation, the enactment of legislation, it did better without
a Veterans Committee and that is for the obvious reason that I
mentioned.
This is a large constituency and it is a deserving constituency and

as long as there is a Congress of the United States, there is going to
be a response to the needs of veterans; and the response has been
greatest, as I say, when the jurisdiction was in the committee which
the Senator from New Jersey chairs.
That original proposal of the select committee to take the jurisdic-

tion back in the Human Resources Committee. It once did exercise it
well, but it was changed, Senator Tower, because of the feelings, the
opinions that were expressed by veterans organizations.
We are trying to accommodate, the opinions of veterans organiza-

tions, respecting those opinions, doing justice by the veterans—above
all, by continuing our efforts to make the U.S. Senate more respon-
sive to the needs of all Americans, including veterans.
Senator ALLEN. Senator Stevenson, I am not sure that your state-

ment that more would be accomplished for veterans prior to setting up
the separate committees. I am not sure that that argument is valid;
because, naturally, after World War II, the Korean war, and the start
of the Vietnam war, naturally, more veterans legislation was passed
during that time than in the time since the separate committees were
set up. I do not believe that is a very valid argument, that more was
accomplished prior to setting up the committee than after the com-
mittee was set up.
Passage of the GI legislation has already been passed by the time

this committee was set up.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, the Senator is making a point, but much

of the legislation is on the books. But I also refer to dollar outlays
and we do have some figures which I would be glad to enter into the
record and I grant you these are not perfect, but they also indicate
that, by this monetary degree of measurement, veterans were just as
well off, perhaps better served before the creation of the special Vet-
erans Committee; and once again, I do not mean to denigrate the Vet-
erans Committee. It has done its job and it has done it well. Our ob-
jective is to do better.
Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Tower.
Senator TOWER. The Veterans Committee in the House has been

in existence for many, many years, long preceding our own.
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If I am not mistaken, most of the veterans legislation was generated
by the House committee and passed before it came to us. It seemed to
indicate that the existence of the committee in the House, was strongly
in favor of the legislation being enacted.
The CHAIRMAN. Further discussion?
Anyone desire a rollcall or voice vote?
Senator BYRD. What is the question?
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the substitute, offered by Senator

Allen that the Veterans' Affairs be kept as a separate standing
committee.
Ready for the question?
All in favor say "aye."
[Chorus of "ayes."]
Opposed? "No."
The ayes appear to have it. The ayes have it.
Next is the Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs.
Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, the proposal is to consolidate the

Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs in the Committee
on Agriculture changing the name of that committee to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Nutrition and again the thought was to create
a statutory subcommittee of the Agriculture Committee to emphasize
the importance of nutrition in this newly constituted committee of the
Senate.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there discussion? The proposal was to change

the name as well so that it would be called the Agriculture and Nutri-
tion Committee?

Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Allen.
Senator ALLEN. Senator Stevenson, inasmuch as the number of the

committeemen on Agriculture was raised, I believe by two, when it
was thought that the Small Business Select Committee would be
merged in with the Agriculture Committee, was the fact that that
committee was left intact as a select committee, now removes the
need for adding two members, two slots to the Agriculture Committee?

Senator STEVENSON. That question is difficult to answer at this
point, Senator Allen. I just do not know offhand what effect all of
the changes that are being contemplated by the Rules Committee will
or should have on sizes of committees.
Senator ALLEN. So you are knocking some off of some committees,

like Foreign Relations? I believe you knocked one off. Does not this
very easily open up a slot, then, on Foreign Relations?

Senator STEVENSON. Well, it could. I just do not know at this point
the answer to that.

Senator ALLEN. Could you stay within your 200 limit?
Senator STEVENSON. The sizes were arbitrary to begin with; in the

first instance, they were based on consultation with the secretaries
of the majority and minority.

There would, I assume, be new consultations that would have to
take place now in view Of the changes that have been and that are
being proposed for the committee structure. I just do not know.

Senator ALLEN. The thought in adding these two was to make a
place on the Agriculture Committee for the chairman and the rank-
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ina minority Member of the Select Committee on Small Business. Now
that that is done away with, it does not look like to me those extra
two.

Senator STEVENSON. Well, it was not quite that simple. "We were
trying to equalize workloads and correspondingly, the memberships
of the committees.
Now, this will add a very significant jurisdiction to the jurisdiction

of the Agriculture Committee. It is not losing anything. It is gaining
a substantial jurisdiction and it just might be—I cannot say at this
point that it would still be desirable, recognizing this increased re-
sponsibility and, presumably, the attractiveness of the committee to
still increase the size.

Senator CLARK. Will you yield, Senator?
I just want to suggest, Senator Allen, that the size of the committees

will be determined at least in small part by what we finally do with
each of them. I am wondering would it not be better after we complete
action to go back and look at the sizes? That we have the same prob-
lem, of course, with every consolidation—

Senator ALLEN. It is all right.
Senator CLARK. I would like to look at them myself.
Senator ALLEN. One other question that I would like to ask. The

agriculture college, was that jurisdiction not taken from Agriculture
and taken some place else?
Senator STEVENSON. The —
Senator ALLEN. Agricultural college.
Senator STEVENSON. Oh, yes. I may have misspoken, so I apologize.
The land-grant colleges, the University of Illinois, and other such

institutions, would be under the Human Resources Committee, which
is of course the Education Committee.

Senator ALLEN. But why would not the agricultural nature of these
institutions govern in place of jurisdiction?

Senator STEVENSON. Because those institutions are no longer just
agricultural colleges. The University of Illinois, which of course is
the one with which I am most familiar—in fact, I have a child in it—
is an enormous State university, and agriculture is important but it
is not a dominant feature of that university.
The experiment stations, of course, which at least in many cases

are managed by land-grand colleges, would remain within the jurisdic-
tion of the Agriculture Committee.

Senator ALLEN. Well, that seems like splitting of jurisdiction right
there.

Senator STEVENSON. I will tell you, Senator, there is a lot of split-
ting. That is one of the reasons for the ad hoc procedure.

Senator ALLEN. You would not consider putting the agricultural
college, leaving them in Agriculture now?
Mr. STEVENSON. I think, Senator, it would be wise to recognize that

land-grant colleges are predominantly institutions of education and
not, of farm production.
The CHATRmAN. If there is no further discussion, then, is there ob-

jection to the recommendation of the committee? The Agriculture
'Committee then would be known as the Committee on Agriculture
-and Nutrition.
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Senator ALLEN. Well, I feel that I must offer an amendment, leaving

the agricultural colleges with the Agriculture Committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, we have not discussed the jurisdictional as-

pects yet. If we could settle on this, then we will have less for tomor-

row, the jurisdiction and the sizes and the committee assignments and
chairmanships left to resolve.
If there is no objection, then, the recommendation of the committee

will be approved.
Now, that brings us back to one remaining item, and that was the

Committee on Ethics. Senator Byrd, we changed the name to Senate
Ethics Committee and Senator Clark had a proposal which I asked
him if he would defer until you could be here. Senator Clark, do you
want to enlighten Senator Byrd?
Senator CLARK. Yes; I simply want to—I made a motion this morn-

ing which was partly adopted; namely, that title I simply did estab-
lish in Ethics Committee, by that name with rotating membership and
so forth. But the proposal—Senator Hatfield asked that the proposal
regarding public financial disclosure and some other factors, in view
of the size of the document, and so forth, not be voted on at once.

Reviewing that during the noon hour and talking with people from
the Government Operations Committee, they say that they are all
ready to report and consider on the floor, a measure dealing with
public disclosure, and they have been into this subject for a very long
time.
Based on that, I thought it would be wiser, if we are voting down

this legislation to withdraw that section on public disclosure. The
second, dealing with gifts of more than $100 from lobbyists, would
Simply be included in the section in which the Ethics Committee would
consider that in the process of writing their code of ethics.
So that leaves us with really two parts of the proposal, one of which

has .been adopted; namely, the establishment of the Ethics Commit-
tee and then, second, to mandate that this new Ethics Committee
report to the Senate by a date certain, a comprehensive code of
conduct.
So that is my motion, Mr. Chairman.
Senator BYRD. Mr, Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Byrd.
Senator BYRD. On the last day that the Senate met, I stated that it

was the plan of Senator Baker, the Republican leader, and myself.
to offer a resolution creating an ad hoc committee, bipartisan in nature,
to consider the matter of a public code of conduct and to report back
to the Senate within—not to exceed 90 days—its recommendations
and whereupon, of course, those recommendations would be formu-
lated into the format of the resolution to be referred to the Committee
on Rules.
I would hope ,that we would not—I would hope that Senator Clark

would withdraw his proposal at this time so as to allow such an ad hoc
committee, bipartisan, in nature, as I have indicated, to be created,
which would go into this matter .in some depth and make recommen-
dations back as I have indicated.
In the House, the committee, under the chairmanship of Mr. Obey

is now considering a code of conduct for the House and it is my under-
standing that as of about the middle of March, the Speaker of the
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House will appoint a committee to be chaired by Mr. Preyer, whichwill develop legislation to deal with a code of ethics for the legislativebranch.
It may be that that committee would want to consider broadeningthat to cover the executive and legislative branches as well I do notknow.
But I do think that the Senate ought to be in step with the Houseand that there ought to be an ad hoc committee established to considerand to make recommendations on a public code of conduct for theSenate.
And Mr. Baker, the Republican leader, has indicated that he willcosponsor such a resolution with me and I would hope that in view ofthe fact that it is in our desire and we have so announced it ahead oftime, Mr. Baker and myself, I would hope that Mr. Clark would notpress his proposal in this committee at this time.
Senator HATFIELD. Will the Senator yield?
Senator BYRD. Yes.
Senator HATFIELD. I wonder if the Senator would respond to thisobservation. Would it create a public bind at this time for us to re-move, in effect, the recommendation, dealing with ethics, of the selectcommittee, Senator Stevenson's and Senator Packwood's committee,to say that we are going to set up an ad hoc committee, to deal withthis question at another time?
It seems to me we have had a great deal of discussion on the needfor an ethics committee, affected by the study before us of the selectcommittee, by other g-eneral political events that have placed a greatpublic focus on this, and great public discussion in many other forumsbesides the Senate. If we deleted that action from the Rules Commit-tee general report to the Senate by the 19th of this month, the publicmight feel that we have put a lesser priority on the whole issue ofethics; whereas, if we incorporated in the Rules Committee reportwhat we would feel to be the best proposal, this will all be brought,to the floor of the Senate on the 19th. The Senate will work its willanyway, item by item, committee by committee, recommendation byrecommendation; and if the will of the Senate is to set up an ad hoccommittee at that time, then that is the will of the Senate.But it seems to me for us to take that action at this time would benndoing a very important Part of the select committee's recommen-dations to us, and it would raise in the public mind this quesion asto whether or not we have put priority on dealing with the questionof the Ethics Committee.
Now, that is my immediate reaction to the Senator's proposal. Iam not saying that I am locked into opposition, but that seems to bemy reaction.
T just wondered if the Senator would care to comment.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Byrd?
Senator BYRD. Yes; well, I cannot see the conflict. I cannot see wherethere is any conflict in the proposal that I have suggested and any ofthe provisions that are in the resolution before us.
Senator HATFIELD. Well, Senator Byrd, the whole question of anad hoc committee has yet to be resolved by this committee, so, are wenot making a premature move in the framework of time and actionof this committee—to determine an ad hoc committee, when the whole
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question of ad hoc committees has yet to be decided by this committee?
Senator Byrn.). I would like to address the question to Senator

Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Leader, I do not believe you were here.

The committee's consideration of the procedure for the establishment
of ad hoc committees was deferred until you could be here. I think that
is the problem that Senator Hatfield is alluding to.
In the meantime, I had withdrawn the suggestion made earlier, that

the Standards and Conduct Ethics Subcommittee of this committee
to suggest that there be established by the resolution of this commit-
tee a special committee of the Senate which would be Standards and
Conduct, or Ethics, and I am not sure I overheard all of this, but it
might be the wish of this committee or the Senate to mandate action
by that committee on a code of conduct instead of an ad hoc committee.
Senator GIUFFIN. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Griffin.
Senator GRIFFIN. I do not think that we are necessarily at odds.

As I understand it, the original recommendation of the select commit-
tee was that we do away with the present Committee on Standards and
Conduct and make it a part of the Committee on Rules. We already
have decided that we are not going to do that, we are going to keep
the existing Committee on Standards and Conduct, calling it a Com-
mittee on Ethics. We are saying that maybe we should establish a new
way of appointing the membership of that committee so that there
would be some representation of the freshmen and the committee was
to have 90 days to come up with a code of conduct or ethics.
Now, as I understand what Senator Byrd is saying, and Senator

Baker, is that they want to appoint an ad hoc committee to come up
with recommendations on the code of ethics. I had that suggestion in
mind myself. It seems to me that this committee should have not only
the support but the leadership of the two leaders of the Senate. It may
well be that they want to tap and call upon certain people in the Sen-
ate to develop the code of ethics. But these people might not neces-
sarily wish to continue to serve on this Standing Committee on Ethics.
This might well be a larger group or a different group. It seems to

me there would be some merit and value in that.
I would certainly hope if there were such an ad hoc committee to

develop a code of ethics, that they would give great weight to the

resolution of Senator Brooke, which is supported by Senator Clark

and Senator Allen and others because I think it does have many ex-
cellent features.
So I do not know that we necessarily lose ground if we have the

support of the leadership behind the proposal. I think we were talk-

ing earlier, Senator Byrd, about 90 days as the appropriate time for

drawing the code of ethics. The President has sent up a pay raise
today and there is only 30 days for establishing such a code. If there

is going to be some code of conduct to be established, there is a lot of

value, I would say, of coming up with that within such a 30-day period.
I do not know why it could not be done in 30 days as well as 90 days

if we set about to do it.
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman, just to put this in some perspective as

I view it, I recall that when Senator Brooke testified here a couple of

weeks ago, he went through this proposal at some length and, as I
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recall, all of the members felt that it was a very good proposal, some-thing that ought to be adopted, very timely and so forth. The next day,I announced that I would offer this amendment at the appropriate timein the markup and Senator Hatfield, as a matter of fact, joined in thateffort.
I think based on that, we felt this morning that it was appropriate

to at least offer the first section, which we did, and voted on, and then
went on to establish such a committee, which would be broadly based,
equal in Republican and Democratic numbers, balanced in seniority in
three different groups.
It seems to me that that is a committee that is going to be very

democratically arrived at, going on to produce a code of ethics, and
I do not see that—I sort of agree with Senator Byrd; I do not see
that there is any conflict in this; but I am not sure it would not be wise
to do it through the normal processes of the Rules Committee and
the Ethics Committee rather than establishing a separate ad hoc
committee.
Maybe the two can be joined in some way, that is not clear to me,

so that they could be worked out together. I do not know.
Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Byrd.
Senator BYRD. I think it is incumbent upon the leadership of both

Houses to indicate to the public that the leadership of both Housesis not only going to support the proposed salary increase for officialsin the legislative, executive and judicial branches of Government,
but that it is also committed to the support of a code of conduct, which
the Peterson Commission has recommended be in tandem with the
salary increase. The two cannot be tied together legislatively and me-
chanically; but certainly they can be tied together in principle.
The salary increase under the law will go into effect if neither Housenegates the proposal within 30 days. I do not think it would be pos-

sible to put into effect a legislative proposal that would deal with a
code of public conduct. However, it was my thought—and I believe
Senator Baker would agree with me—I do not presume to speak for
him—I think Senator Griffin put his finger on the crux of the matter
a minute ago; but it was my thought that if the leadership joins in
appointing an ad hoc committee that is mandated to report back to
the Senate a code of public conduct within 60 days or 90 days, that
this would, indeed, be a commitment on the part of the Senate leader-
ship that it is going to follow the rule of public conduct as part of the
overall package that was recommended by Pete Peterson and his Com-
mission and which is going to be, if it has not already, been proposed by
Mr. Ford, and which will be supported, I think, by President-elect
Carter.
The House is at this moment ahead of the Senate in this regard,in that the machinery has been set in motion by the leadership there

and as I understand it, the Obey committee has been going into this
matter in considerable depth for several weeks.
I have already indicated that it is the intent of the Speaker of the

House, if I directly interpreted the press comments, to appointment
prior to the middle of March, a committee which would draw up leg-
islation to cover the legislative branch; whereas, the Obey Commis-

85-254--77-7
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sion, as I understand it, is working on a proposal for a change in

House rules that will provide a code of conduct for that body.

So I feel that it is imperative that the Senate move in this direction,

but it be under the aegis of the leadership; that it have the stamp of

Senate leadership upon it and this is the reason why I indicated last

week that it was my intention and that of Mr. Baker to introduce

such a resolution to create such an ad hoc committee, that the recom-

mendations of that ad hoc committee would have to go back to a

legislative committee, and in this instance, it would be the Rules

Committee; but I feel this is the wise course under the circumstances.

So that the public is on notice that the Senate leadership, bipartisan

leadership of the Senate, is committed to act to keep that part of the

bargain, if I may refer to it as a bargain, which the Peterson Com-

mission has proposed.
Senator CLARK. Would the Senator yield?
Senator BYRD. Yes.
Senator CLARK. I would like to respectfully disagree, on these

grounds: First of all, I think that your feeling is absolutely right,

that it is important that the leadership, in a bipartisan way, make

very clear that they support the Peterson Commission and the pro-

posals before it. I think it is essential, and I know that the majority

leader did so in his opening statement before the caucus, and I think,

on at least one or two occasions since.
But it does seem to me it would carry a lot more weight with the

public generally, in which we are talking about restoring confidence,

if this committee and the full Senate says we are committed to these

reforms. It seems to me that that is even stronger than simply having

support from the bipartisan leadership. That is what we do if we put

it in this resolution; and if it is passed, we go back on the floor on

the 19th.
In other words, by the 22d or 23d or 24th, we are going to have a

mandate from the full Senate of the United States to go forward

with these reforms and to get a code of ethics within a given period

of time.
Now, if we go the route of an ad hoc committee, what we will have

is a report back from that ad hoc committee in 90 days which will

then start all over again here in the Rules Committee, and then we

will have to go from there on down through the regular process and

back on the floor. It certainly is going to be a minimum of 3% or 4

months at the very best—absolute minimum, 3 months and 1 day.
It seems to me we would have stronger support from every source,

including the leadership and the full Senate if we go this route.

That is, Mr. Chairman basically why I would feel that we ought

to g.o ahead with the pending amendment.
Senator GRIFFIN. Would you yield, Senator Clark?
Senator CLARK. Yes; I think Senator Byrd has the floor.
Senator GIUFFIN. I still do not think there necessarily needs to be

a conflict. It seems to me we can accomplish what you are trying to

do and still have the support and input of the leadership. Now, if we

let this resolution go its normal course, and we try to use this reso-

lution as the vehicle, it is going to be quite a long time before we will

get a group working on development of a code of ethics. I do not

think the committee here is going to have a very easy time reporting
this out.
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It is going to lay over for a while. It is going to go to the floor.
Senator CLARK. It is going to go on Wednesday.
Senator GRIFFIN. I rather expect there is going to be considerable

debate. The leadership, Senator Baker and Senator Byrd could move
and get their resolution before the Senate, and if adopted, get a group
working on a code of ethics earlier than you would be able to do fol-
lowing this course. You could end up with the same code of ethics.

Senator CLARK. Then if the Senator will yield, that will have to
come back to the Rules Committee, and we will start again in terms
of the action on it; would we not?
Senator GRIFFIN. Well, when the committee, you propose, develops a

code of ethics, it is going to have to be adopted by the Senate, at least
iSenator CLARK. That s right. But you add another step here.

Senator GRIFFIN. I really do not know whether Senator Byrd has
that in mind or not.

Senator BYRD. The select committee would not be empowered to
report legislation, would it?
Senator CLARK. I do not know.
Senator Brim. The select committee is not ordinarily empowered to

report legislation. It can only report a recommendation, which in turn
has to be referred to a standing committee of the Senate for its
consideration.

Senator CLARK. It could by resolution, could it not, if we include that
n this resolution?
Senator BYRD. Well, it could by resolution of the Senate be so

empowered.
Senator CLARK. Yes.
Senator BYRD. I think, Mr. Chairman, we have enough problems

in connection with this particular resolution without adding on a prob-
lem which opens up the resolution to further discussion and amend-
ment by getting into this area.
It seems to me that the matter of developing a code of public conduct

ought to be an issue separate from this resolution. We have got enough
problems as it is with this resolution.
Now, if the resolution that I am speaking of is adopted, I would be

very happy to put the Senator from Iowa on that committee as one of
the members on this side. But it seems to me that that ad hoc committee
will be studying precisely the same matters which are set forth in the
Senator's proposal. I just think the two things ought to be kept sep-
arate. There ought to be a broad representation of the membership of
the Senate on both sides of the aisle, and it ought to be under the aegis
of the leadership. It would be if it is created by the leadership.
I think we owe this kind of commitment to the President and to

President-elect Carter and to the public. The leadership is behind it,
and I think that would be indicated by the submittal of such a resolu-
tion and by its adoption by the Senate if the Senate then so adopted it.
The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, let me suggest that we carry this matterover until tomorrow in order to review the situation and perhaps we

would be prepared to make some recommendations.
As I view it now, we have these issues remaining: This particularone, then we have the question of ad hoc committees and joint refer-ence, committee assignments and chairmanships, jurisdiction andsizes, which we can now work on in light of the determined committee



98

structure, the acceptance of size, the 
issue of committee staffs, and

miscellaneous.
I would like to suggest that to give our s

taff some time to pull some

of the possibilities together with respect to th
e various committee sizes

and the limitation on assignments, we go o
ver until 11 o'clock in the

morning, and that would give us a chance to get
 a little better feel for it

and Then proceed and try to settle these oth
er issues, because we have

only 2 days remaining. We still have a lot of w
ork to do.

I think a lot of this will probably follow 
in place rather rapidly,

once we get the computer figures as to what
 we have to do to carry

out the committee structure assignments tha
t have been developed to

date.
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman

' 
I would hope the staff would crank

into their thinking the thought that not all com
mittees need be of the

same size. As we said earlier, the Small Business 
Committee need not

be 17 members and 15 members, and that maybe th
ere would be a vari-

ation of size of the committee in accordance
 with the size of the

workloads.
The CHAIRMAN. If there is no objection, then, we will

 stand in recess

until 11 o'clock tomorrow.
[Whereupon, at 5 :25 p.m., the hearing in the above 

entitled matter

was recessed, to reconvene tomorrow, Tuesday, Januar
y 18, 1977, at

11 a.m.]
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U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION

TV a8hing
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 11 :12 a.m., in room 301 of

the Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Howard W. Cannon (chair-
man) presiding. 
Present: Senators Cannon, Pell, Robert C. Byrd, Allen, Williams,

Clark, Hatfield, Griffin, and Tower.
Staff present: William M. Cochrane, staff director; Chester H.

Smith, chief counsel; Floyd M. Riddick, professional staff member;
Jack L. Sapp, professional staff member; Larry E. Smith, minority
staff director; Andrew Gleason, minority counsel; Ronald Hicks,
senior analyst, Subcommittee on Computer Services; and Peggy Par-
rish, assistant chief clerk.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order. At the time we

recessed last night, we were considering the proposal of Senator Clark,
and Senator Byrd and Senator Clark were having a discussion. We
will start at that point.
Senator Byrd?
Senator Brim. Mr. Chairman, I thank you. Following the meeting

of the committee yesterday, I had some opportunity to give further
thought to the matter that was being discussed. It seems to me that
the concerns that have surfaced deal with the need for assurance that
the Senate will act on a code of public conduct for Senators and em-
ployees and officers of the Senate. Also, such action should come
quickly. The time is already running on the President's proposed pay
increase. There is a limit of 30 days from the time that it is
transmitted.
I have discussed this matter overnight, and again this morning, with

the minority leader. And we have decided on the following—to intro-
duce today a resolution providing for the establishment of a temporary
select committee, composed of 15 Members, 8 from the majority and
7 from the minority.
That committee is mandated to study and to report back to the

Senate by March 1 legislation establishing a code of conduct for Sena-
tors, officers, and employees of the Senate. That legislation would
become the pending business when reported back, not later than
March 1.
And the resolution which we will introduce today is incorporated

language patterned after the language in the Budget Reform Act,
(99)
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which this committee had a great deal to do wi
th writing2 which would

allow for an overall maximum of 50 hours of 
debate, with no motion

to recommit being in order, with a time li
mitation on amendments,

debatable motions, and appeals, and with a 
nondebatable motion being

in order to reduce the time, as is the case in the 
boilerplate language

to which I have referred.
This resolution would assure Senators and the 

public that, in the

enactment of the salary increase, which is supp
orted by Mr. Ford,

by Mr. Carter I am told, by the House leadership 
and by the joint

leadership in the Senate, would not be a pig in a poke
, and that Sena-

tors who stood up and supported that salary increase wou
ld be assured

that the Senate was going to act on a code of conduct.

So we will not have a temporary committee which m
erely studies

and makes recommendations back, which recommendat
ions in turn

would go to the Rules Committee and perhaps would be 
open ended

as to time for action.
I believe that this is the approach that ought to be taken

. I strongly

support the salary increase that has been proposed by Mr. 
Ford and

will be supported by Mr. Carter, and that is based on the
 Peterson

commission recommendations. I think there is a hidden crisis in 
Gov-

ernment there is a crisis that is twofold: One that experie
nced and

qualified persons are leaving the Government because of salary 
prob-

lems—those positions are difficult to fill because of the same pro
blem,

and we are more and more getting into a situation in which only t
he

wealthy can afford to serve in the Congress of the United States. 
Now,

the other form of that crisis is the distrust of the public toward peo
-

ple in Government.
So, Mr. Chairman, the resolution that Senator Baker and I wil

l

introduced will have locked into it the assurance that the legislation
,

the proposed legislation, will be reported back by March 1; it will

become the pending business; and there will be a built-in time agree-

ment which will assure that action will be taken on that legislation.

And I have discussed this this morning with Senator Clark. He may

comment on his own right thereon. I think that is all I have to say.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Clark?
Senator CLARK. Just briefly, Mr. Chairman, my motion is the

pendinff one. I want to say that I have had a chance to talk with Sena-

tor Byrd about this. I think it is the right decision primarily because
I was concerned yesterday that if we had a committee which simply
reported back to the Rules Committee and then the Rules Committee
started at that ;point, after 120 days, we would lose the advantage of
time in this Peterson report.
So I think the report that the majority leader has made encom-

passes all of the goals that I had in mind. First of all, we get a report
back by about 30 days, or 40 days at the outside; that it will not come
back to this committee to then be considered, but rather reported di-
rectly to the floor for immediate consideration of that proposal with
time agreements; and that we do in fact have an opportunity at the
time of the vote on the pay raise to permit ourselves to know roughly
what we are going to be voting on on March 1.
So I think it really encompasses all of the factors, or at least most

all of the factors, that I was concerned about. I think on that basis I
would withdraw my resolution of yesterday.
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The CHAIRMAN. Very well.
Senator CLARK. I just want to say that, obviously, I am withdraw-

ing the pending resolution that was voted yesterday morning on es-
tablishing a new ethics committee with certain membership, which
already passed.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Griffin?
Senator GRIFFIN. That was the thrust of my question. As I under-

stand it, then, this select committee would go out of existence after
the code of ethics was adopted?

Senator BYRD. Yes; it would have 30 days after it reported back its
legislation in which to wind up its affairs.
Senator GRIFFIN. Does the leadership support the establishment of

a separate bipartisan committee on ethics to carry on from there?
Senator BYRD. I have no objection to that; that is entirely a separate

matter.
The CHAIRMAN. We have already passed that as a part of this reso-

lution here.
Senator GRIFFIN. I know; I just wanted to see that we all under-

stood that they were tied together.
Senator BYRD. I think this would have the additional advantage,

Senator Clark, in not getting into this particular area in this measure,
because the subject of a code iof ethics s broad enough in itself for the
attentions of a separate temporary select committee, and we would
not be further loading down this resolution with problems; it already
has enough of it.
Senator CLARK. It would be my understanding, then, that the new

ethics committee which we authorized yesterday would go forward
after it was appointed by the steering committee; that it would not be
charged with writing a code of ethics, it would only be charged with
actions from that point forward?
The CHAIRMAN. The Senator is correct. And I would say that the

present committee will make the staff people available to assist in the
ad hoc committee any way they can. Our staff chief counsel is here—
Mr. Fern—and he has been working with the committee to try to de-
velop a new code of ethics. Considerable work has been done that
might be of help to the committee itself, once it is appointed.
Senator BYRD. I think I should state, too, for the record, that I dis-

cussed this approach last evening with the chairman of the Rules
Committee Mr. Cannon, and I believe that it was his feeling that the
approach I have outlined, under all the circumstances involved, would
be the proper one.
The CHAIRMAN. The Senator is correct. Senator Allen?
Senator ALLEN. I want to commend Senator Byrd for advocating

this joint leadership resolution. I feel that a code of ethics for the
Senate is something that is long overdue. And I recognize Senator
Byrd's desire inasmuch as he is supporting the President's pay raise
request, that we also move in the area of setting up a code of ethics.
However, I will state that while I support the leadership resolution

setting up the ad hoc committee to recommend legislation that the,
Senate would have an opportunity to work its will on, I do not sup-
port the other part of the package—and really do not quite like the
looks of it being a quid pro quo situation; and irrespective of the ac-
tion on the pay increase, if that should be defeated, I would say that

,111111,
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certainly the efforts to set a code of ethics should go on. I don't feel
they should necessarily be grouped together. With or without a pay
raise, the ad hoc committee should proceed.
Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, may I say, without belaboring the

point, that the code of ethics will indeed not be a quid pro quo. The
time will have expired on the salary increase—and regardless of
whether or not the salary increase goes into effect, the temporary Se-
lect Committee on a Code of Ethics will be mandated to Teport back
legislation under a time agreement, so that we are going to have the
code of ethics whether or not we have the pay increase.

Senator ALLEN. Very fine.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, gentlemen

' 
if we may now turn to ad

hoc committees and joint reference. That is title III, page 27. We
deferred that so Senator Byrd could be here and express his views on
it. I may say that there was considerable opposition expressed by
members of the committee, Senator Byrd, to the proposal there. And
we would be glad to hear from you on this proposal.
Senator BYRD. Yes; Mr. Chairman, I had, of course, nothing to

do with the incorporation of this language into the resolution. I have
not heard an explanation of the justification for it.
I can see where there might be some circumstances which would

arise in which it would be advantageous for the joint leadership to be
able to move quickly to deal with an urgent matter that was so broad
as to cut across the jurisdiction of many committees, such as the
energy problem which has been with us for quite some time. I can
also see that there could be some concern that the prerogatives of the
leadership would be abused if this language were to be included in
the final enactment of this proposal.
I would like to hear an explanation from the sponsors of the resolu-

tion as to the primary justifications for this language being
incorporated.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson, would you address yourself

to title III, then?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Title III is aimed at two

problems. First, the question of multiple referrals and the present
practice of making referrals multiply jointly, sequentially, by unan-
imous consent, which has made it difficult in many instances for
committees of the Senate to deal with comprehensive issues and with
bills which, as a result of such referrals, spill over into many com-
mittees. In fact, the practice has even made it difficult to get reports
to the floor on legislation, because of the necessity for action by several
committees.
The Parliamentarian, or Dr. Riddick, can be more explicit about

those difficulties than I can.
But the procedure here was intended to strengthen the leadership

and to avoid all of those problems by giving the leadership the op-
portunity, by motion, to make referrals to committees jointly or
sequentially as the need arose.
The motions would be privileged, and in order to provide notice

and debate there would be 24 hours' notice.
Now, the other part, section 302, was addressed to a different prob-

lem. And in section 302 we are assuming that--we are not prophets,
we can't pretend to create a perfect political structure, no matter how
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the jurisdictional lines are drawn, there will be overlaps in the future,
and there will be unforeseen events which require action by the Senate
and action which may not be appropriate for one committee or
another.
And so to accommodate unforeseen circumstances, without running

the risk of a continuation of this proliferattion of committees, but
recognizing that, on the other hand, there would be circumstances from
time to time that would require action by a special committee—we
recommended a procedure which would give the joint leadership, on
a privileged motion, carried, of course, by a majority, the opportunity
to create ad hoc committees from time to time to deal with just such
questions as have already been discussed this morning. And making
it clear also that once created, they weren't going to become permanent
committees; it is explicit that their life, while it could be continued,
was for one Congress.
Those, Mr. Chairman, are the problems as we saw them and our

response to them.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Byrd, there were several questions raised

by Members. I could probably summarize very briefly and then some
of the Members can raise those questions themselves.
On title III, subsection (3) (b) , was the type of a situation that

might arise in connection, for example, with a national health insur-
ance bill, which apparently would fall into the jurisdiction of two
committees. And the provision would, of course, provide for a joint
referral and provide that only one joint report could accompany the
proposed legislation when it came out, and that the proposed legisla-
tion could be referred to two or more committees sequentially, and then
the motion should specify the portions of the proposed legislation
to be considered by the respective committees, and that a motion under
the subparagraph might contain instructions with respect to the time
allowed for consideration by the committees to which the proposed
legislation is referred, and the discharge of such committees from
further consideration.
I don't know that there was too much discussion, I think Senator

Allen did raise a question there, but I don't recall it precisely. Maybe
he would want to address himself to that now.
Senator ALLEN. The point I made was that we have a special com-

mittee that seeks to turn back the clock on the proliferation of commit-
tees that has already taken place, and yet this committee sticks in
a provision that would facilitate the creation of ad hoc committees in
the future.
And no case, as far as I have been able to ascertain, has been made

for the fact that the leadership has had any difficulty under the exist-
ing rules of setting up ad hoc committees. And I just question whether
we want to make it easier without committee consideration, without
full consideration in the Senate, for setting up ad hoc committees.
And just as we see in the joint leadership resolution on the code of

ethic—there doesn't seem to be a great deal of difficulty there is getting
that through the Senate. I think that will go right on through.
But I don't see that the leadership is bereft of power; I think they

have got plenty of power to accomplish pretty much what they want
regarding committee structure. And I just wondered—Senator Byrd
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says he knew nothing of this provision going in—that is what I
understood.

Senator BYRD. I knew after the fact that it was in, because I read
this.

Senator ALLEN. I understand.
Senator Blau). But I had no input into it.
Senator ALLEN. That is what I understood. I just wonder if we

ought to force this added power on the leadership; they made no re-
quest for it. I don't believe that we need necessarily to strengthen the
hand of the leadership; I believe it is strong enough.
Senator Gm.r.r.LN. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Griffin ?
Senator GRIFFIN. I just want to express my view that, while I can

see some merit in that part of this title which provides for reference
of legislation to two committees jointly or two or more committees
sequentially, I don't see the need or justification in a reform resolu-
tion of that part which encourages the establishment of ad hoc com-
mittees. That part of it I would like to see eliminated.
As we went through the discussion the other day, ad hoc committees

would be considered as a third committee; senior people would not
have the opportunity to serve on it, and it seems to me it is an invita-
tion to all kinds of mischief in the handling of legislation. If a bill
does fall in the jurisdiction of two or more committees, it seems to me
that that situation can be accommodated either by joint referral or by
sequential referral to the committees and the existing staffs that ordi-
narily would handle it.
Each new ad hoc committee would be some kind of a strange creature

with a new staff arrangement, different chairman, different people
serving on it from those who ordinarily handle it. It seems to me it
would create all kinds of problems and difficulties.
Senator BYRD. Senator Stevenson, do you have any response
Senator STEVENSON. Well, to the suggestion, Senator Byrd, that

senior Senators couldn't serve on it, because of the limitation on third
committee assignments, I would have no objection to changing this
provision to make it clear that all Members would be eligible, regard-
less of their other assignments

' 
for service on ad hoc committees.

The intention and the expectation of the select committee was that
this would be resorted to very rarely—and only in the most extraor-
dinary circumstances—by the leadership, ana only in those cases
which we who are not prophets can expect when subjects come up,
fall between the cracks and require action.
I remember in the last Congress the struggle over energy. Well, just

because we emerged from this process with an energy committee,
doesn't mean that we aren't going to be faced with such struggles in
the future. In the case of energy, the leadership had to without au-
thority, create a committee within the majority to try to hammer out
an energy policy. And it was not a very successful exercise.
The hope is that with this possibility off in the wings it will also

put more pressure on the existing legislative committees of the Senate
to do their jobs, so that it won't be necessary in such extreme situations,
to make sure that the job does get done.
The select committee recommended this without any expectation of

proliferating committee assignments; it is quite the reverse. The
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whole thrust, as you gentlemen know, is to reverse the proliferation
of assignments—and we are still struggling here to try to get you fel-
lows—you Members—to go along with us. You will pardon the
familiarity. [Laughter.] Lid this is very much a part of that effort.
Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Byrd?
Senator BYRD. May I say for the record to my friend and colleague,

Senator Stevenson, that I support his effort to reduce the number of
committees. For the record, I think I am as good a friend as any
Senator is of the veterans. We didn't have a vote on that matter
yesterday, but I am prepared to vote to send the Veterans' Committee
to Armed Services; I am prepared to vote to send Small Business to
Finance; I am prepared to stand with the Senator on this, because I
feel that if we are going to bring forth a meaningful product at the
end, we have to reduce the number of committees and committee as-
signments and work out of this jurisdictional maze in which we find
ourselves.
I don't want to say something here that undercuts the Senator's

position. If the Senator wants this left in, I will vote to leave it in. I
can see some merit in it. It would not be abused, if the language is
left in, as far as I am concerned. There is also some merit in what
Senator Allen has said to the effect that when there is a need, an
obvious need, for a special committee, I will take a stand in support
of such. In today's instance we have the support of the minority leader
as well; I don't know what the situation would be if future needs
should arise.
But it is quite possible that the present situation would not need

altering in this regard. I don't object to the language; I didn't ask
that it put in. If it is left in, I certainly will do the best in good
conscience not to abuse the use of it. I am not quite willing to agree
with my friend from Alabama that the leadership has all the power
that it needs; sometimes it needs a little more power. But in this
instance I want to stand with you Senator Stevenson, because as the
majority leader I am committed 

you,
helping you get the best package

you can get.
In this instance I personally don't have any strong feelings one way

or the other. I do think that section 301, providing for multiple refer-
ence on a motion

' 
has considerable merit; and in that instance I sup-

port it, I support that part, section 301(a).
But as to section 302, what I am saying, Mr. Chairman, is that what-

ever way the committee wishes to go, I am willing to go, but I am go-
ing to stand with Senator Stevenson regardless, if that is his wish, as
far as my personal vote is concerned.
Senator STEVENSON. I appreciate the attitude and the support of

the majority leader. I think in view of all that has been said, and
from what I can divine about the attitudes of the Members, it might
be best, Mr. Chairman, to preserve the first part with any changes in
it that the Rules Committee in its wisdom wants to make, and defer
action until some time in the future on the second part. As you know,
the select committee is charged with some additional responsibilities—
we will be making additional reports, and perhaps in conjunction with
one of those reports this subject, if it warrants it, could be brought up
more appropriately.
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We ought to get on with jurisdictions.
Senator BYRD. I think that is an excellent idea, Mr. Chairman. It

may be that there is merit in section 302 to the extent that further
consideration down the road would revive discussion of it and possibly
some modification of it, so that it would meet the consensus of the
committee.
If that is agreeable to Senator Stevenson, I think that would be a

fine way to handle it today, but I would hope that we would adopt
section 301 (a) , that part which deals with multiple reference.
The CHAIRMAN. I think 301 (a) and (b) could both be adopted.

301(b) simply restates the part of 3(a) under 301 now, that is in the
present Legislative Reorganization Act, and this goes a little beyond
that.
So if there is no objection, then, we will approve section 301 (a)

and (b) , which will take us down to line 9 on page 29.
Is there objection? Without objection, that will be approved. And

then if I understand it correctly, we would strike from the proposed
resolution section 302, is that correct?
Senator BYRD. That is my understanding; is that yours, Mr.

Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir, and without prejudice to further

consideration.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to striking section 302 without

prejudice? Without objection, then, that will be approved.
Now, I wonder if we could move to the committee assignments and

chairmanships.
Senator GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, are you leaving section 301, then?

Are you assuming there are no changes to be made in it?
The CHAIRMAN. Well, we just acted on 301 a moment ago. Do you

have a question on it?
301, the first part, subsection (a), is consistent with the present law.

Subsection (b) simply provides that it can be on motion and that the
motion shall be privileged.

Senator GREMN. First of all, I agree with dropping out 302. Now,
with respect to 301, some aspects of it that disturb me a little bit. Do
I understand, then, that a motion could be made—for example, that
would severely limit the committee with primary jurisdiction to some
time frame? Under the present circumstances that would have to be
a unanimous consent agreement. I assume that is the parliamentary
situation? I would ask Jim Allen—I know he understands it.
If we adopt this and a piece of legislation falls within the jurisdic-

tion of two or more committees—it may be that a second committee
should get a look at it, and ordinarily we would send it to the second
committee by unanimous consent. We even might say that they had
to report it within a certain period of time. Ordinarily the committee
with primary jurisdiction wouldn't be under any kind of a time re-
straint, let alone perhaps a very severely limited time restraint. This
would set up a parliamentary procedure whereby the committee with
primary jurisdiction could be so instructed. This is something new and
something that we haven't had before. is that the case?

Senator ALLEN. We ought to get Dr. Riddick to answer that.
The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Riddick ?
Dr. RIDDICK. This is a new idea, of course.
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Senator GRIFFIN. I know, I am just trying to be sure that everyone
understands the significance of it.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, it's very similar to what in effect this com-

mittee is operating under at the present time. When this proposal was
introduced, it was referred to this committee with instructions to re-
port back. Now, it was done by unanimous consent.
Senator GIUFFIN. Right. Always before these things were done by

unanimous consent.
The CHAIRMAN. That's correct. But here it could be done by a mo-

tion on the part of the leadership, and you would have the time limits.
Senator GRIFFIN. I think I understand it, I just wanted to be sure

everybody does.
Dr. RIDDICK. This provides definitely for setting a 'period for dis-

charge of the committee, and it can be done on motion instead of
unanimous consent.

Senator BYRD. But the instructions would be amendable.
Dr. RIDDICS. The instructions would be amendable.
Senator BYRD. The motion could only be offered by the majority

leader and the minority leader, or their designees.
Dr. MDDICK. And the motion to refer to said committee would not

be amendable except instructions. In other words, if you were sending
it to Public Works and Labor and Public Welfare, you couldn't pro-
pose to amend it by including Agriculture. But you could add the
instructions setting the time for the debate et cetera—and time to
report back to the Senate.

Senator BYRD. I think this is a good proposal, Bob.
Senator GRIFFIN. Now, looking at the language at the bottom of

page 27—(b) (1) —"Upon motion by the majority leader or his desig-
nee made for himself and the minority leader * * *" That assumes or
implies the approval of the minority leader, but it doesn't say so.
Would you have any objection to wording that made it clear that

it had to be with the approval of the minority leader, because that is
what you intend, isn't it?
Senator STEVENSON. Oh, yes.
Senator BYRD. I think it is clear as it is. It doesn't say "Upon motion

by the majority leader or the minority leader * * *" it says upon
motion by both. And at the present time, it has to have the consent
of both anyhow, else there is an objection.
Senator STEVENSON. It says "Upon motion by the majority lead-

er * * * and the minority leader * * *"
Senator GRIFFIN. Yes; I know, but you are changing that, and it

certainly implies that the approval of the minority leader is required
here; it just doesn't quite say so.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, it says it has to be made by both—by the

majority leader and the minority leader.
Senator GRIFFIN. No.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, if there is any doubt about that,

I certainly have no problem with either indicating it through such
history as we are writing right now or in a report, or if that language
can be made any clearer than that by doiiig it that way.
Senator BYRD. Or you can say upon motion by both.
Senator GRIFFIN. That would be fine.
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Senator BYRD. Insert the word "both" after the word "by" on
line 23.

Senator GRIFFIN. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to inserting the word "both"

after the word "by" on line 23? Without objection, that will be
approved.
Any more questions on that? Senator Byrd? Senator Griffin?
Senator GRIFFIN. Well, you may have to strike "made for himself"

in there in order to make the language read right, but that is the
sense of it.
The CHAIRMAN. We will ask the staff to make such technical changes

as may be necessary to make that conform.
All right, if we can turn now to title II, "Committee Assignments:

Chairmanships." All right, Senator Stevenson, would you address
yourself to title II?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, this title begins by limiting

Senators to service on two standing committees, and to service on not
more than one additional special, ad hoc, joint, select committee.
Mr. Chairman, I am going to have to, I think, in explaining title

II, rely, with your permission, on the counsel to the select committee,
Mr. Gray.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, Ken?
Mr. GRAY. Senator, in the report of the select committee there is a

section-by-section analysis. This is somewhat convoluted by the nature
of the issues raised. Legislative counsel, of course, is the best expert
on this, but I think that any questions that arise can be handled by
the staff.
The first part of title II—the section-by-section analysis, incident-

ally, begins on page 114 of the report—the first part of title II estab-
lishes two categories of committees. There is no resolution of what
they are to be called, because with the addition of Rules, Veterans,
and perhaps other committees to the third-committee category, since
some of those are standing committees, it no longer serves to say each
Senator shall serve on two and no more standing committees.
But if, for purposes of discussion, we could call those group one

committees, that is, the major standing committees, which are listed
on page 20, excepting now Rules and Administration which for this
purpose would be counted a third committee for assignment purposes.
If you call those group one committees, the select committee rec-

ommends that each Senator serve on two such committees and no
more than two. And, second, that each Senator may serve on one and
not more than one committee in group 2 class, which now includes
select, special—there are no longer ad hoc committees in the bill—
so select, special, or joint committees, plus the Committees on Rules,
Ethics, Intelligence, Small Business, and Veterans' Affairs.
So that is the first issue, service on two and no more than two of the

major standing committees; service on not more than one of the group
2 committees.
The CHAIRMAN. Would you run through that list again now, those

group 2 committees?
Mr. GRAY. At the bottom of page 20, the end of title I, there is now

a list of the major standing committees of the Senate. We could call
those group 1 committees or "A" committees.
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The group 2 committees now would be select, special, and joint
committees, plus, by action of the committee yesterday, Rules, Ethics,
Intelligence, Small Business, and Veterans' Affairs.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Is there discussion 
Mr. GRAY. May I also point out, Senator, that that language also

deletes the present tradition in Rules that service on certain major
committees shall be exclusive, that is, Finance and Appropriations,
Armed Services and Foreign Relations. Under present rules, Senators
may serve on only one. further, the Democratic Caucus added two
additional committees to the exclusive rule, the Republic Caucus one.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. I think perhaps that—and counsel will correct

me if I am wrong—an additional exception to that limitation on serv-
ice on the group 2 committees would have to be made for the Ethics
Committee that has just been proposed to be created for a very short
period of time, and reluctant as I am to suggest it, also for myself
and perhaps other members of this committee which will not go out
of existence for a few months.
The CHAIRMAN. So that what you are saying is that the Ethics

Committee and your committee ought to be excepted from the three-
committee rule?
Senator STEVENSON. That is assuming that reorganization, the adop-

tion of this resolution, would precede the expiration of the life of the
select committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there discussion on that point?
Mr. GRAY. Could I ask Dr. Riddick if he would make the table, that

we prepared, available to Senators?
Dr. RIDDICK. They are a little confusing right at this stage—for ex-

ample, I think you have your Veterans in with select committees.
Veterans was voted to be retained and it is to be retained as was—
that would become one of the standing committees as opposed to one
of the select committees.
I think it might confuse rather than help right at this stage.
Mr. GRAY. That may be my misunderstanding; I had understood

that Veterans would be retained as a third committee.
Dr. RropicK. Well, it might be a third committee, but it is still a

standing committee, like Rules and Administration, and Budget.
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Williams?
Senator WILLIAMS. I am not clear. There is a limitation to service

on one of the third committees absolutely, or is there an exception to
that?
Mr. GRAY. There would be an exception in the case of members of

the Rules Committee who must serve on Joint Library and Joint
Printing. And I believe, in the case of service on the Joint Committee
on Taxation, from the Finance Committees, because those are statu-
tory.

Senator WILLIAMS. I see.
Senator CLARK. I have a question, Mr. Chairman, about the perma-

nent Ethics Committee on the same issue, but I suspect that it would
be easier to resolve the immediate problem before raising that, be-
cause you are talking now just about the ad hoc ethics committee and
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the existence of a select committee for brief periods of time, aren't
you? That is the only matter before us at the moment, isn't it, the
ad hoc ethics committee and the 
TheCHAIRMAN. Well, the ad hoc committees now are eliminated as

a result of us striking section 302.
Senator PACKWOOD. They are not eliminated, are they? The process

by which they would be created—we could still create one.
The CHAIRMAN. By unanimous consent; yes.
Senator PACKWOOD. But you would have to consider a situation—I

was just talking to Ad about it—if we were to create a Watergate kind
of committee, would you be precluded from serving on it if you al-
ready served on three committees? Two majors and the Ethics Com-
mittee or the Joint Economics Committee.
Senator STEVENSON. But that, of course, would be taken care of in

the resolution that created that committee at that time.
Senator CLARK. Yes; just as the Byrd proposal for an ad hoc com-

mittee could be.
Well, my question, then, I guess—I guess it is appropriate to bring

it up—we debated this briefly yesterday, and at the time we passed
title I which established the new Ethics Committee, we didn't have a
specific amendment. But it is my strong feeling that people who serve
on the Ethics Committee—or, to put it another way, the Ethics Com-
mittee should not be considered a third committee, because if you do
say that no one can serve on the Ethics Committee who serves on two
major committees and a third committee, then you are excluding a
very large part of the Senate, because we have now kept the Veterans
Committee, we have kept the Small Business Committee, and there is
some significant chance that the Aging Committee is going to be kept;
we have kept the Joint Economic Committee; we have got several
other third committees—Rules, Intelligence—I don't know how many
Senators would be left eligible to serve on the Ethics Committee, but
I think that given the fact that it is not a legislative committee given
the fact that you want to have access to all the best people that you
possibly can—it is not a committee that meets on a regular basis—I
would move, Mr. Chairman, that the Ethics Committee be made an
exception to that rule.
The CHAIRMAN. An exception as to the limitation rule.
Senator CLARK. That's correct.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there discussion on that point? All in favor,

will say aye. [Chorus of ayes.] Opposed? [No response.]
The exception is agreed to.
Now, as I understand it now, with the proposal as it now stands,

we would have, then, Agriculture and Nutrition • Appropriations;
Armed Services; Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs; Commerce,
Science, and Transportation; Energy and Natural Resources; Envi-
ronment and Public Works; Finance; Foreign Relations; Govern-
mental Affairs; Human Resources; Judiciary—that would constitute
the group 1 committees that Senator Stevenson referred to.
The third committee assignments would consist of Budget;'Intel-

ligence; Rules; Small Business; Veterans' Affairs; Joint Committee
on Internal Revenue Taxation; and Joint Economic Committee.

Senator PACKWOOD. Which would mean, as you read it, you could
not serve on the Joint Economic Committee and the Rules Committee,
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or the Joint Economic Committee and the Small Business Committee,
assuming you have two other major assignments anyway.
The CHAIRMAN. If that is the intention. I am just putting this out

as I understand it. I see Ken Gray was raising his eyebrows there.
Senator PACKWOOD. And Budget is an exception only for the one

Congress at the moment.
Mr. GRAY. Senator, as I understand it, none of the joint committees

have been unilaterally consolidated; consequently, they would con-
tinue to exist in this Congress under this class.
The CHAIRMAN. So that the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue

Taxation and the Joint Economic Committee would be exempted from
that category?
Mr. GRAY. No, sir, they would be included. The point was that all

the joint committees would have to be counted in that category pend-
ing concurrence of the House—and Senate action.
Senator TOWER. May I ask the status on Joint Defense Production?

I know that we determined to put it into the Joint Economic. Does
that require action by the House as well? And what is the status of it?
The CHAIRMAN. I think that would require action by the House. It

would require action by the House?
Dr. RIDDICK. Yes.
Mr. GRAY. In the case of all joint committees, a separate resolution

would have to be submitted by the responsible standing committee.
Senator TOWER. So, for the time being, Joint Defense still exists as

an independent—
Mr. GRAY. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. But am I correct, now, in the recommendation that

these committees that I read, then, would be counted as a third com-
mittee for purpose of the limitation? Does everyone understand that?'
Senator CLARK. In other words, you can serve on any of these

major—two of these major committees, and any one of the third
committees.
The CHAIRMAN. The Senator is correct.
Senator PELL. One question in connection with the joint commit-

tees. Does this mean that out of this committee, by statute, the mem-
bership of the Joint Committee on the Library is pulled out of this
committee; we meet—gee whiz, I think once a year. Does that count
as one of these committees?
The CHAIRMAN. No; there is a separate exemption later in the act

where service on a joint committee is called for by reason of statute.
Senator PACKWOOD. I want to make sure of this: if any ad hoc com-

mittee is created, it would count as a third committee unless in the act
of creation it was exempted.
The CHAIRMAN. Are you ready for the question on that particular

point, then?
Senator PELL. One question, in connection with Small Business—I

don't know if this is the time to bring it up—is that really a select
committee now or is it a regular standing committee? I would think
from our action yesterday it would be a regular standing committee.

Senator TOWER. It is, it has legislative authority. In other words,
it has the same status it did at the conclusion of the 94th Congress.
We created it about 6 months ago.
Mr. GRAY. Senator, but it is not clear from yesterday the status of

some of those committees that were retained in comparison with
85-254-77-8
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Senate Resolution 4, and the point I was trying to make at the begin-
ning is that some of the committees in the third category are stand-
ing committees, without question. And if you put Veterans back in to
the list of 13, then, of course, you have to subtract the reqisite number
from the number of assignments available on those committees.
So it is our understanding that, once again, Rules, Intelligence,

Small Business, and Veterans' Affairs would be counted as third-
committee assignments, and the assignments would come out of that
100 seats rather than out of the 200 available for the major commit-
tees.
The CHAIRMAN. That's correct, that's correct.
Senator PELL. Then it is not a select committee, then.
Mr. GRAY. Ethics is a third class of committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion on that point, then?

To summarize, the membership on the committees that we enumerated
first would be the group 1 committees that Senator Stevenson referred
to, and I think the membership proposed came to a total of 200 on
those?
Mr. GRAY. Yes, sir, ultimately, but, as the chart indicates, there

are seven grandfathers, which makes it 207. And then in the next Con-
gress the Budget Committee will no longer have an exemption, so for
this Congress there are 16 in addition to the 207.
When you get to the numbers part, if I could suggest that that be

scheduled when Mr. Kimmitt could be here.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Very well, then, we will proceed on this

now.

Is there further discussion, then, on the question of the commit-
tees, the group 1 committees and the third-committee assignments
with Ethics Committee to be exempted from the third-committee
limitation?

All in favor say "aye." [Chorus of "ayes."]
Opposed? [No response.]
The ayes have it, and that is agreed to.
All right, if you will proceed now to the subcommittees.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I might mention just before

that the question of exclusivity. On the assumption that these group
1 committees are all important, with, if not equal, certainly responsi-
bilities which are being equalized, we did not propose classifications
or exclusive memberships. It has been suggested by some that it would
be, for other reasons, appropriate to make membership on the Appro-
priations and Finance Committees exclusive on the theory that there
should be a little healthy tension between the two and the membership
shouldn't overlap.
The CHAIRMAN. In other words, a person would not be able to serve

on both Finance and Appropriations!
Senator STEVENSON. Yes.
Senator PACKWOOD. And we would still leave beyond that whatever

rules the caucuses want to adopt in terms of their own further limita-
tions and exclusive committee provisions.
Senator TOWER. I might note that already in the rules of the minor-

ity, we rate Appropriations, Finance, Foreign Relations, and Armed
Services as exclusive committees. I think you could make probably a
pretty good argument for making Foreign Relations and Armed
Services exclusive because they actually deal with 
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Senator STEVENSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, you can make all kindsof arguments; we could open up Pandora's box. The parties can, ofcourse, take care of this, but as a matter of concern to the entire Senateit has been suggested that because one spends and the other raises,there is--
Senator TOWER. Well, my question would be, it is not just redundant,because doesn't the same rule exist in the Democratic Caucus?
Senator CLARK. Not quite, because the Democrats have now ex-

panded to six exclusive committees; they have added Commerce and
Judiciary to the other four.
So we now operate on the basis of six exclusive committees.
Senator TOWER. But you already include Appropriations and

Finance.
Senator CLARK. Yes.
Senator TOWER. So they are both included in the rules of both

caucuses.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, those rules, of course, could be changed,depending on what happens as a result of 
Senator TOWER. They can be but they are not likely to be. I would

prefer to leave the parties a little flexibility on that.
Senator PACKWOOD. I think as you look at committee jurisdictions

over the years—
Senator TOWER. We also include Budget, which you don't include.
Senator PACKWOOD. Committees are going to go up and down in

power and popularity over the years. I am not sure we should tie into
the rules of the Senate, beyond maybe those two, what the parties want
to do on exclusive committees.
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, I would like to support also what Sen-

ator Tower says, because the exclusivity has certain disadvantages. I
saw the good effects when Senator Symington served on Armed Serv-
ices, Foreign Relations, and Joint Atomic Energy. And he had a body
of knowledge that was better and greater than any of us in Foreign
Relations or these other fields that helped us a great deal. By the same
token Appropriations and Finance—maybe it would be a good idea ifthe Appropriations people were cut in more on the revenue raising
side, too. So my thought would be the least exclusivity would be the
way I would support.
Senator TOWER. I strongly suggest, Mr. Chairman, that we leave thatas a matter for the party caucuses.
Senator CLARK. Question. Then as I understand it—I just want to

be sure what we are doing—we are eliminating the exclusivity rule
that is now a rule of the Senate and leaving it totally to the party
caucuses to decide?

Senator TOWER. There is an exclusivity rule in the Senate?
Senator CLARK. Yes; there is.
Senator TOWER. As relates to Appropriations and Finance.
Senator CLARK. And Armed Services and 
Senator TOWER. And Armed Services and Foreign Relations. Thatis a rule of the Senate now, that is what I was not aware of; I knew itwas a rule of the caucuses.
Senator PACKWOOD. There would be no Senate rule on this at all.Senator TOWER. I see no point in having a Senate rule on it.
Senator CLARK. That is the question.
Senator TOWER. I think we need some flexibility on it.
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Senator PELL. I think we ought to knock the rule out, because it is
repeating—but I did see the tremendous advantage of having Syming-
ton coming to Foreign Relations and having knowledge of what was
going on in Armed Services, and vice versa. And this rule would elim-
inate that possibility for us.

Senator CLARK. Well, of course, the only argument, Claiborne, to
the contrary is, If the caucuses do not take care of it, then you get
into a situation where the most senior Members will be the only ones
on the major committees, because as soon as they get one term of
seniority or even one 2-year period of seniority, they can move on to
Finance, on to Armed Services, immediately. And under the two ex-
clusive committees, and it automatically cuts out 
Senator TOWER. That is the very reason we adopted the rule is be-

cause it took Barry Goldwater to get on Armed Services, for example.
Senator CLARK. But you wouldn't want a situation in which only

senior Members could serve on those four exclusive committees.
Senator TOWER. I think that is the whole point of it.
Senator CLARK. You would want them to?
Senator TOWER. No; the whole point is that you give the more

junior Members an opportunity to serve on those committees.
Senator CLARK. But if you do not make them exclusive either by

party function or by Senate rule—without going through the list,
it can be pretty easily shown that only senior Members that wanted
to move on to all of those would have an opportunity to.
Senator TOWER. But I think under party rules now, and the rules of

both parties, that is impossible, except for those who are grandfath-
ered in. We have at least one—Cliff Case, I know—serves on both
Foreign Relations and Finance. And, of course, Stu Symington is
gone. I don't know, you might have some others grandfathered on
your side.
But other than the grandfathers—and you would want to grand-

father them in here anyway; I see no point in making a hard-and-
fast rule about it, because, as has been pointed out, the relative impor-
tance of these committees can change from time to time.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson, do you have any further com-

ments on that? Or Senator Packwood?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, the select committee in Senate

Resolution 4 did not recommend exclusivity, so if it is the desire of the
Rules Committee to simply leave this matter to the party committees,
no action would be required on the subject.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection, then, to leaving that issue for

the party caucuses to determine? Without objection, that will be ap-
proved.

All right, if you will proceed from there.
Senator STEVENSON. Now, Mr. Chairman, the next matter— and it

starts in section 201 (b) at the bottom of page 21, is the question of
limitation on assignments to subcommittees. The select committee had
proposed a limit of two subcommittee assignments for each standing
committee and one for each third committee.
My own suggestion now, after consultations, is a limitation of three

subcommittees for each standing committee, and two for each third
committee.
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I should advise the committee that there is some opposition from
the Appropriations Committee to that provision. We feel that it is
adequate for the Appropriations Committee. And I should also tell
you that there is some feeling from within the majority that this
formula goes too far to limit the size of subcommittees; there are cer-
tain Democrats who would like to have a more liberal limitation in
order to increase the size of the majority on subcommittees.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Clark?
Senator CLARK. Well, I am one of those, and I would like to move

at the appropriate time, that we accept the Stevenson modified pro-
posal, except that on page 24 we go to four rather than three subcom-
mittees. And I would like to discuss that just briefly.
I think by limiting the subcommittee memberships—for example,

to two—and, to a somewhat lesser degree, to three—but I think better
to four—but insofar as we limit them, we are greatly limiting the
number of subcommittees, which then will be distributed only among
the more senior Members, because senior Members will obviously have
first choice. And if you carry that as far as two or, in my judgment,
even as far as three, you get an increased concentration of power.
We may be further concentrating power, I think, if we do that, in

fewer hands—and we would be doing it obviously in the name of
efficiency—but I think we would pay the price of distributing respon-
sibility in doing it.
And I would just like to give an example of that. If you have a

committee of 9 majority Members, which is the average size commit-
tee, you then have 27 subcommittee slots. If each of the majority Mem-
bers is to have a subcommittee chairmanship, then the nine subcom-
mittees could have only three majority Members each—in fact, the
ratio in each case would be 3 : 2.
Now, however, it is unlikely that these subcommittees are actually

going to be of equal jurisdiction. I think, for example, on the Foreign
Relations Committee, the Foreign Assistance Subcommittee has about
three-fourths of the legislative jurisdiction of the whole committee.
So we are going to want more people on that subcommittee, and I

think virtually every standing committee of the Senate would have
a similar situation—would have a subcommittee which is much more
attractive and of much broader jurisdiction than others.
Now, if membership on these more important subcommittees is

limited, who is going to serve on them? Obviously the people with
first choice; obviously the senior Members. The junior Members, then,
are faced with a very difficult choice. If they expand the size of these
more important subcommittees, make them larger, they will use up
more of their limited numbers of subcommittee slots; and some of the
junior Members, then, will not get subcommittee chairmanships.
So either way it cuts, it seems to me that power is further concen-

trated at the expense of junior Members. And I think Alan Cranston
pointed this out in a somewhat detailed memorandum that has been
sent to everyone. I think if we go to 4, we are still accomplishing
a significant amount, I think, in terms of the number of subcommit-
tees that we have left; we have moved from an average of nearly
4 committees-3 :6, to be exact—to a maximum now, under this pro-
posal, of 3, and from an average of 14 subcommittees that Senators
now serve on to an absolute maximum of 10.
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So we have cut down significantly. I think if we look at what we
really accomplish even under 4 subcommittees, we are moving from
an average of 18 total assignments—that is, subcommittees and com-
mittees—to a maximum of 13, with a result of at least a 30-percent
reduction in assignments without hurting junior Members.
I think you have the better of both worlds. You cut assignments by

a third and yet you do not penalize junior Members from the oppor-
tunity of serving on subcommittees and holding subconumttee
chairmanships.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hatfield?
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman

' 
I think the Senator from Iowa

makes a valid point as to the junior Members. I think we could mini-
mize that problem by doing what the minority has been doing now
for a number of years—ever since I have been here, for 10 years. If
there are eight or nine subcommittees, we go through, select, and clear
our first subcommittee through the minority before we select our sec-
ond or our third one, so that the freshman has not been denied this
preference that is enjoyed by the Member with seniority.
I think that really answers that part of the problem—if the ma-

jority party would adopt the same system that we have had for at
least 10 years, or perhaps longer—Senator Tower has been here longer
than I and would know how long we have had it. We found that to be
a very equitable way to distribute the subcommittee responsibilities
between senior and freshman Members.

Senator CLARK. Well, I think it is a good suggestion, but there are
two problems with it. One is that we have no assurance that the major-
ity caucus is going to do that, in fact no inclination that it is. And,
second, it doesn't resolve the problem of the smallness of the subcom-
mittees under a proposal of three, the small size that has to exist to
distribute the chairmanships across the majority part/T.
Senator HATFIELD. One of the main problems raised by Senator

Cranston in his memorandum to committee chairmen was his fear
about the control of the subcommittees for the majority party. Of
course, that is a matter, a problem, more for the majority party than
it is for the Senate as a whole.
I think we have to look at some of these things where perhaps we

are going to have to diminish our partisan approach or our partisan
concerns and look at the welfare of the body. And I think, too, that
you will find in the smaller subcommittees that I have served on, it
is easier to get your quorum than in the larger subcommittees. I have
sat around and wasted more time in the larger subcommittees, waiting
for a quorum, than I have in the smaller subcommittees.
Senator PACKWOOD. Well, and this is a point when we considered

two and one—the committee was almost unanimous on two and one, let
alone three and two. The feeling was—and basically the majority de-
termines the size of the subcommittees—if they want to make them
smaller, there can still be more subcommittees. It isn't a question that
you have to deny freshmen anything—but they would be smaller sub-
committees. If you want to keep them large, of necessity you are going
to have fewer subcommittees. It is a choice the majority can make,
but I think the committee, almost unanimously, would feel quite
strongly about not going beyond two and one, and certainly oppose
three and two.
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Senator CLARK. Would you yield at that point, Mr. Packwood?
Senator PACKWOOD. Yes.
Senator CLARK. How do you get around this basic problem? I mean

you are either going to have subcommittees of 3 : 2, three Democrats,
two Republicans, all the way across the board under those committees;
or you are going to begin to make those enormous subcommittees that
have great jurisdiction larger and then narrowing those other sub-
committees even further. And you are bound to get, as you do that, a
concentration of more senior Members on those subcommittees, where
if you have four you simply don't run into that problem to the same
degree?
Senator PACKWOOD. Could Norm Ornstein answer that?
Senator CLARK. Sure.
Mr. ORNSTEIN. Well, one of the objections that was raised in the

Cranston letter was that it was necessary to have a minimum size of
subcommittee—eight members—with a 5: 3 ratio. In the Senate now,
including all the major committees except for Appropriations, nearly
half the subcommittees have sizes less than eight and a ratio that isn't
5: 3. On the Foreign Relations Committee, for example, 8 of the 10
subcommittees have less than 8 Members with less than a 5: 3
ratio—there is 4: 3, 3: 3, 3: 2, 2: 2, 2: 1. There are very few commit-
tees—the Labor Committee is the only major one that has every sub-
committee with more than eight members, and with a greater ratio
than that.
So it wouldn't be a drastic change in the existing situation if you

limited people to three assignments, and if you ended up with some,
although clearly not all subcommittees, with fewer than eight mem-
bers. And those that now have fewer than eight members do not in-
clude only the minor subcommittees. They include some subcommittees
that are fairly substantial.
Senator CLARK. It is my understanding, though, that, when you

quote from the Cranston memorandum, that he is arguing for five to
arrive at that; I am arguing for only four.
Mr. ORNSTEIN. But with three you can end up with a situation that

is not that much different in most committees than currently exists.
Now, as far as the junior Senators go, currently junior Democrats
from the class of 1974 do not have—there is only one instance of a
junior Democrat who has a subcommittee chairmanship that is a
standing subcommittee on a major committee that remains.

Senator CLARK. Which one is that?
Mr. ORNSTEIN. That is Senator Morgan, who has Buildings and

Grounds on Public Works and Small Business on Banking. Senator
Gary Hart has a panel on Materials Policy on the Public Works Com-
mittee; Senator Culver has a panel on Environmental Science on the
Public Works Committee; and two junior Senators, Senator Bumpers
and Senator Ford, have ad hoc subcommittees on Aeronautical and
Space Sciences.
The only other subcommittee chairmanships that currently exist

for junior Senators are on committees like Veterans—Cemeteries and
Burial Benefits, and Housing and Insurance- or none. Several junior
Senators have no subcommittee chairmanships now.

Senator CLARK. But at least under that proposal—and I am not
advocating it, because I think some other actions can be taken to cor-
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rect that problem—in fact, I think the action the resolution suggests
largely corrects the existing problem—but nevertheless all of these
Members can now serve on several major jurisdictional subcommittees.
If you cut them down to a small number, and give senior Members
their first choice, there is no assurance at all—in fact, I think there
is pretty strong assurance that they are not going to get those, the
kinds and qualities of subcommittees that they are presently sitting on.
Mr. ORNSTEIN. Well, the subcommittees will be consolidated so that

they will all be more major than they are now. But even if you take the
worse situation 

Senator CLARK. We don't know that, first of all. I mean, how is the
African Affairs Subcommittee, after we get down to consolidating it,
going to have more authority than it had before?
M7. ORNSTEIN. Well, maybe it will be combined with the Asian

Affairs Subcommittee.
Senator CLARK. And maybe it won't. In other words, I am saying it

isn't automatic that every subcommittee is going to be more important
than it was before.
Mr. ORNSTEIN. No; but the chances are that with the consolidation,

you are going to add jurisdictions to the subcommittees and
probably 
Senator CLARK. Several of them.
Senator STEVENSON. Senator Clark, if I can interrupt, you are abso-

lutely right, but you are not going to end up with a raft of paper
subcommittees—

Senator CLARK. That's right.
Senator STEVENSON [continuing]. That just exist for political pur-

poses, just little lines that you put on your stationery.
Senator CLARK. We are in agreement on that.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, that is what you are producing.
Senator CLARK. No; I am not, not by going to four. I am cutting

down the subcommittees by one-third; I don't see how that produces
more paper committees, by cutting the number of subcommittees by
one-third.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Tower, did you have a question?
Senator TOWER. I was just going to say that we have got a similar

problem on Banking that you have on Foreign Relations—that is 75
percent of our work is done by the Housing and Urban Affairs 

is,

Everybody wants to be on it; nearly everybody is—I think
only the two most junior Democrats and Republicans are not on it.
But I think three satisfies our problem there and allows service in

addition on Financial Institutions and Securities and others that have
some appeal. And it seems to me that four is too much.
And even if you have a 3 to 2 or 5 to 4 committee disposition, if some

errant Democrat strays across the line and joins the Republicans and
therefore the Democratic majority does not prevail in subcommittee,
there is always recourse to the full committee that he may be dis-
ciplined and given to see the light. And so it is not the final action that
is taken in the subcommittee that determines how the committee is
going to report.
So I don't think that is a big problem, because what a subcommittee

does is always subject to the action of the full committee.



119

Senator CLARK. If the Senator would yield, I am not concerned
about the Democratic ratio of 3 to 2; what I am concerned about is that
on that subcommittee that you talk of on Banking—is it Housing?
Senator TOWER. Housing and Urban Affairs.
Senator CLARK. That if you limit the number of subcommittees you

can serve on, certainly the senior Members are going to hold all the
seats on that subcommittee; there is not much chance that you are
going to get anybody that has been elected in the last few years that is
going to sit on that subcommittee with that restriction, as I see it.
Senator TOWER. No; because we go down the line—there is only one

guy probably that is going to be eliminated from service on that sub-
committee that is a Republican. I think you should follow the pro-
cedure; that is up to you Democrats, giving everybody a subcommittee
choice.
The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, I think we have had a pretty adequate

discussion. Suppose we vote on the Clark amendment. The clerk will
call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. Pass.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd.
The CHAIRMAN. No; by proxy.
Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman, could we postpone that—no rollcall

is in progress; could we postpone this vote until the afternoon session?
The Republican Policy Committee was supposed to convene 1 minute
ago under my chairmanship and has not yet. Is it possible that we
could put this off? Senator Griffin, I think, wanted to address himself
to this.
The CHAIRMAN. I certainly have no objection. What time can we

convene, gentlemen, is 1:30 too early, or do you want to make it 2
o'clock?

Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, the Vice President is going to
address the Senate at 2:15 today, and we Senators have been invited
to respond to his speech. And then, also, at 3 :15, there is a time set
aside to pay tribute to President Ford before the Senate. So we have
those matters on the Senate floor.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, gentlemen, we have got two alternatives. We

can come back and do our work, or we can come back in session tonight
and do it then. We have got until tomorrow night to get this out. I am
willing to do whatever the committee wishes.
Senator PELL. I would suggest that out of respect we should hear

Vice President Rockefeller address us; we could dispense maybe with
hearing our colleagues respond, and maybe come in immediately after
the conclusion.
The CHAIRMAN. Lets resume here immediately after the Vice Presi-

dent speaks, which should be over at least by 2:45. The committee will
stand in recess.
[The committee recessed at 12:33 p.m.]

IERNOON SESSION

The committee reconvened at 3:35 p.m. Hon. Howard W. Cannon
(chairman) presiding.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
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Gentlemen, we have pending an amendment by Senator Clark, and
first, just a few items here that I would like to move over.
The staff has suggested, for the purpose of grouping, that we provide

four groups; in group 1, we woad have Agriculture and Small Busi-
ness, Appropriations, Armed Services, Banking, Commerce, Energy,
Environment, Finance, Foreign Relations, Governmental Affairs, Hu-
man Resources, Judiciary.
In group 2, liudget, Rules, and Veterans.
In group 3, Intelligence, Small Business, Joint Internal Revenue,

Taxation, and Joint Economics.
And in group 4, would be simply the Ethics Committee, which was

referred separately.
This is just for a matter of reference, when we have to refer to them

throughout the resolution, and for reference on subcommittee
assignments.
And in addition to that, on pages 21 through 24, I believe, the use

"or ad hoc committee" is referred to on several occasions. Because we
have not authorized it here we should strike out the term "or ad hoc,"
wherever it appears, and the staff be permitted to make technical
changes to effectuate that.

Is there objection to that proposal? [No response.]
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, then, that will be agreed to.
Now, Senator Clark's amendment, I think, was discussed quite fully.

Senator Clark proposed that we raise the number of subcommittees
of each standing committee of which a person is a member, to four,
and the select committee has now recommended three, and Senator
Clark proposed that the two subcommittees of each select, special, or
ad hoc committee—ad hoc would be out—but, select, special, or joint
committee of the Congress, of which he's a member, which is the same
as the Stevenson recommendation.
So the first amendment would be whether we are going to provide

for service on four subcommittees, as proposed by Senator Clark, or
not. Are you ready for the question?
Senator BYRD. Does the question come on four?
The CHAIRMAN. The question comes on four; service on four sub-

committees of each standing committee of which he is a member.
Senator ALLEN. Instead of three?
The CHAIRMAN. Four instead of three, as recommended by 
Senator BYRD. Now, an amendment to strike the word "four" would

be in order, and insert the word "three" then?
The CHAIRMAN. Well, he is substituting the word "four" for "three"

now, so his amendment—if his amendment is defeated, then the vote
would recur on three.
Are you ready for the question? The clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell? [Absent.]
Mr. Byrd?
Senator BYRD. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen?
Senator ALLEN. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Williams?
Senator CLARK. Aye, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark?
Senator CLARK. No.
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The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield?
Senator HeirriELD. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin?
Senator 1-JA1TIELD. No, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower? [Absent.]
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator PELL. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. No.
The CLERK. There are four yeas and—
The CHAIRMAN. Four yeas, three nays; the amendment is not

approved.
Senator BYRD. What is the count, Mr. Chairman?
The CLERK. Four yeas, five nays.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is not agreed to.
Then the vote will now occur on the proposal of the committee,

which is three subcommittees of each standing committee,_ and two
subcommittees of each select or special or joint committee of the Sen-
ate or the Congress.
All in favor of this proposal say "aye." [Chorus of "ayes."] op-

posed? [No response.]
The amendment is agreed to.
On page 22, subpar 37 is there any objection to that proposal? That

is, to provide that the Senator serving as chairman or ranking minor-
ity Member of a standing, select, or special committee of the Senate
or joint committee of the Congress may serve ex officio as a member
of any subcommittee of such committee or joint committee. I don't
know that that adds anything in permiting them to serve ex officio.
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if it might be appropriate

to just add the words there "without vote," or "do not vote.'
I think chairmen do not vote presently, and—when they serve on

all of the subcommittees, but I wonder, in view of the fact that we
are going to consolidate these now into a smaller number, where they
will have more meaningful power, if it wouldn't be advisable.
I think that is the intent of the committee, and the intent of the

Senate; I assume it is, even under the present rule; namely, that you
wouldn't have chairmen and ranking Members coming in to vote on
every subcommittee. I wonder if it wouldn't be wise to add those two
words?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, it was our intention to let them

vote. This 
The CHAIRMAN. "Let" them vote?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes; this provision, as far as I know, at the

present time, only permits a practice to continue in one committee of
the Senate, and that is the Appropriations Committee, where the
chairman and ranking Member do serve as ex officio members and they
do vote.
Senator CLARK. Could I ask the chairman why it is the feeling of

the select committee that the chairman and ranking Members ought
to have the right to vote on every subcommittee?
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We are limiting the membership of committees that everybody can
serve on; why would we want to extend a greater responsibility and
a greater authority?
Senator STEVENSON. Well, the select committee did not find this

practice offensive. If any Member of—if any committee of the Senate
wanted to change the practice in order to prevent a chairman or rank-
ing Member from serving as an ex officio member, or from voting
as an ex officio member, to do so—it could do so, and I think we still
feel—or at least I do, that it is wise to allow the committees of the
Senate that kind of latitude and freedom to organize and manage
their affairs.
Senator CLARK. I understand why you might not find it objectionable,

but why is it a good idea?
Senator STEVENSON. Well, because I don't believe we ought to be

dictating from' here to Senate practices in the form of organization for
every single committee of the Senate.
I think in a democratic institution, the 
Senator CLARK. Well, that's exactly what we are doing when we

limit the membership. We are saying they cannot serve on that com-
mittee; we are not going to leave it to the committee to decide. We
believe, as a Senate, that it is a bad idea to serve on more than—
Senator STEVENSON. That, Senator, is because the size of every com-

mittee is affected by the size of every other committee. There has to
be, at some point, some oversight by the Senate, and control by the
Senate, of all of the committees. We try to draw a line of not going
any farther than is necessary.

Senator CLARK. Well, now, if I interpret this correctly, what you are
saying is that every Member of the Senate will have a limitation on how
many subcommittees they may serve upon, except for chairmen and
ranking members who may serve on every one and on the committee
that they chair. Is that an accurate 
Senator STEVENSON. If that is the practice, Senator, and at the

present time it is the practice in now only one committee Of the Senate.
and that is the Appropriations Committee.
Senator CLARK. It would be the practice on all committees now.
Senator STEVENSON. No, sir, no, sir.
Senator CLARK. I mean, the privilege of serving 
Senator STEVENSON. That's correct; they have that privilege now

and they can continue to exercise that privilege. The practice at the
present time is only for the Appropriations Committee to do that.
Senator CLARK. I would move, Mr. Chairman, that the words "with-

out vote" be inserted at the appropriate places.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion?
Senator CLARK. Just for the record, so that there is no misunder-

standing, on page 22, line 7, after "ex officio" insert "without vote,"
The CHAIRMAN. I say that we have given—as a matter of fact, it's

in the Legislative Reorganization Act—permission for the commit-
tees to organize, to adopt their own procedures, and I think that this
would be an infringement on that right.
Senator CLARK. Well, so would the limitation on committees.
The CHAIRMAN. No; it wouldn't at all.
Senator CLARK. You mean that we would not be 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Legislative Reorganization Act doesn't give
that right to the committees at all.
Senator CLARK. To decide the number of subcommittees that they

wish to have?
The CHAIRMAN. It does not give that right. It doesn't spell out and

give that—doesn't either give it or restrict the right. The Senate would
certainly have that right to restrict it if they saw fit.
Senator CLARK. Would not the Senate also have the right to restrict

by resolution, included here, the fact that 
Senator T-1-___ATFIELD. No.
Senator CLARK. You mean the Stevenson, and the select committee

resolution does not have the power to change the Legislative Reor-
ffanization Act by Senate action? That's written in the—
The CHAIRMAN. No; it could not change the Reorganization Act

by action of a resolution, I don't believe.
(Discussion off the record.]
The CHAIRMAN. I am advised by the—well, I'd better have the

Parliamentarian state it.
Dr. RIDDICK. We have held in the Senate, and have done so on one

or two occasions that when there is a provision in the Legislative
Reorganization Act providing for the rules of the Senate or the House,
as the case might be, and they already have put a preface in there,
under the constitutional rulemaking power, we have changed some
provisions of the law in that regard by simple resolution.
Senator CLARK. Then you are saying that this would be in order?

• Dr. RIDDICK.
Senator CLARK. Well, let me put it another way. The practice has

been that by simple resolution we can change rules isn't that what
you said?
Dr. RIDDICK. That is what it amounts to; you can make your own

rules.
Senator STEVENSON. By rules yes. But—excuse me, Mr. Chairman

—but in this case, as I understand it, it is changing law. Unless the
law permits a change, you cannot change a provision established by
law unilaterally, by one body of Congress.
Dr. RIDDICK. If it's confined to a rule of the Senate, it can have that

effect. For example, when we passed the 1946 Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act, there was a proviso in there that required certain matters
to be printed in the Congressional Record.
The Senate, in its wisdom, decided that that was not an efficient

thing to do under the circumstances, so it turned around and by a
simple resolution eliminated the requirement that the matter be
printed in the Congressional Record.
But these, Senator—if you look at these legislative reorganization

acts, at the beginning of each section where it is providing for the
rules of the Senate or the rules of the House, it says that the House
or the Senate, in their respective rulemaking power, do this, and there-fore that means that can be done by simple resolution—undo what it
did.
Senator STEVENSON. Senator Clark, I take about 40 percent of my

answer back. I think the answer is, we don't know.
Senator CLARK. Well, I think the answer is that we are, by resolu-tion—and quite appropriately—saying that Members may serve on
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only three subcommittees, by the action which we just took, and we
are telling the committees and their members who can sit on these
subcommittee.
Now, this resolution that I am offering simply says that yes, chair-

men and ranking Members may sit on each Subcommittee but may
not have a vote. I don't think that would be unconstitutional to say
that ex officio Members are illegal if the Senate acts positively on it
by majority vote, that they may not sit on a subcommittee with a vote.
I don't think the Parliamentarian would rule that out of order.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, let me read you section 133(b) in part:
Each Standing, Select, or Special Committee of the Senate shall adopt rules

not inconsistent with the Standing Rules of the Senate, or with those provisions
of law having the force and effect of the Standing Rules of the Senate, govern-
ing the procedure of such Committee.

Then it goes on to say the rules of each such committee shall be pub-
lished in the Congressional Record not later than March 1 of each
year, and so on. Well 
Senator PELL. Could I ask 
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator PELL. Just a question of information. What is the practice?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson said that the practice was, on

the Appropriations Committee, for them permitting the chairman and
ranking member to vote.
Senator STEVENSON. And there may be a similar practice in Govern-

ment Operations.
Senator PELL. But with the majority of committees it would not be

a practice?
Senator HATFIELD. Would the Senator yield? Mr. Chairman?
Senator PELL. Certainly.
Senator HATFIELD. Are you speaking now of the ranking member

and the chairman of the full Appropriations Committee?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir.
Senator HATFIELD. Now, you take that one step further. We have

a unique practice on the Appropriations Committee in that when
the committee is considering its budget the ranking Member and the
chairman on another standing committee may come to the Appropria-
tions Committee and vote on that—
Senator STEVENSON. We will come to that issue very shortly-.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, we have an amendment pending by Senator

Clark. Let's—suppose we move along; let's vote on the amendment.
His proposal is to add to subsection 3 on page 22 "without the right

to vote."
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I don't think we can separate

these two issues, because if you are not going to permit a person, who
is a member of the committee, to vote on one of his own subcommittees,
then I think we ought to make sure that we are not going to permit
someone to vote who is not even on that committee, and I do think
the two matters do tie together.
I would certainly support Senator Clark on this amendment, but

I would not then turn around and permit somebody from another
committee to come in to vote on that committee when a member of
that committee is precluded from voting by this action that we are
taking.
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Senator PELL. Excuse me. Wasn't this on the part of the ex officio
members of the Appropriations Committee?
Senator HATFIELD. That's the point I raised, and I say we have

to take these two things together, in my opinion to make equity.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, the select committee, at line

14 on page 24, proposed to end that privilege—it has existed in the
past—of extending to nonmembers of the Appropriations Committee
the right to vote on respective or corresponding subcommittees of the
Appropriations Committee.
Senator HATFIELD. I would think we ought to keep that in mind

when we vote on Senator Clark's amendment, is all I'm saying.
Senator STEVENSON. That's a good point.
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, I think there is a difference here

between the two. In the case of the ex officio members of the Appropria-
tions Committee, they are there representing a new viewpoint and
are purposely put on it as a means of having that other viewpoint rep-
resented without enlarging the Appropriations Committee, and they
should have the right to vote. On the other hand, the chairman and
the ranking minority, Member of any of the committees, will have
the right to vote again when it comes up to the full committee level,
and I think the two are separable.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I think we've discussed the matter pretty

well. Suppose we vote; will the clerk call the roll?
We are voting on the precise amendment that has been offered, which

would add, in subparagraph 3 on page 22, "without the right to vote."
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman, I just want to read into the record

from Senate Procedures, page 526, under "Legislative Procedures":
Any rule of the Senate stipulated in the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946may be amended or changed by a Senate resolution.
The CHAIRMAN. The clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell?
Senator PELL. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd?
Senator BYRD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen?
Senator ALLEN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Williams? [Absent.]
The CLERK. Mr. Clark?
Senator CLARK. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield?
Senator HATFIELD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin? [Absent.]
Mr. Tower?
Senator HATFIELD. Aye, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. No.
The CLERK. Six yeas, one Nay.
The CHAIRMAN. Six ayes, one nay; the amendment is agreed to.Subparagraph 4, is there any objection to that paragraph? [Noresponse.]
Without objection, then, subparagraph 4 will be agreed to.On subparagraph (c) on page 22, Senator Stevenson, do you wantjust to summarize that briefly?
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Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, before Senator Stevenson does
that, I wonder if I could raise this other matter, and that is that the
Appropriations Committee this morning by unanimous resolution
asked me to convey to the full committee their request to exempt the
Appropriations Committee from the subcommittee limitation, the rea-
son being that you have 13 subcommittees on the Appropriations Com-
mittee that are mandated to act in conjunction with the Budget Com-
mittee by certain time schedules, and under the circumstances they
have to all function, in order to cover all the budgets, the multiple
budgets of the executive branch of the Government, so they felt it was
necessary to maintain the ratio between Democrat and R,' epublicans
and also to do the business of the committee, to have 13 subcommittees.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I think we've already discussed that issue

we've heard it presented. Senator Stevenson spoke against it, and we
acted on that earlier, on that proposition, and it would require that
someone move to amend or move to except them from that.

Senator HATFIELD. I will so move.
The CHAIRMAN. What—is the motion that you would 
Senator HATFIELD. The motion would be to exempt the Appropria-

tions Committee from the subcommittee limitation.
Mr. Chairman I do feel that unless the Senator is on that commit-

tee, he does not Lilly appreciate the fact that, unlike any other com-
mittee, there is a definite time frame in which each subcommittee has
to report back to the full committee in order to meet the budgetary
act that we passed in budgetary reform, and when you call the execu-
tive agencies before you, you not only have the agencies testifying, you
have to give the public opportunity to testify, and then you have to
call back the agency to testify again.
And within that time frame—and again, as I say, the budget in-

creases and the new programs that are occurring all the time in budget
requests, it is impossible for the Appropriations Committee to func-
tion under that kind of limitation, unless you want to double the size
of the Appropriations Committee.

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, we felt, and still do—at least
the staff and I—that with the probable size of the Appropriations
Committee, and with some consolidation, that that committee would
have sufficient latitude under this rule with which to establish all of the
subcommittees that were necessary for those various functions in the
budget, and as a matter of fact, more subcommittees than the budget
required.
And I remind you that in addition to the number of subcommittees

being affected by the size of the committee, it can also be affected by
the size of the subcommittees, so it would also be possible, if it were
necessary, to reduce subcommittee sizes in order to increase more—in
order to increase the number.
But in line with our overall objective, we feel that this change from

2 to 1 to 3 to 2 ought to be enough to accommodate the special require-
ments of the Appropriations Committee.
Senator HATFIELD. Well, I can only say, Mr. Chairman, that I am

only transmitting the unanimous opinion of all the chairmen of the
subcommittees and the chairman of the Appropriations Committee,
and I have a strong feeling that they are going to carry it to the floor
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and make that a very strong battle on the floor, if necessary, if theycannot get that accommodation in the committee.I personally feel that the fewer targets we go to the floor with, themore important it is—the greater possibility of passing this wholereform, what's left of it.
The CHAIRMAN. Further discussion? All in favor of the amendment,say "Aye." [Chorus of "Aye."]
Opposed?
VOICES. "No."
Senator HATFIELD. Rollcall.
The CHAIRMAN. The clerk will call the roll.The CLERK. Mr. Pell?
Senator PELL. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd?
Senator Bynp. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen?
Senator ALLEN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Williams? [Absent.]
Mr. Clark?
Senator CLARK. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield?
Senator HATFIELD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin? [Absent.]
Mr. Tower?
Senator TOWER. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. No.
The CLERK. Five yeas, two nays.
The CHAIRMAN. Five yeas, two nays; the amendment is agreed to.We have an exemption from the subcommittee limitation on the Ap-propriations Committee.
Senator BYRD. Is there no limitation at all?The CHAIRMAN. There is no limitation at all the way it is made now.We had one more motion made to exclude the Judiciary, and we'reright back where the committee started from 10 months two.Senator BYRD. I wonder—if we could lift the exclusion by one—Senator STEVENSON. Good idea.
Senator BYRD [continuing]. For Appropriations. This could recog-nize the special situation facing the Appropriations Committee inmeeting the budget restrictions, and at the same time it would notopen up to the argument that was made of total exception for onecommittee.
Senator HATFIELD. I would suggest that perhaps the majority leadercall Senator McClellan, because I really don't know. That matter didnot come up, the discussion was totally or the subject of Senator BYRD. I'll be glad to call him.Senator HATFIELD. I would prefer that the Senator call him.Senator ALLEN. Aren't the appropriations bills tied to the subcom-mittees, in effect?
Senator HATFIELD. Yes; every subcommittee SenatorALLEN. That's going to complicate your appropriationbills, if you don't have these subcommittees in line with your appro-priation bills.

85-254--77-9
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The CHAIRMAN. There is no reason that one sub
committee couldn't

handle two different subjects.
Senator HATFIELD. Oh, we do. We do.
The CHAIRMAN. Or three.
Senator HATFIELD. We have some of them wit

h four and five agen-

cies, four or five different subjects. The minorit
y is so restricted, for

instance that we have to serve on six subcommitte
es, in order to cover

the number of budgets.
Senator BYRD. You can hardly get a quorum, t

hough, on any of

them.
Senator HATFIELD. Well, as I said earlier this m

orning, I think on

the smaller agencies, you get something like

Senator BynD. Usually about two Members or one
 Member conducts

all the hearings.
Senator HATFIELD. The ranking Member and the ch

airman.

I would rather leave it as it is, Senator Byrd.

Senator BYRD. Let me talk to Senator McClellan
, and we may come

back to this.
The CHAIRMAN. Page 22, subparagraph (c) 

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, first, I beli
eve we need a word

of clarification about the status of the Veterans
' Committee.

I think on the basis of the record it is now a s
tanding committee,

and I believe it was the intention of the commit
tee to make that a

third committee for assignment purposes.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; it is a third committee f
or assignment pur-

poses, and that is why it was posted in group 2.

Senator STEVENSON. Very well.
The CIIAIRMAN. On page 22, subparagraph (c

), this permits the

majority and minority leaders to agree that th
e membership on the

standing committees may be increase temporarily from time to time,

to accord the majority party a majority member
ship on the standing

committees, and once that—the requirement for
 that temporary in-

crease has been met, then it will go back to its o
riginal size.

Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir, I believe this is t
he present practice,

except that now committees can be increased by a
s many as four, and

under this proposal it would be by no more than two
.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? Without ob
jection it will be

agreed to.
Subparagraph (d) on page 23 provides that a Se

nator who, by

reason of his being chairman of a standing commi
ttee is required by

law to serve on more than one joint committee 
of the Congress, may

serve on that joint committee, but he may not se
rve on any select or

special committee of the Senate.
Is there objection? [No response.]
Without objection, it will be approved.

Subparagraph (e) :

No Senator shall serve at any time as Chai
rman of more than one Standing,

Select or Special Committee of the Sen
ate, or Joint Committee of the Congress.

I'd like to offer an amendment to add there:

* * * unless a Member of the Senate is required by law to be
 Chairman of a

Joint Committee.
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The law provides in two instances that the chairmanship rotate
between the Senate and the House on those joint committees, and this
would provide an exemption so long as the law provides that.
Is there objection? [No response.]
Without objection, that will be approved.
Subparagraph 2:
No Senator shall serve at any time as Chairman of more than one subcom-

mittee of each standing, special, or select committee of the Senate or joint com-
mittee of the Congress of which he is a Member.

Is there objection to that? [No response.]
Without objection, it will be approved.
Subparagraph (f) is: "Membership on the Committee on Rules

shall not be taken into account for purposes of Subparagraph (a) (1) ,"
so that provides that Rules would be treated as a third committee for
assignment.

Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir, and I believe now, in view of the
action of the Rules Committee, that it would be necessary to expandthat category to include Veterans, Small Business, and the Intelli-gence Committee.
The CHAIRMAN. I think we have, by our action, made it clear thatthose committees are to qualify as third committee assignments andI wonder if we could have authority for the staff to make the technicalcorrections that may be necessary to that particular point.
Senator STEVENSON. Third committee

' 
Mr. Chairman, for purposesof subcommittee assignment limitations?

The CHAIRMAN. For purposes of subcommittee assignment limita-tions, and also for the purpose of assignments.
Is there objection? [No response.]
Without objection, it will be agreed to.
Page 24—did you have something there, Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. Oh, this, MI Chairman, simply—starting atline 5, makes the Budget Committee a third committee for purposesof assignment for the 96th Congress only.
The CHAIRMAN, The 96th Congress.
Is there objection? I think we have already 
[Discussion off the record.]
The CHAIRMAN. I think we've 'already acted on that.
Senator STEVENSON, Oh, I see. That's effective for this Congress.The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, then, that will be approved. Ithink we perhaps already had approved that.
All right. And We approved the redraft of subparagraph 2 onpage 24, now.

RIDDICIi. Subparagraph (b) on page 24, we've got it markedup in the revised resolution. "Rule 16 of the Standing Rules of theSenate is amended by striking out Subparagraph"—This wouldeliminate the ex officio members to the Committee on Appropriations.Senator STEVENSON. That's the one we referred to earlier, Mr.Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection, then, to that elimination? [Noresponse.]
Without objection, it will be agreed to.
Now, on page 25, we would—as a result of our action, we haveexcluded the Joint Economic Committee, the Joint Committee on Tax-
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ation—did we exclude, Senator Stevenson, the Joi
nt Committees on

Library and Printing, or did we make that conti
ngent on the House

action?
Senator STEVENSON. The decision on that by th

e committee was

deferred.
The CHAIRMAN. It was deferred?
Senator ALLEN. More or less left in limbo, as I recall,

 it seems to me.

The CHAIRMAN. May I ask the staff to review what ac
tion we took

on subparagraph (d) , and have the proposed languag
e consistent with

our present situation, available for us to approve tomorr
ow?

I will ask the staff then, by tomorrow, to have som
e language re-

drafted to cover subparagraph (e) (1) on page 25, an
d then in sub-

paragraph 3 on page 26, we provided for handlin
g of those joint

committee until the termination had actually occur
red, and we provide

then for them to be handled—is there objection? [No
 response.]

Since there is no objection, that will be approved. No
w 

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. There is another provision at 

the bottom of

page 25 with respect to the Joint Atomic Energy 
Committee that

would conform to the action that has already been tak
en in the House,

simply providing that no legislation would be refer
red to the Joint

Committee on Atomic Energy. That's the one co
mmittee with the

legislative jurisdiction 
The CHAIRMAN. I asked the staff to review the act

ion we've taken

and give us the language consistent with the ac
tion for tomorrow,

on page 25.
That would be one of them. The other would be the Jo

int Committee

on Congressional Operations, for example; we took 
action on that also.

And also on the Joint Committee on Defense Pro
duction, to consoli-

date that.
Mr. GRAY. Senator, is it your intention that a p

rovision in this

Senate resolution would be forwarded to the House
 in the case of the

Joint Committee on Defense Production?

For example, I understood that the Rules Commit
tee had given an

advisory decision that ultimately your recommenda
tion was to consoli-

date that joint committee in the Joint Econom
ic Committee but it

would have to be done under the provision here of
 a resolution coming

out of Banking going to the Senate and th
en to the House for

agreement.
The CHAIRMAN. That is correct; it would requir

e a separate resolu-

tion action.
Now I wonder if we might go to the question

 of jurisdiction now,

because once we determine the jurisdiction issue, 
then we can settle the

sizes, and that is in title 1.
Senator STEVENSON. I wonder, in your workshee

t of clarifications

and modifications that were discussed with us on
 January 13, if NVO

could go down the committee list one by one, st
arting with the Com-

mittee on Agriculture and Nutrition, and make t
he necessary changes?

Doing this Mr. Chairman, we'll just be touch
ing on the subjects

which, so far as we know, generate some discussi
on and controversy.

The committee has already made its decision wi
th respect to Small

Business. Irrigation and Reclamation posed in S
enate Resolution 4
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for Agriculture it's the suggestion now that it remain in the Energy
and Natural Resources Committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you want to just go right on down the line un-

less someone raises a question
Senator STEVENSON. Very well. Regional economic development

ought to remain in the Environment and Public Works Committee.
Land use planning: That would be deleted under Agriculture and

fall under several other committees. And international aspects of food
and nutrition would be shared, oversight jurisdiction, with the Foreign
Relations Committee.
The CHAIRMAN. And all of the jurisdiction heretofore exercised by

the Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs would be trans-
ferred to Agriculture?

Senator STEVENSON. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any questions or discussion on those

points?
Senator PELL. You are talking about this one [indicates] ?
The CHAIRMAN. Agriculture and Nutrition. And, of course if there

is no objection then that will be approved and the staff will be author-
ized to make a technical change in the resolution as set forth on pages
2 and 3 which would include the elimination of the name "Small Busi-
ness" and insertion of the word "nutrition." It would strike on line 2,
page 3, item 17, "small business" and make the other changes to which
Senator Stevenson referred.
Senator ALLEN. Change the phrase "land use planning"?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes I said to make the changes that Senator

Stevenson has described.
Without objection then the staff will be authorized to make those

changes.
The next item is the Committee on Appropriations. Do I understand

there are no changes which are required jurisdictionally on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations?
Senator STEVENSON. Senator, that is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. The next one is the Committee on the Armed

Services.
Senator ALLEN. What about the grandfather issue here, is that going

to be decided somewhere else or in Appropriations?
The CHAIRMAN. I thought we had acted on that provision earlier.
Mr. GRAY. That is Government Operations, Senator.
Senator ALLEN. I just thought it would come in here and-
The CHAIRMAN. That was approached yes. All right. The Commit-

tee on Armed Services.
Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. The committee has made its decision with re-

spect to the Veterans' Affairs, for military sales, technical language is
required to indicate there would be no change in the current jurisdic-
tional arrangement between the Foreign Relations Committee and the
Armed Services Committee. Then naval petroleum reserves. Technical
language is required to continue the current jurisdictional arrange-
ment between the Armed Services and the Interior.
The CHAIRMAN. That present jurisdiction, I might say, keeps in

Energy and Natural Resources the jurisdiction over naval petroleum
reserves in Alaska and would retain in Armed Services jurisdiction
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over PETS 1, 2, and 3 as was previously determined last year wh
en.

we were considering the bill.
All right, sir.
Senator STEVENSON. Overseas education and civilian military d

e-

pendents. Language is required to clarify jurisdiction with respect to

civilian dependents in the Foreign Relations Committee.

Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, in this regard I think Senator Clark

has a series of amendments—I would hope without prejudice to him

to mention it—to introduce his amendments tomorrow.
The CHAIRMAN. If there is no objection, we will permit Senator

Clark to raise this issue tomorrow.
I might say I have a letter from Senator Stennis expressing very

strong objection to transferring, fragmenting from all of the other

Department of Defense personnel matters, the matters relating to de-

pendent's education. All right.
We will come back to that, if necessary.
Senator Stevenson, will you go to the next item?
Senator STEVENSON. Now the present jurisdictional arrangement

with the continued maintenance and operation of the Panama Canal

requires language that 
The CHAIRMAN. That jurisdiction leaves the maintenance and oper-

ation of the Panama Canal under the jurisdiction of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee since jurisdiction of the Government of the Canal
Zone is already in the Armed Services Committee, is that correct?

Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. So that would remain in the status quo.
Is there objection then to the proposed changes in the Armed Serv-

ices Committee? [None noted.]
Without objection, it will be approved; and without objection, the

staff will be authorized to make the technical changes now in the
language to carry out what we have acted upon.

Next, the Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.
Senator STEVENSON. The Renegotiation Board will be transferred

from Finance to the Banking Committee so there must be language
to reflect that change. 

iThe next item s "Comprehensive Policy Oversight for Interna-
tional Economic Policy." This has been one of the most misunderstood
subjects of all and I think probably Senator Clark will have amend-
ments so perhaps we should come back to that when we reach Foreign
Relations.
The CHAIRMAN. I think Senator Clark will have an amendment on.

that and if we could—he was required to be away the rest of the after-
noon but he will be here at 10 o'clock in the morning—if we could
defer action on that particular point until tomorrow.

Senator TOWER. Could we have some idea of what Senator Clark
proposes?
Senator PELL. Yes; I think basically he wants to retain jurisdiction
over international economic policy and leave it the way it is.

Senator TOWER. Maintaining the status quo?
Senator PELL. I do not want to jump in here because there has been

discussion between him and I think Senator Stevenson and others to
the best of my knowledge. Yes; I would rather we wait until tomorrow.
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The CHAIRMAN. Can you elaborate any further on that, Senator
Stevenson for Senator Tower?

Senator' STEVENSON. Yes, sir, I cannot tell the Senator what Senator
Clark intends. I can tell the members of the committee that there is
now nothing in the rule which explicitly gives the Foreign Relations
Committee jurisdiction over international economic policy.
And as the Senator well knows, legislation jurisdiction with respect

to many aspects of the international economic policy has been exer-
cised in the Banking Committee. There have been discussions of this
subject and as happens in any context they are very reasonable and
everybody comes to an understanding when it is at the senatorial
level. But when it goes below that is when it comes apart.
The general understanding, as I understood from parts of the dis-

cussion, is that international economic policy as it affects the foreign
policy of the United States would remain in the Foreign Relations
Committee. And international economic policy as it relates to U.S.
monetary affairs, credit and financial institutions, would be in the
Banking Committee where it is exercised now. And as for interna-
tional organizations, the Foreign Relations Committee would retain
the jurisdiction of the World Bank and regional development asso-
ciations and the jurisdiction shared over the international monetary
organizations which had been exercised to a greater extent in the
Banking Committee.
But as a practical matter it is shared and would be in the Banking

Committee, which has jurisdiction over money.
Senator TOWER. Then Banking would keep the World Bank and

share IMF with the Foreign Relations because that has to do with cur-
rency and the Banking Committee has responsibility for it. We have
the responsibility for the value of the American dollar, for example.
Senator STEVENSON. And the committee exercises jurisdiction over

the Federal Reserve Board, monetary policy, and the Exchange Sta-
bilization Fund which is the counterpart of the International Mone-
tary Fund. Anyway, I am not sure it is worth pursuing that now. But
that, I believe, was the understanding reached by the Senators but as
happened before, that understanding begins to come apart.
The CHAIRMAN. I would defer action on that item until Senator

Clark is here in the morning.
The Joint Economic Committee was not transferred, but was main-

tained separately, so that is eliminated.
Now, what about public and private housing?
Senator STEVENSON. The suggestion is to—we think this leaves

things as they are with exception of veterans housing which would be
included in general housing jurisdiction of the Banking Committee
and with respect to comprehensive policy oversight—I beg your par-
don—the caveat would be that we would have to come back to inter-
national economic policy when we get to Foreign Relations.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the recommendation of the

select committee with the understanding that we will come back to
the question of comprehensive policy oversight of international eco-
nomic policy when Senator Clark is here in the morning?

Senator WILLIAMS. One question.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Williams?
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Senator WILLIAMS. I would apologize, Mr. Chairman. I just came
in from the floor.
Now, under Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, urban develop-

ment, except for mass transit, has this been discussed?
Senator STEVENSON. No, sir, and I should have made that clear.

Again, we could come to that with the committee when we come to
Commerce.
Senator WILLIAMS. I was going to suggest that.
The CHAIRMAN. That there will be another transportation—with-

out objection, that will be approved subject to those two exceptions.
Now, the Committee on the Budget.
Senator STEVENSON. The jurisdiction for private and public pen-

sions will be dropped. There is, I believe, Mr. Chairman, one para-
graph to be deleted. It is paragraph 3 on page 7 of the resolution.
These jurisdictions were transferred to the Budget Committee, as a
result of the consolidation of the Joint Economic Committee and
since that has not taken place we will revert to the status quo.
The CHAIRMAN. That will remain in Governmental Affairs, is that

correct?
Senator STEVENSON. In Joint Economic.
The CHAIRMAN. In Joint Economic. I'm sorry.
That is, the oversight and fiscal policy, will remain with the Joint

Economic Committee and the budget and accounting matters will re-
main in Governmental Affairs as recommended in Senate Resolu-
tion 4?
Senator STEVENSON. That is correct. Senate Resolution 4 did not

recommend it, however, it would remain in Governmental Affairs
without any action to change.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection then? [None noted.]
Without objection then that will be approved.
All right. Now, to Commerce.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, the jurisdiction of the Com-

merce Committee with respect to commercial fishing will remain as
it is.
Now, we come, Mr. Chairman, to one of the two most controversial

matters. And when we come to such matters as this I am going to take
the liberty, if this means ringing a bell or turning on a red light, be-
cause these are linchpins, and two have already been removed. And
if another one is to get removed then the whole edifice comes down.
One of the objectives of the select committee was to create within

the committee's jurisdictions that which would enable them to deal
comprehensively with such complex subjects as energy and other such
subjects including the environment and transportation. And so it is
proposed to trade off some of the jurisdiction within the Commerce
Committee, including toxic substances and the environmental aspects
of oceans and deepwater ports together with the jurisdiction of coastal
zone management to the Environment Committee, and we will come
to it later. But I need mention it now that the committee—the Public
Works and Environment Committee will transfer its jurisdiction over
highways to the Commerce Committee and then the Senate would end
up with transportation and environment consolidated. And if this is
not done, Mr. Chairman, it will end up with neither it will end up
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with an Environment Committee without an environment as part of
it, and the Transportation Committee without transportation.
The Commerce Committee is the dominant transportation commit-

tee now. It is the logical repository for transportation and I would
point out that the Congress has already made the determination that
highways are not, as has been suggested by some construction pro-
grams with environmental aspects or mass transit, urban programs.
They are transportation programs, highways and mass transit. And
that decision was made by the Congress when they placed jurisdiction
for both in the Department of Transportation.
So the suggestion, my suggestion, is that with respect to toxic sub-

stances, the environmental aspects of toxic substances be placed in the
Environment and Public Works Committee and the consumer product
testing relating to toxic substances be placed in Commerce.
With respect to oceans where there are atmospheric activities—do

you want me to go down the list?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator STEVENSON. Marine transportation, weather, ocean and

water commerce, Coast Guard, oceans, atmospheric science and tech-
nology be placed in Commerce where they are now that is, ocean
dumping and other such environmental aspects of oceans and atmos-
phere activities be placed in the Environmental and Public Works
Committee. And deep sea mining, extracting minerals, in other words,
go to the Energy Committee.
And with respect to deepwater ports, navigational aspects of deep-

water ports be placed in Commerce where they are now.
Environmental •aspects of deepwater ports in Environment and

Public Works.
The energy aspects of deepwater ports in the Environment and

Public Works Committee.
For coastal zone management, the entire jurisdiction in Environ-

ment and Public Works.
For Outer Continental Shelf lands, extraction of minerals from the

Outer Continental Shelf in the Energy Committee.
Environmental questions relating to the Outer Continental Shelf

remain in the Environment and Public Works Committee.
Transportation and commerce questions relating to the Outer Con-

tinental Shelf remain in Commerce.
Now, Mr. Chairman, as I say that is a mission which is easily done

and consistent with the objectives of the select committee and I hope
the objectives of this committee. There is no quarrel with these objec-
tives. Within them comes energy because I and others are willing to
make the sacrifice, and in this case, unhappily, I believe it is largely
at the staff level where certain persons associated with this industry,
this institution are not.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to approval of the recommenda-

tion of the committee up to that point
Senator Tower?
Senator TOWER. Who has jurisdiction on construction projects onwaterways, channelization, widening, deepening, et cetera?
Senator STEVENSON. Public Works, on the Corp of Engineers.
Senator TOWER. Public Works has that.
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The CHAIRMAN. Any other questions?
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, are we approving then the high-

way construction—
The CHAIRMAN. We have not gotten to that.
Senator TOWER. We have not gotten to that.
Senator STEVENSON. This is just Commerce.
The CHAIRMAN. Any further discussion? [None noted.]
Without objection, the recommendation will be approved up to this

point.
You may proceed from there, Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. "Energy and Natural Resources."
The CHAIRMAN. Were you not going to discuss the rest of the Com-

merce issue there?
Senator STEVENSON. I beg your pardon?
The CHAIRMAN. You have not discussed the National Science Found-

ation Transportation 
Senator STEVENSON. Oh, excuse me. National Science Foundation:

It is suggested that is predominantly an education association and

therefore should be placed in Human Resources, instead of Commerce,

which is the Science Committee. Then, Mr. Chairman, I thought it
was—I do not know what order you want to take this up, and Senator
Williams was mentioning earlier that we could come to the other side of
this coin. We have acted on half of it now. The other half is the trans-
poration side and we can act on that in conjunction with highways
when we come to public works.
But when we come to mass transit, having already acted upon the

Banking Committee, it would be appropriate at this point to take
up mass transit.
We propose that mass transit be transferred from the Banking

Committee to Commerce, Science, and Transportation. I would not
repeat all of the arguments. Once again I would point out that this
committee, the Senate, including- the Banking Committee, has rec-
ognized that this is a transportation question, by placing jurisdiction
for urban mass transit not in the Department of Housing and Urban
Development—but in the Department of Transportation. I feel very
strongly, as I know many of the others of the Senate do, that it will
not be possible for the Congress to deal wisely with this extremely
important and complex subject, until it becomes institutionally capable
of developing a balance to transportation systems by considering in
one place

' 
all of these competing and sometimes conflicting modes of

transportation. The dominant jurisdiction is in the Commerce
Committee.
In fact, all of it that is not in Commerce now is urban mass transit

and highways.
The CHAIRMAN. Any discussion?
Senator Williams!
Senator WILLIAMS. Well, these are points 10 and 11 on the—in the

resolution, is that right?
Senator STEVENSON. Page 8, 11, and—let us see—well, 12 is mass

transit.
Senator WILLIAMS. Yes, 11 and 12. It seems to me it would be ap-

propriate to consider highways and urban transportation question
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at this time or later under Public Works. Either way we have bas-
ically the same question—whether the present committee is to remain,
retain it or whether each will be going into Commerce, is that right?
Senator STEVENSON. That is correct. In each case it is to leave it

where it is or move it to Commerce. I do not know at the moment
of any other viable proposal.
Senator WILLIAMS. Well, Senator Stevenson has said that Com-

merce is dominant in transportation and—right now. Is that what you
said?

Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir.
Senator WILLIAMS. And I would say it would appear to me that

in an aspect, one aspect that is certainly correct where there is reg-
ulatory authority in the Federal Government over transportation
modes.
The oversight for that regulation does reside with Commerce. ICC

particularly, and some of the others. I cannot refute that. Here we
have highways and urban transit. These are development programs
called construction programs in part. While Commerce presently does
have authority over highways, construction highways resides in Public
Works. In urban mass transit there is presently almost a total oc-
cupation of the field by Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. Most
of it being not regulated in Interstate Commerce.
The place for Urban Affairs, Banking, and Housing and Urban

Affairs, having this jurisdiction and retaining it I think is shown on
the record certainly the development of a program prior to 1961.
There was no national urban mass transportation so called, and in
fact, it was created not by the Executive but created within the then
Banking and Currency Committee and it was created for one reason.
All—most elements of urban design and redesign within the De-
partment there resided integral to any intelligent approach to urban
affairs is what ties it all together • it is transportation

' 
and it is mass

transportation more specifically. Tire created it and we have improved
it over the last 15 years to the point where it is a significant urban
affairs of our National Government.
The present Secretary of Transportation recognizes it as an inte-

gral to urban affairs. The designate Secretary of Transportation, also.
The witnesses that came here to testify before the committee on the
reorganization plan—Magnuson, Senator Baker—whether he was a
witness or not, I do not know—those who were on Commerce indi-
cated that this part of transportation and jurisdiction of it is not their
desire. As a matter of fact, the witnesses—I cannot recall any, save
one—who indicated that urban transportation, mass transportation
should be separate from its functional parent, the Banking, Housing,
and—underscore—Urban Affairs Committee.
I think from the—looking at it functionally its present committee

resting place makes all the sense.
Senator TOWER. May I—would the Senator yield.
The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Senator TOWER. I might note that Senator Williams gave birth

there to the Mass Transit Act of 1970 and thus the Urban Mass
Transit Administration. I was present as a midwife for that delivery.
As a matter of fact, I think we worked closely together on it. It would
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not have been created had it not been for the initiative taken by the
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs Committee. It is a creature
of that committee and is, as has been noted, an integral part of the
whole urban planning picture. I do not see how you can get into the
business of urban planning as the Banking Committee must and de-
velop comprehensive planning and grant programs without figuring
mass transit into the bargain.
We get into many aspects of it, including direct rents, loans for

capital expansion it has gone even beyond that to operating subsidies.
And this has been considered to be a part of the total urban develop-
ment picture. I do not see how you can really separate it.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pell?
Senator PELL. No.
Senator TOWER. It is different than moving people within the con-

fines of a metropolitan area and that of moving goods and people
within urban areas of the country.
Senator WILLIAMS. One other thing I did not mention. From the

opinion that has reached us the Sierra Club is one, one that has made
a contribution to these deliberations and their material was sent to the
committee on the reorganization. This is one area where they dis-
agreed with the reorganization and did support what Senator Tower
and I have been advancing, that the logic of urban mass transporta-
tion be retained as part of Urban Affairs.

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. The Senator is right when he says there is no

compelling desire on the part of Members for this change. That is why
we are here. Where others desire an energy committee and are willing
to make the sacrifice, as we get it. Every bit as much logic applies in
this case as in the case of energy and will in the case of environment
too.

Senator Williams and Senator Tower have been strong supporters
of mass transit. As Senator Tower mentioned, Senator Williams
worked on it more than anybody else and gave birth to the urban mass
transit program. He deserves a great deal of credit for that. I would
point out, however, that he, in his wisdom, and the other authors of
that program placed it in the Department of Transportation and not
in the Department of HUD, presumably recognizing this basically as
a transportation program and realized it ties into other forms of trans-
portation, particularly railroad transportation.
It is not in a construction program predominantly. It is a transpor-

tation program. It was not--I noticed the other day where the Secre-
tary of the Department of Transportation-designate had suggested a
budget function for Transportation. Mass transit would go into that
function • it would not go into some function for HUD.
My filial point, Mr. Chairman is that all of these modes of trans-

portation are related and have to, be balance out and it has not been a
great job. You look at the cities and the inadequacy of mass transit
systems, overbuilt highways, partly for that reason mass transit is
still another. We have not made ourselves institutionally capable of
developing yet a balanced mass transportation system.
The Congress recognized that at least for the executive branch when

it created by Department of Transportation and should do so now for
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itself even though it would be with some pain in a couple of places.
Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman, I would point out that highways

are financed by user contributions through the tax structure. In urban
transit we are actually giving them Federal subsidization, we are en-
gaged in the fare box subsidization. As a matter of fact, the highways
pay for themselves.

Senator STEVENSON. Of course, Mr. Chairman, I neglected to men-
tion—and I should have—the Banking Committee would continue to
maintain a general oversight jurisdiction with respect to all urban
affairs including mass transit. Mass transit is a part of urban prob-
lems. We are just talking here about a legislative jurisdiction.
Senator TOWER. What about when you get to the situation of reve-

nue sharing for urban affairs?
Senator STEVENSON. Your community development program re-mains in the Banking Committee. Part of the community developmentprogram which I helped to author, and the applications for it, thereshould be recognition made of the transportation service as well asother kinds of services. But you would not put every other kind ofservice, like hospital services, in the Banking Committee just becauseit has a jurisdiction over community development programs. That isa little like arguing that all construction programs ought to go intoPublic Works. By the same logic you put the Armed Forces, which doa lot of construction into Public Works.
The CHAIRMAN. .A.ny further discussion? [None noted.]
The proposal is open for amendment or are we ready for votingon it?
Senator TOWER. I am behind you, so go ahead.
Senator WILLIAMS. My motion would be to retain it.
The CHAIRMAN. What is your proposal now?
Senator WILLIAMS. The objective is to retain the urban transit jur-isdiction in the Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. Now, in talkingtransportation here, and highways, we have not discussed that and Ido not know whether this will be done in one motion or not.The CHAIRMAN. The recommendation of the select committee is thatall transportation, including urban mass transit and the constructionand maintenance of highways and highway safety, be in the CommerceCommittee, the Transportation Committee.
Senator TOWER. We are confining it now to urban mass transporta-tion, right?
The CHAIRMAN. That is what the basic discussion has been onalthough Senator Stevenson did in his opening remarks include allof it.
Senator PELL. Maybe it would be to break out urban mass transitand talk about that and then talk about the other part as a secondamendment.
The CHAIRMAN. If the amendment is desired. If not, the Chair isgoing to put it to a motion.
Senator WILLIAMS. We can do this in two stages then, two questions.Senator TOWER. Can we not break this down into components be-cause construction of highways is another question.The CHAIRMAN. Then let us settle them one at a time. If you wantto make a motion on transit, make it now.
Senator WILLIAMS. Retain with the Banking and Housing.
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The CHAIRMAN. Retain jurisdiction of mass transit in Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.
Are you ready on the question?
Further discussion? [None noted.]
All in favor of the motion say aye. [Chorus of ayes.]
Opposed? [None noted.]
The ayes have it.
Urban Mass Transit will be retained in Banking, Housing, and

Urban Affairs.
Now, the issue of construction and maintenance of highways and

highway safety. Construction and maintenance of highways are now
currently in Public Works and highway safety is now in Commerce.
The proposal was to keep all three of those in Commerce.
Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Tower.
Senator TOWER. I move that maintenance and construction of high-

ways be retained by Public Works and I would briefly set forth my
rationale for it.
I think the transportation policy should come within the Commerce

Committee's jurisdiction. I think highway safety should come within
the Commerce Committee's jurisdiction. But as far as construction
and maintenance is concerned we have already acknowledged that
its proper function is in the Public Works Committee, to have juris-
diction over waterways construction projects such as ports and canali-
zation and that sort of thing which it retains.
I think the same rationale applies to highways because this is indeed

construction; it is indeed public works. As far as policy is concerned,
that should remain in the hands of Commerce. They can separate
policy from construction and maintenance.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there any further discussion?
The question occurs on Senator Tower's amendment. All in favor of

the amendment say aye. [Chorus of "ayes."]
Opposed?
Senator PELL. Nay.
The CHAIRMAN. The ayes appear to have it.
The ayes have it and construction and maintenance of highways

are retained in Public Works.
The Panama Canal issue on page 4 has been disposed of. That takes

us to "Energy and Natural Resources."
Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman, one more item under Commerce.

I have an amendment here which is recommended by the Senator
from Wisconsin, Mr. Proxmire, who is chairman of the Banking
Committee. And I would refer to page 8, line 2, item 8, "Regulation
of Consumer Products and Services." Perhaps this can be accom-
plished by report language and I would not propose an amendment if
it can be.
But what we want here is a clarification of the jurisdiction of the

Commerce Committee over legislation regulating consumer products
and services but not extending to regulation o?credit. And I guess
credit primarily, and financial institutions, that is currently under the
jurisdiction of the Banking Committee. In other words

' 
that would

include your truth in lending legislation and that sort of thing.
Senator WILLIAMS. Housing, too, would it not?
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Senator TOWER. Also including housing. Would you have any ob-
jection to retaining those in Banking?

Senator STEVENSON. No; I think it is just a matter of clarifying
language in the report.

Senator TOWER. Senator Williams is also on that committee. If he
thinks we could do it with report language--
The CHAIRMAN. I do not think the select committee intended to

make any change.
Senator TOWER. I do not think they did either. And that is why

I say we could be satisfied with report language on it.
The CHAIRMAN. In the area of product safety and not in banking

matters relating to truth in lending and that sort of thing.
Senator TOWER. We are concerned with credit and federally financed

housing.
The CHAIRMAN. If there is no objection, let us ask the staff people

to either work out the language for here or the language for the
report and make that clear.
Senator TOWER. I am amenable to that. Does that sound all right?
Senator WILLIAMS. That sounds all right.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection we will proceed in that fashion.
Now, the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources.
Senator STEVENSON. Most of these items, Mr. Chairman, can be

eliminated just a reference to action already taken by the committee.
First remaining is wild and scenic rivers. It was suggested that be

left with the Interior Committee along with land and water conser-
vation.
The CHAIRMAN. Irrigation and reclamation as well?
Senator STEVENSON. That was discussed earlier.
The CHAIRMAN. And insular possessions?
Senator STEVENSON. That remains in Energy—and Natural

Resources.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. And now, naval petroleum reserves. We

have already discussed that.
Senator STEVENSON. Yes; and deep water ports and extracting of

minerals from the Outer Continental Shelf.
Now the next item is native American land management, and trust

responsibilities. And it might be difficult to take this up without Sen-
ator Hatfield. He has, I believe some strong views about what has
been done. The last proposal I believe was to create a temporary com-
mittee for some 2 years to exercise jurisdiction with respect to native
Americans.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes; I wonder if we can let that matter go over to

tomorrow when Senator Hatfield can be here.
"Miners' health and safety?" No change from the resolution?
Senator STEVENSON. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. And land use planning. We have already

handled that under Agriculture.
Is there objection then to the items we have covered except the one

on native American land management and trust responsibility which
is to be held over until Senator Hatfield is here tomorrow? [None
noted.'
Without objection those will be approved. "Environment and Pub-

lic Works?"
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Senator STEVENSON. The only item that has not been acted upon is
public buildings and grounds and the suggestion is to leave that in
Environment and Public Works.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to that recommendation?
Senator PELL. Which recommendation is that?
The CHAIRMAN. Public buildings and grounds.
Senator PELL. No.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection that will be approved: Fine.
Senator PELL. Excuse me. Going to the bill itself, environment and

public works, oceans, weather, atmosphere activities, fisheries, wild-
life where do those go?
The CHAIRMAN. We have cross-referenced that under Commerce

and it has been taken care of.
Senator PELL. This would go to Commerce. What was your under-

standing as to oceans and weather and atmosphere?
Senator STEVENSON. The committee has put transportation weather,

ocean and water commerce, Coast Guard, ocean and atmospheric sci-
ence, and technology in Commerce. The environmental aspects of
oceans and atmospheric activities go to the Environment Committee
and the energy aspects, in other words, deep sea drilling, to the Energy
Committee.
Senator PELL. OK, thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. "Finance."
Senator STEVENSON. And now on tax expenditures

' 
Senate Resolu-

tion 4 contained general oversight with respect to tax expenditures
for authorizing committees. The suggestion is to delete that language,
since all legislative questions go to Finance Committees already havn
that oversight jurisdiction as part of the Budget Act.
The CHAIRMAN. Just leave the existing law without any refere,nr.

to it in Senate Resolution 4, is that correct?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection then to that? [None noted.'
Without objection that will be approved.
All right. "National health insurance?"
Senator STEVENSON. I believe some clarification is necessary with

respect to national health insurance. Certain Members considered that
matter. Perhaps Senator Williams has a suggestion.
Senator WILLIAMS. Right now we are working under a reference,

a joint reference of national health insurance legislation, as I under-
stand it and the reasoning is clear: some aspects of national health
insurance do fall under finance within the jurisdiction of the Finance
Committee; otherwise, under general revenue and health care delivery
and those who chaired the respective jurisdictions within our labor
and public welfare, Senator Kennedy, and of course Senator Long
of Finance, the present joint referral of national health insurance is
agreeable. Is that the general understanding of the present division
or sharing, rather? And it has not been sequential; it has been a joint
reference?
Senator STEVENSON. To take it one step further it is my understand-

ing that the procedure in the resolution for joint referral, it would be
satisfactory to leave the jurisdiction of the committees as is, relying
on those procedures to get national health insurance to those commit-
tees that ought to have it.
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The CHAIRMAN. My recollection is that Senator Long had expressedthe view that that matter comes within the Finance Committee's juris-diction and ought to go to Finance and other matters ought to be con-sidered then by the committee with procedure available for referral.Senator WILLIAMS. Two bills I know have been introduced in thissession so far which have been jointly referred and I gather that isthe long way around.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Kennedy has sent a letter expressing hisdesire to keep it in that forum.
Is there objection to keeping the jurisdiction of the national healthinsurance in that fashion? [None noted.]
Without objection, it will be approved. "General Revenue Sharing."Senator STEVENSON. No change in Senate Resolution 4 on that. Thatremains in the Finance Committee. And the Joint Committee onTaxation would continue. I believe that is all for the FinanceCommittee.
The CHAIRMAN. I think that would take us now to Foreign Rela-tions and perhaps this would be a good point to break because SenatorClark has some amendments on this particular point to bring uptomorrow.
Senator PELL. I have two minor items on Foreign Relations I wouldlike to bring up now.
One is on page 12 of the bill at line 17, after line 17 add the follow-ing: "Point 11. International Law • Ocean International and Environ-mental Scientific Affairs." This boils down to a somewhat nebulusarea with the responsibility of the Foreign Relations Committee in theoceans area. I do not think there is any objection to that.The CHAIRMAN. What is that now?
Senator PELL. Page 12, after line 17, a new item reading "Inter-national Law Oceans, International Environmental and ScientificAffairs." It covers the law of the sea negotiations by the StateDepartment.
Senator STEVENSON. I do not have the specific language but it ismy understanding, Senator Pell, that this is aimed at the Law of theSea?
Senator PELL. Law of the Sea.
Senator STEVENSON. Add international law?Senator PELL. That is right. And the type of laws and this nailsthat down.
Senator STEVENSON. I think there is objection to it?The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the item which Senator Pellhas suggested?
I want to make it clear that this is the international law aspect andnot the other.
Senator PELL. It has jurisdiction over the revenue points.The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, that will be approved.Senator PELL. One other minor matter.Page 12, line 17, new item there. "Point 12. Jurisdiction of the Com-mittee on the Red Cross and International Activities of the AmericanRed Cross." And this also falls between because we have exercised inthe past jurisdiction over the contribution to the International Com-mittee of the Red Cross.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

85-254---77 10
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Senator STEVENSON. I think Senator Williams 
expressed an inter-

est in this.
Senator WILLIAMS. This was not refined at an 

earlier meeting at

some point. The American Red Cross was—again,
 informally it was

suggested to me that this was in the proper jur
isdiction of Human

Resources. Later on it occurred to me there was an 
international aspect

which we did not discuss. I think we ought to per
haps just put this

over to understand whether there is a clearer division
. If not—within

the Red Cross, so that they can be separated. If not it
 should go one

or the other.
Senator PELL. The reason here is that the last Congress

 under the

American contribution to the Red Cross raised $50,000 
to $500,000

and that would not come under the domestic.
Senator WILLIAMS. I know you have refined it enough 

for me. If

there is a way to say just the international aspect of the 
Red Cross

or human resources.
Senator PELL. Absolutely. These are not the only int

ernational

things.
Senator WILLIAMS. Just appropriate language where it is 

under-

standable. Then it would make sense to me.
Senator PELL. And attached to the bill.
Senator WILLIAMS. Yes Senator Stevenson, does that division m

ake

sense from where you sit?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir.
Senator PELL. All right.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [None noted.]
Without objection it is approved.
Senator TOWER. 

objection,
Chairman, I have one thing that I think we

can dispose of quickly.
On line 18, page 12, study and review on comprehensive matters

relating to national security policy of the United States and report

thereon from time to time.
•My question is: What does that impact on the Armed Services Com-

mittee and the Select Committee on Intelligence?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. I am sorry. Would you repeat that? I did not

get the reference.
Senator TOWER. Page 12, line 18, relating to national security policy

of the United States and report thereon from time to time.
My question is, now, how does that impact on the jurisdiction of

the Armed Services Committee and Intelligence?
Senator STEVENSON. It is similar to the jurisdiction the Armed

Services Committee has with respect to national defense. It is largely
an oversight jurisdiction to indicate that Foreign Relations can do
what it already does anyway, consider foreign relations, foreign
aspects with some military assistance programs. It is a general over-
sight jurisdiction. It is just intended to make it clear that the Foreign
Relations Committee has a broader aspect of responsibility in foreign
policy just as the Armed Services Committee does with respect to
national defense.
As I say, it is purely oversight it does not append legislative juris-

diction.
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Senator TOWER. It says national security policy and requires report
from time to time, what does that mean? Getting into the nature of
the Soviet threat and that sort of thing which is generally the purview
of the military and intelligence community?
Senator STEVENSON. That would be in the Foreign Relations Com-

mittee.
Senator TOWER. Yes; but I am talking about a military threat to

the security of the country.
Senator PELL. If the Senator would yield on that point. We spent

all morning on the Foreign Relations, getting the military capability
between the Soviet Union and the United States.
Senator TOWER. What does "report" mean?
Senator PELL. To fill us in.
Senator TOWER. As I say, the requirement that the Foreign Rela-

tions Committee report from time to time.
Senator STEVENSON. This comes out of the Senate boiler plate, that

is used almost always in describing an oversight jurisdiction.
Senator TOWER. That still gives me some concern, Mr. Chairman,

and I would like to talk to Senator Stennis on that.
The CHAIRMAN. Suppose you study that overnight.
On that note the committee stands in recess until 10 o'clock tomor-

row morning and hopefully the staff will be able to make the changes
now in a form that will facilitate consideration.
[The hearing was in recess at 5:10 p.m., to reconvene at 10 a.m.,

January 19, 1977.]
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Smith, chief counsel; Floyd M. Riddick, professional staff member;
Jack L. Sapp, professional staff member; Larry E. Smith, minority
staff director; Andrew Gleason, minority counsel; Ronald Hicks,
senior analyst, Subcommittee on Computer Services; and Peggy
Parrish. assistant chief clerk.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson, sit right there.
Senator Magnuson and Senators Hollings, and Stevens, and Sena-

tor Long have asked to be heard briefly this morning.
We will be glad to hear from you now.

STATEMENT OF HON. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

Senator MAGNUSON. All right. Mr. Chairman, I thought we had
settled all this matter in the many meetings we had, at least from the
Democratic side, as to jurisdiction of committees—settled it in the
main. But it is my understanding that the tentative markup of the
Rules Committee, as of yesterday, and I know you are running against
a time schedule, did just what we on the Commerce Committee—did
the opposite from what we thought was understood.
In the first place, I think I made it clear when I testified before the

committee here last week, that we would be willing to—the Commerce
Committee—to forego the transfer, which was in the original resolu-
tion, of "Public Roads and Urban Transportation." But only on the
basis that we would retain our heritage, which is a long-time heritage
in the Commerce Committee, over the ocean.
And I understand now that the tentative markup yesterday of your

.committee, that they took out "Coastal Zone Management," NOAA,
environmental aspects of ocean dumping, and things of that kind, and
part of marine fisheries.
Now, we—and deepwater ports. Now. deepwater ports is mainly

transportation, marine transportation. Sure, there are a lot of en-
(147)
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vironmental matters involved in it, but I do not know how you are

going to separate environment in all these instances.
If I go out here and cut down a tree, I am doing something to the

environment, and there has got to be some rational approach to this.

And we are here to plead that you people return to the Commerce
Committee, which I originally thought was agreed upon, at least from

Senator Byrd in our Democratic meetings, that we spent a lot of time

on these matters. And then toxic substances, which I understood that
we all then agreed—Senator Stevenson was there—that Senator
Talmadge in the Agriculture Committee said that they did not want
to have Jurisdiction of any part of toxic substances except pesticides.
And this has been our forte up there for many, many years. So we

strongly hope that the committee will see fit to change these functions.
Ocean dumping is one. We are in the midst now of a very contro-
versial and important hearing on ocean dumping, which involves all
kinds of people. This is part of the Commerce Committee jurisdiction.
You cannot separate coastal zone management and put it in a new

committee like Public Works, because it involves basically jurisdic-
tion of many of the matters within the 200-mile limit that we passed.
And I think you are fractionalizing the whole ocean situation again.
And what we are trying to do, and hope we will get it done, is that we
want to have a general national ocean policy, and it has got to be kept
in the committee that is handling the real sensitive controversial things
that are involved in this particular policy.
We were—I was somewhat shocked to find that, after I thought we

had a basic agreement, that these items were tentatively—at least
tentatively or by the committee yesterday—transferred to the Public
Works Committee, who has no experience in these matters at all, and
are not involved in many of the important pieces of legislation now
before the committee on the oceans.
The oceans, as Senator Weicker—and I am speaking for him too—

made a strong plea before the committee, as you will recall that has
become more and more important. All of us believe that, and we
should have an ocean policy.
Now, NOAA was transferred, and we have the—you did transfer the

scientific and technological aspects of some of these other committees
to Commerce; but NOAA is part of that. And NOAA is a creature
of the Senate Commerce Committee, it is a creature—we have all the
oversight on it. and everything else.
So we come here with that plea. Senator Jackson has told me, over

and over again, my colleague, that coastal zone management, although
there is some overlapping between the Interior in that, but it involves,
there again the fishing matters pursuant to the 200-mile limit. And he
suggests—he did sugffest to the committee or did not suggest at all
that it be put over intanterior.
So I do not quite understand just what happened.
Now in the name of environment, you can do all kinds of things.

Environment cuts across everything, and I think the select committee
and this committee probably has done a good job in trying to concen-
trate parts of the environment, the really important parts, into an
environmental committee.
But when you get to the ocean, there is going to be an argument over

the question of seabeds, Continental Shelf, and all these things have
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been a part of the oceans and part of the work of the Commerce
Committee, and for years, all the experience. Every person here—we
are going to have, Mr. Chairman, we are trying to have a meeting of
the Commerce Committee at about 10:30 to pass out some appoint-
ments but I think we have practically got a quorum right here of the
Commerce Committee. Maybe we can hold a hearing right here, under
the auspices of this committee.
But we feel very keenly about this, and we thought that the matter

had been agreed upon.
Senator Randolph, I talked to him last night, and he is in general

agreement—he could not be here today, but his AA is here represent-
ing him—agreed to what we are suggesting. He said he did not want
deepwater ports, and the committee did not want it, knew nothing
about them.
For instance, that is one item.
Coastal Zone Management involves a lot of problems with the differ-

ent coastal States, which the liaison with the Senate Commerce Com-
mittee has been great over the years, and well known.
Now, I am going to ask Senator Stevens, who is speaking for the

minority in this case on the committee, the unanimous feeling of the
minority—Senator Weicker wanted to be here, but could not—to tell
the committee what he thinks about it now, if I may, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevens.

STATEMENT OF HON. TED STEVENS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF ALASKA

Senator STEVENS. Well, we agreed when we had been here before,
Mr. Chairman. I still think the committee ought to look at the Stratton
Commission report and work with us to concentrate the jurisdiction
of the oceans in the Commerce Committee. As I said before, when we
readily agree to losing the FTC which was a substantial jurisdiction
for me at this point of time, to have the fractionalization of the oceans
at the same time, in my opinion, would leave me with no alternative
but to opopse the reorganization entirely.
I cannot see, in any way, that we are gaining if the oceans jurisdic-

tion is split between several committees.
Take, just for instance, the tuna problem and the porpoise. We

have—the ocean mammal problem is not commercial fishing. We
handled the Ocean Mammal Act, and we worked out the compromises
that have got to be—have the oversight function in the future, and
commercial fishing, the tuna fishing, cannot be separated now from
the ocean mammal problem. And yet it appears to me, Mr. Chairman,
you have done that. You have left us with the commercial side and
taken the ocean mammals, which go with the NOAA jurisdiction.
Now, I think the chairman is right, we need the NOAA jurisdic-

tion, we need the coastal zone jurisdiction, we need the deep sea min-
ing jurisdiction, we need the ocean dumping jurisdiction. We ought
to havethe concentrated ocean jurisdiction, so we can pass acts that
will—or recommend to the Congress, particularly the Senate, the bills
that should become law, that will provide the protection the oceans
need for the future.
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For instance, how do you differentiate between tankers dumping
and the fishermen taking out and dumping the—or a cannery dump-
ing the remains of the processing of fish?
And yet, as I understand your jurisdictional split, you have done

that. We would have the tankers, but we would not have the ocean
dumping from the salmon canneries or the fish canneries, crab can-
neries ashore.

Well, this, to me, is the most important thing in my life, as far as
the Senate is concerned, it is the jurisdiction over the oceans. And
Senator Weicker, I think feels the same way.
I hope that all of you have at least one interest that you want to

pursue, the oceans is the jurisdiction that I believe ought to be fol-
lowed and followed completely. My colleague here from South Caro-
lina and I have worked for many hours on these matters, the coastal
zone management and ocean mammals, and with the leadership of our
chairman I think we made some marks on the wall.
We would like to have further protection in the future, and it is

not going to happen if this jurisdiction is fractionalized.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hollings.

STATEMENT OF HON. ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Senator HOLLINGS. Mr. Chairman, strictly to the point, the oceans
program, the Stratton Commission report, was a 3- to 4-year study
back in the mid-sixties, comprising not only the Congress, the Cab-
inet, but outstanding leaders in environment, in industry, oil indus-
try, and everything else of that kind relative to trying to get America
into the oceans with a coordinated oceans program.
That study was completed in 1968, and, at our request, we held

that Stratton Commission report up—President Johnson was going
out and President Nixon was coming in—and we wanted to give it
invisibility and get a chance to see it implemented.
We finally, then, in 1969, after a year of hearings and everything

else, got the attention of the administration in 1970, and we got the
"Reorganization Plan No. 4," which instituted the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, in Commerce. And, pursuant to
that, we had 3 years of hearing. We had been through really two
Congresses in 3 years of hearings, getting coastal zone management,
which is an orchestration, really, of the coastal counties, and not only
the oceans but the Great Lakes, the States themselves, to economically
zone a plan. That whole first page of the Coastal Zone Management
Act does not contain the word "environment." Congressional findings,
you will run down there and you will find 11 findings, but you will
not find the word "environment."
I held those hearings, and it has been really quite a task to get the

program really moving.
Now, almost like Bossie, the cow, having given a full pail here, we

have got a good program and everything else, we are about to kick
it over in the name of coordinating and organization and everything
else. We are going to disorganize and uncoordinate and fracture it
around; we are still going to be in Commerce, but a second committee
that has no interest, particularly, or acumen in it is going to have to
take it over as a sop to balance oil.



151

I say that advisedly, because I kept watching this thing. We havenot been negligent. Last Christmastime, in December, I talked toDr. Ornstein, who worked with the Stevenson committee. I said, Let
me find out about this oceans I hear you all are going to palm thatoff somewhere. And he said, *ell, Senator, you know, Commerce has
taken on the transportation, and we give them the Federal Highway
Administration and everything else, and make that one great thrust,
and we had to give Public Works something to balance it off.
That rationale has been removed, as I understand, your Rules Com-

mittee has not approved that. On the contrary, the public works isretaining that highway, so the balancing off needs certainly is not ajustification, environment is not a justification. And I can show youcoastal zone management here.
And I emphasize that the major thrust of the Stevenson study andreport and findings, I support. I am going to be one of the few, whenyou boil it down—the Veterans Committee, you are going to keep it,the Small Business Committee, they are going to keep a few of us, butPost Office and Civil Service is going to lose. I do not mind. I feelthat probably the Congress is going to vote that out.
I have tried for 5 years, as chairman of the Postal Operations Sub-committee, to have oversight hearings of the post office and have notbeen able to have them. So I will be one of the few Senators that willnot mind losing that.
But I hate to take all this good work, and where you have workedwith State officials and the Governors' conference, the postal author-ities, and everybody else, and you have got California and Florida,we worked up in the New Jersey area, we have the ongoing study tosupport otherwise, and the Office of Technology Assessment; specialones in the Baltimore Canyon. We worked well with Senator Jacksonin the Interior, where the differences occurred, because they are alwaysoverlapping, environment touches everything. Coastal zone being a

land use thing in the coastal area, and Interior has been trying foryears, without success, to try to get a land use bill. But we ''haveworked, and it has worked extremely well, and my plea to you is: Donot come here at this hour with no rationale and no testimony to sup-port it, and saying there is no objection to it.
Now,someone has testified in favor of this? I would like to knowwho. I have tried, like Sherlock Holmes to find out where and when.And I want to ask that question: Where is there any evidence tosupport the action on yesterday afternoon of the Rules Committee,transferring NOAA and Coastal Zone Management?
You just will not find that before the Stevenson committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you have another gentleman?
Senator MAG/•TCTSON. Senator Long.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Long.

STATEMENT OF HON. RUSSELL B. LONG, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF LOUISIANA

Senator LONG. Might I just make this point, Mr. Chairman?I would hope very much that you will continue your efforts toeliminate overlapping jurisdictions in so far as it can be done. Butnow, in some cases, you are going to find it impossible to do that.
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This Government was organized, starting out on th
e theory that

Tou are going to have to raise some money to pay for the 
Government

if you are going to have a Government at all. So we st
arted out with

a committee to put some taxes on.
Then you are going to have to spend some money, and 

so, to try

to keep the spending within some kind of control, that wa
s all con-

solidated into the Appropriations Committee.
Now, once you start out on that basis, all these other issue

s cannot

be completely within one committee, because the spend
ing and the

taxing for those purposes has been put in two committee
s for that

purpose. So then you put a committee up, which made sense
, that you

are going to regulate commerce. And if you are going to do 
that, just

as the Appropriations Committee and the taxing committee 
will find

it appropriate to look at matters like environmental cons
ideration, so

will the regulatory committee, that regulates commerce.

Now, under these proposed changes, you have one commit
tee, the

Public Works Committee has had its name broadened to
 say "En-

vironment and Public Works." Well, there are enviro
nmental consi-

derations in public works. Then you take what is no
w the Interior

Committee and start that out with the word "energy," 
"Energy and

Natural Resources."
Now, that Energy Committee will have as many environ

mental con-

siderations there as the Public Works Committee will have.
 The whole

question about energy, every law you have got to pass a
bout energy

is going to have to ask this question: What environmental 
price are

you willing to pay to try to solve your energy problems?

And so, if you are trying to put jurisdiction together, yo
u ought

to be setting your terms on the issues rather than in terms o
f trying

to put all the subject somewhere.
There is no way, once you start out with one committee to

 spend

money, another committee to raise money, another committe
e to reg-

ulate commerce, another committee to look at the treaties you
 make

with foreign governments, there is no way that you can have
 all of

your environment or even, for that matter, all your energy pr
oblems

in one place.
But if you look at the. issues, what is the issue? What is the

 ques-

tion that you are going to have to decide? In the area of ocean 
juris-

diction, you are going to have to decide, for example, the en
viron-

mental question you are going to have to decide is: To what 
extent,

in regulating ocean commerce, you have an environmental
 price to

pay, and how big a price are you willing to nay?
Now, Senator Hollings has done magnificent work in all tha

t area,

he has worked in more than one committee on the enviro
nmental

problems. And you are going to have environmental consider
ations

across the various committee jurisdictions, no matter how you tr
y to do

it.
So the Commerce Committee was perfectly willing not to

 acquire

this additional jurisdiction over construction of highways and all th
at,

which has an environmental problem. It was willing to give that u
p,

comnared to the recommendation they made; but, on the other
 hand,

we do not want to give up the regulation of commerce. And, in so 
far

as regulation is concerned, the Commerce Committee very much w
ants

that, to stop these old buckets of rust from falling apart and poll
uting
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all the beaches and the water out there in the ocean. And we have
done a tremendous amount of work in that area, most of it under the
leadership of Senator Hollings and Senator Magnuson.
And it will be just a grave mistake, when you have some people who

sought assignment to the committee and sought assignment to the
subcommittees, and have done magnificent work in that area, to take
it from them and put it over in some other committee. And I think
that will just lead to complete confusion and overlapping, rather than
the opposite.
Now, we are going to have to pass several bills that have to do with

,environment. We passed last year a bill in so far as the taxing juris-
diction, that has to do with environment.
It is not our fault the House would not act, and would not act, and

would not accept the Senate proposal in some areas, in areas where
the House committees, themselves, had sponsored the legislation. But
we will do that again.
But there is going to be environmental aspects coming from, sev-

eral committees, no matter how you put this together, even if you fol-
low the existing pattern.
I just feel that it should not be taken from where it is, the regulation

.of commerce on the ocean, to look at environmental considerations.
And if you try to do that, then give us what you started out to—what
that committee started out to give us: Give us the highways, which
we are not asking for. It just makes better sense to us to leave it in
terms of what—when Senator Magnuson and the committee chairman
talked it over, they were willing to agree to, and what I believe we
on the committee think would be fair is that by leaving those par-
ticular questions to be answered by the committees that are trying to
provide the answers now.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Durkin, did you have something?

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN A. DURBIN, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

Senator DURKIN. Thank you. Mr. Chairman. I think I have said
enough enough in this roomto last one full term. I am here really to under-
score what the others have said, namely, that you return oceans and
environment, toxic substances to the Commerce Committee.
I should like to just underscore what the others have said, without

running on at length.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator MAGNUSON. I just want to add one thing. We have a Law

of the Sea. There is Clay Appel, he has been up there and monitored
it, still going on. And all these things we mention here are part of
that. And the Commerce Committee has been involved in that Law
of the Sea Conference for 8, 10 years, I think.
I went to the first one. And I do not see how you can separate them,

put them in a committee, like Russ says, like Public Works that has
no background. And this involves tremendous decisions to be made in
the Law of the Sea. That is ocean dumping, navigation, all the things
that we are involved in on the oceans.

Senator STEVENS. Mr. Chairman, I have some specific amendments
that I think are keyed to your current draft that I would like to sug-
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gest. They deal with deepwater ports, ocean lining, ocean dumping,
coastal zone management, and the OCS.

Senator MAGNUSON. And NOAA.
Senator STEVENS. And NOAA.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, let me ask you, have you looked at the rough

draft that the staff worked up overnight, now, on the jurisdictional
aspects?

Senator STEVENS. We think we have it. I think I have the last one.
The CHAIRMAN. You know, Senator Clark, in his questions to wit-

nesses this week, has been pointing out that consolidation seems to be
in the eye of the beholder. Every consolidation is also a fragmentation,
when looked at from another perspective. Placing foreign economic
policy in Banking would consolidate economic affairs, but fragment
foreign affairs.

Similarly, placing nutrition in Agriculture consolidates on the agri-
cultural aspect but fragments on the human health aspect.

Placing agricultural colleges in Agriculture would consolidate the
agricultural affairs but would fragment the educational affairs.

Consolidating environmental concerns seem to be to fragment ocean
policy matters.
It seems that one merely cannot look at these shifts as consolida-

tions, we must ask if the consolidation is on the right aspect, or if it
should be on another.
And I want to ask Senator Stevenson next, because he has been

very kind to listen to all of you now, and I am not so sure we are as
far apart as you indicate, in light of what the committee did yesterday,
but I would like to hear from Senator Stevenson.

STATEMENT OF HON. ADLAI E. STEVENSON, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Senator STEVENSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I can speak as a
member of the Commerce Committee as well as chairman of the select
committee.
I would say that about 80 percent of the comments that I have heard.

this morning are based on a misunderstanding of what the Rules Com-
mittee did yesterday.
For example, commercial fisheries remains in the Commerce Corn-

mittee ; the regulation of tankers, navigation, remain in the Com-
merce Committee; NOAA remains in the Commerce Committee.
What the select committee has attempted to do, and in response not

to a great deal of testimony, as was mentioned by Senator Hollings,
but in response to suggestions of Senators—and we felt it was our re-
sponsibility to listen to Members of this institution—was, to borrow
another expression, develop a rational approach to organization of the
committee system. And that rational approach included the consoli-
dation of jurisdictions, such as jurisdictions over energy—there does
not seem to be any objection to jurisdiction over energy, because some
Members, including members of the Commerce Committee, like my
good friend and colleague, Senator Hollings, are willing to relinquish
the jurisdiction.
But just as soon as you get to a subject that they are unwilling to,

relinquish, well, then consolidation does not look too good. It is re-
organization, "but not for me."
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What we have attempted to do, in addition to consolidating juris-
dictions for energy, is also to consolidate most of the jurisdictions
for environment and also for transportation.
And unhappily, what happened in this case was that certain persons

representing the Commerce Committee sought to undo this rational
approach by trading off transportation for some aspects of oceans,
which they were in danger of losing, and they ended up losing both.
Now, Mr. Chairman, I just have to emphasize again that at some

point the bullet has to be bit, and even though some Members of the
Senate oppose it, in this case it is going to be very difficult to get a
Transportation Committee, to get an Environment Committee, if you
do not bite the bullet.
So I would hope the committee would stay with what it did yester-

day, and that the members of the Commerce Committee would take
another look at what was done yesterday, and recognize that most of
the jurisdictions to which they have alluded and expressed most con-
cern this morning, they retained.
If they could produce an Environment Committee which also in-

cludes public works and economic development, some of that jurisdic-
tion is transferred—all of that jurisdiction is transferred, it is relative
to the jurisdiction of not just the Public Works Committee but a new
committee of the U.S. Senate, a newly constituted Public Works Com-
mittee, that would also be an environment and economic development
committee.
Senator STEVENS. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we misunderstand,

and since he says we misunderstand, I would like to clarify that.
The CHAIRMAN. Let me read—let me go down and read the way

the draft report reads, and touch on just some of the aspects that
have been raised here, and then, perhaps we can have a helpful dis-
cussion 'here with the members of this committee and perhaps work it
out.
The proposed jurisdiction now would be:
One: Interstate commerce.
Two: Transportation.
Three: Regulation of interstate common carriers, including rail-

roads, buses, trucks, special pipelines, and civil aviation.
Four: Merchant marine.
Five: Marine and ocean navigation and transportation, including

navigational aspects of deepwater ports.
Senator STEVENS. Well, who has the jurisdiction over wliere they

are located?
The CHAIRMAN. Over where they are located?
Senator STEVENS. Yes over the fixing of those ports to the seabed.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, the energy aspects of deepwater ports would

be in Energy and Natural Resources. The navigational aspects of
deepwater ports would be in Commerce. Environmental aspects would
be in Environment and Public Works.
Senator STEVENS. Well, I respectfully suggest it is a pipeline. We

have jurisdiction over pipelines, regulation over pipelines. That is
part of the pipeline, just like a pumping station. How are you going
to separate them?
The CHAIRMAN. Well, let me go ahead and read the rest of them,

and then we can come back.
Six: Coast Guard.
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Seven: Inland waterways, except construction.
Eight: Communications.
Nine: Regulation of consumer products and services, including test-

ing relating to toxic substances, except for credit, financial services,
and housing.
Now, that language is maybe not too clear, for that exception does

not relate to toxic substances. But we wanted to make it clear, as a
result of a discussion in the committee, that we were not giving to
Commerce the authority in consumer products and services for credit
and financial services. In other words, that would remain where it has
been. And housing.
Ten: Except as provided in paragraph (c) , the Panama Canal and

interoceanic canals generally.
Eleven: Standards and measurements.
Twelve: Highway safety.
Thirteen: Science, engineering, and technology research and de-

velopment, and policy, including that related to oceans and the
atmosphere. 
Fourteen: Nonmilitary aeronautical and space sciences.
Fifteen: Transportation and commerce aspects of Outer Continental

Shelf Lands.
Sixteen: Commercial fishing. And that was the outline of it.
Now, on the toxic substances, the environmental effects of toxic

substances was in Environment and Public Works; pests and pesti-
cides in Agriculture; environmental effects of pesticides in Environ-
ment and Public Works; consumer product testing related to toxic
substances in Commerce.
And that, I think, is about what Commerce has acted on before in

relation to toxic substances.
On the oceans, as I said, the oceans, weather and atmospheric activi-

ties, the marine transportation, the weather, ocean and water com-
merce, Coast Guard, oceans and atmospheric science and technology,
in Commerce.
Ocean dumping and other environmental aspects of ocean and at-

mospheric activity in Environment and Public Works; and deep sea
mining in Energy.
Now, the navigational aspects of deepwater ports in Commerce. The

environmental aspects of deepwater ports in Environment and Public
Works. And the energy aspects of deepwater ports in Energy and
Natural Resources.
Now, the coastal zone management, it is correct, as drafted here,

that the entire jurisdiction would be in Environment and Publid
Works, Coastal zone management.

Senator HOLLINGS. Now, can I speak to that point?
The CHAIRMAN. Let me just give one other one. Extraction of min-

erals from the Outer Continental Shelf lands in Energy and Natural
Resources; environmental questions related to Outer Continental
Shelf lands in Environment and Public Works; transportation and
commerce questions related to Outer Continental Shelf lands in
Commerce.

Senator HOLLINGS. There, Mr. Chairman, instead of biting the bul-
let, you are biting a spitball. We have gotten down to coastal zone
management, which is what I talked with the distinguished Chairman
on last evening when I heard about it. So I did hear accurately.
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And I go right again—there is no testimony. I am sure this disin-
guished chairman would say, oh, we had this one and that one and
everybody else, so he says he has got to listen to Senators too. I would
like to know of a Senator who appeared. Because I tried to follow
him around in Anchorage the first time. And there has been no rec-
ord made, whatever, for this particular suggestion. And when he
talked about environment, I will tell him to turn to it and find the word
in the congressional findings, the word "environment."
There it is. This was reaffirmed, the Coastal Zone Management

Amendments. Just less than 6 months ago, by the Congress. These are
the amendments we worked up. We work, we are producing, we are
organized. Senator Randolph does not want it. It is going to be in.
Commerce, it is going to be under the Commerce budget, and every-
thing else like that, and that is not coordination, that is fractionaliz-
ing, if there ever was a thing and there is not any—to test your cour-
age, like he said, I agree. We have had the Federal Power Commis-
sion,. the energy, the utilities side, I have spent years working in that
partcular field.
But I was the first to admit that we had to organize it, and we got

an energy quality council within the Congress, with Senator Jackson,
Senator Randolph, and Senator Magnuson—and that there represented
seven committees, and we have been working with that council.
Now, in contrast, we have got an ocean policy study that is still on-

going, that includes the coastal zone management, study for that, and
that is one of the principal parts of our particular study. And 66 Sen-
ators sponsor that. If you want to talk, and you say you are going to
listen to Senators, I have got 66 Senators who sponsor the ocean pol-
icy study. And this is a substantial part of it. And there has been no
testimony otherwise, and I do not know of another Senator, other
than my distinguished colleague, who suggested it.
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman, could I ask the Senator from South

Carolina a question?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator CLARK. I am afraid I am about the poorest one to ask about

coastal zone management, and you are obviously very well schooled
in it. But, is it your contention that coastal zone management does not
fall in the area of, whatever, land use and environmental questions--
that it falls less in that area than in the commercial areas?

Senator HOLLINGS. Less in that area than it does in the economic
area. In fact, that —is what the act found with an economic study, to
encourage and assist the States to exercise effectively their responsi-
bilities in the coastal zone through development and implementation
of management programs, to achieve the wise use of land and water re-
sources of the coastal zone, giving full consideration to the aesthetic
values and everything else. And we had itanagement grants and ad-
ministration grants, and everything else of that kind.
It was really to try to get the States into this particular field, the.

Association of Counties, Council of State Governments, municipal as-
sociations, and everything else, because they found—we were not talk-
ing even environment, Senator Clark, 8 years ago. We should have.
And this reflects on the environment, there is no question about that.
Senator CLARK. But your point is simply that it is more commercial

than environmental in terms of developing the coastal zone?
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Senator HOLLINGS. We were talking about the urbanization by the
year, they said, 2000, and now that has been updated to 1990, 85 per-
cent of the American population, 235 million will jam down to the
coast. Where is the urban sprawl going? Where is the utility siting?
Where are the deepwater ports? Where is the recreation? Where are
the fisheries? Where are the coastal facilities, and everything else of
that kind?
And that was the principal thrust of most of the testimony.
Senator MAGNUSON. Mr. Chairman, one other thing. You cannot

separate commercial fishing for all other types of fishing. Particu-
larly with the 200-mile zone.
Out in my State—and the Senator from Alaska had to go down-

town, to meet with the President, but he has the same thing—they are
right together, they belong in the Commerce Committee's handling
fisheries.
The way it is now that beyond the 12-mile limit, why, all the fish-

ing—we go out and fish 50 miles, 60 miles, and all of that is part of
the 200-mile zone.
As a matter of fact, we agreed on the 200-mile zone to put the word

in there to have, in each of the councils, to have a recreational member,
for commercial—particularly in the salmon, that is where it is very
important, on both coasts.

iAnd it s not a question of what Senator Stevenson talks about
wholly, it is a question that when you are going to reorganize com-
mittees with jurisdiction, it is: What is the end result going to be? And
we just feel very strongly that the end result of anything that hap-
pens to the oceans, that we will do a better job than the Public Works
Committee or any other committee. That has been our business. And
to take it away or take any portion of it away is fractionalizing the
thing.
And we are giving back to the Public Works Committee—the Sen-

ator from New Jersey will remember that he questioned me and I
said, Well, we are not trading anything particularly, we are just try-
ing to suggest that we are not equipped up there, by experience or
by membership, to handle, say, urban affairs; but we are equipped
to do a good job for the country on all aspects of the ocean.
Senator LONG. If I might just add to what the chairman said. The

Commerce Committee members, represented by its chairman, were
perfectly willing to cede to the Public Works Committee, and even
the Labor Committee, areas of jurisdiction where those committees
had the expertise, and where they have the staffing.
Now—and they suggested leaving with the Commerce Committee

the areas where the Commerce Committee had the expertise and the
staffing and the experience. And to reshuffle, just for the effect of re-
shuffling, is something we have difficulty understanding.

Senator DURKIN. Mr. Chairman, could I 
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Durkin.
Senator DURKIN [continuing]. Just make a comment with respect

to toxic substances?
As you all know, we passed this new act last year, and it is incon-

ceivable to me how you are going to split that act between the envir-
onmental aspects of testing and the consumer aspects of vinyl chlor-
ide, ACB, and some of the other more exotic things we are finding
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in our environment. I am afraid what the net effect will be is to ab-solutely cripple the new act, because the new act will be trying toserve two masters and will serve none except the chemical industry.The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson, do you have anything further toadd?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I think the amendment that hasbeen prepared on behalf of the Commerce Committee does a little bitmore than has been suggested to the Rules Committee. If there is anyintention of acting on it, they ought to be aware of all theconsequences.
Now, I have not had a chance to examine it fully, but it looks tome 
Senator MAGNUSON. Well, you ought to be aware of the consequencesif you do what the resolution says, too. You have got to weigh themboth.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, the consequences of doingwhat the committee did here yesterday would be to create an Environ-ment Committee. An Environment Committee without environmentis not much of an Environment Committee.Now, it may be possible to make certain compromises here, but Ithink this goes even beyond the questions which have been discussed.For example, the Panama Canal, put all the Panama Canal in theCommerce Committee.
Well, if we are going to start unraveling this little nest, maybe wehad better hear from Armed Services. And if we are going to putinland waterways, as I understand it, in the Commerce Committee,maybe we had better give the Public Works Committee an opportunityto examine that language and the possible impact over the jurisdictionover the Army Corps of Engineers. Now, there may be ways of solvingboth those problems if they are not intended, but I would hope that onthe environmental aspects of the questions that have been discussed,including ocean dumping, coastal zone management, and the toxic sub-stances, that there would be transfer in order to accomplish what hasbeen the major purpose of reorganization. And by that I refer to arationalization of committee jurisdictions.And if you do not intend to pursue that objective, you might justas well have committees, A, B, C, D, E, F, G, and carve up the pot,arbitrarily. And that is what has been suggested, the U.S. Senate hassought to rationalize jurisdictions. That is what we are going to dohere, and you cannot rationally create an Environmental Committeewithout environmental jurisdictions.The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hollings.Senator HOLLINGS. Mr. Chairman, I agree. You cannot create anEnvironmental Committee with environmental jurisdictions. But mydistinguished colleague has it mixed up. I did not ask for any inlandwaterways, and I do not want the Panama Canal. We have been hereall as a group, and, all of a sudden, when we ask, Where were theSenators ?—well, frankly, 66 of them have been behind this otherthing in every committee all around, the coastal zone management.Where were the witnesses?
We have the staff. I hear them back behind me—blah, blah, blah—they do not know anything about coastal zone management.

85-254-77 11
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I have not seen them, I have been working in the field for 10 years,
and that is what we are trying to do, is get the Senators on top of their

problems, give them two subcommittees and two full committees, so
we will quit being staffed all over the blooming lot.
Now, that is the way it is. You take the Panama Canal and the

inland waterways, that is not what we mentioned, we are talking about
coastal zone management.
And when we asked about the fact, he said, well, he tests the courage.

Somebody has got to fight the bullies.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, Senator Hollings, in justice to Senator

Stevenson, there is a proposed amendment floating around that came
from the Commerce Committee staff, and it does have Panama Canal
on it.

Senator HOLLINGS. Well, of all the things he referred to, I was
not-
The CHAIRMAN. Again we have gotten ino a mutual staff problem,

that is not just on our side.
Senator HOLLINGS. A mutual staff problem, then. I will agree with

it. We have got a mutuality of staff difficulty that I do not think is
exclusive, at all, on that point.
But I am not for inland waterways and things belonging to Public

Works. And the Panama Canal. You can have that. Give that to
Senator Thurmond. [Laughter.]
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hatfield, do you have questions?
Senator Pell?
Senator PELL. Yes; I think this is a question of words. I know, in the

absence of any word to the contrary, I, myself, and I think most of our
committee, were acting on the assumption that there was some kind of
agreement between the select committee and the Commerce Committee.
As Senator Stevenson said last week, this is a spongy area, and it
requires a memorandum of delineation, which I do not think has yet
surfaced.
But I raised this question yesterday with Senator Stevenson, because

I was out of the room at the time these actions were being taken, al-
though the Commerce Committee had been alerted. And I said: "What
was your understanding as to oceans and weather and atmosphere?"

Senator Stevenson replied, this is in the record: "Committees for
transportation, weather, ocean and water commerce, Coast Guard,
ocean and atmospheric sciences and technology in Commerce."
But the environmental aspects of oceans, atmospheric activities, go

to the Environment Committee; and the energy aspects, in other
words, deepsea drilling, to the Energy Committee.
Well, what we are really arguing about here is the definition of the

word "environment", and this is what the whole thing breaks down on.
Now, you have the expert knowledge and you have the ability, you

have done a darn good job, and maybe we should shave environment
and say, OK, the Commerce Committee should handle this because
they are doing such an excellent job.
On the other hand, if you want to be purists, there is no question in

my mind that some of these areas are environmental. And it is a ques-
tion of how we interpret this word "environment."

Senator MAGNUSON. Well, Clay, if you carried to the nth degree,
that Senator Stevenson talks about in environment, you could put
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everything in the Environment Committee; everything. Because thereis not a thing that we do that there is not some kind of environmentinvolved.
And to do a job, as you say, that is the important thing in the end,the end result. Who is going to do the better job on all these things?
Senator PELL. But certainly ocean dumping and NOAA, oceans andweather, atmospheric activities, really is perhaps more environment

than anything else. Now, maybe we ought to move environment into
Commerce. I do not know.
Senator MAGNUSON. Well, you have to segregate somewhere. Whenyou build a road, you are dealing with the environment, and the Public

Works Committee knows more about that. You cannot—the word"environment" is a very broad, loose term, and who can do the bestjob for environment in their particular field? You could do this.
Senator PELL. I am not sold on this thing. Maybe we ought to frag-ment environment. But we have not—
Senator MAGNUSON. Well, you are going to have to fragmentenvironment.
Senator PELL. This is the choice that—
Senator LONG. Might I just suggest that we look at the number ofenvironmental problems that will remain in the other committees?
In agriculure, every time you plow the ground, that creates an en-

vironmental problem. What you plant there alters the environment.
So you have got—and what you use for pesticides to kill off the bollweevils and all that, and all these insects, are all environmental prob-lems. Whether you do it by hand or whether you spray it.
When you go out and try to kill a fire-ant, even if by hand, it is an

environmental problem.
All right—appropriations—everything you appropriate that

helps—that builds a public road or improves anything about the
country, even if all you are doing is putting up a post office annex, it
changes the environment and creates environmental problems. Now,
armed services. Everything about those military bases and the use ofthem had environmental problems to them. A maneuver has environ-
mental problems. All kinds of environmental problems.

All right—banking, housing and urban development—what you
do to clear the swamps, open space; environmental problems. Even
when you try to create open spaces—to improve the environment. That
is environmental jurisdiction.
Housing: Every time you clear for a new subdivision—half the

problem in New Orleans right now, we need to expand, we would not
even have had the city of New Orleans, if you had had the environ-
ment committee around before they built the city, because they built
it all on wetlands. [Laughter.]

Senator LONG. But now, that, in Commerce we have been discussing
environmental problems. Evidentally it is the energy and not the
resources. Everything you do about energy, what is the whole issue?
How big an environmental price will you be willing to pay to gain
energy resources?
So why do you not just take everything and merge those two com-

mittees, Energy and Environment. And then you will have most of
your environmental issues in one place.



162

But everything about energy and the natural resources will—we

have had all sorts of bills suggested, and we have passed a lot of them,

suggested by Scoop Jackson and his group already. All of it has the

environmental question there.
So what you did when you put environment in here before the Pub-

lic Works Committee was just to recognize the fact that what environ-

mentalists—that created more issues, and helped to .solve some—that
anywhere else would have stopped the public works in midstream and
make everybody take a new look at all that. Which is fine. But—now
Finance. We passed a bill last year with about 20 different provisions
there to help with regard to energy and to look into the environmental
aspects of that.

Foreign Relations has problems with regard to treaties that has
to do with environment. Such as the law of the sea. If it comes in here
as a treaty, it will go to Foreign Relations Committee. Governmental
Affairs will have some environmental problems. Human Resources,
just all kinds of environmental aspects in human resources. Judi-
ciary—how about the environment of those prisoners inside the peni-
tentiaries? Well, again, environmental problems.
So that you have got environmental problems scattered in 10 dif-

ferent committees anyway. And you cannot organize it that way. If
you do, you are going to have to break up our previous approach
to reorganization and start all over again.
So that, if you are going to have it all in one committee, that might

be fine. But the Government did not start out that way, so they are
going to have to reorganize the entire Government, if you are going
to reorganize it on environmental lines.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Griffith?
Senator Allen?
Senator ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I am disturbed at the treatment of

pesticides, because the Agriculture Committee has long had the juris-
diction, item 4 of the committee jurisdiction here, on pests and
pesticides.

It seems to me what we are doing is dismembering that jurisdiction
and giving to Commerce the testing, to Public Works and Environ-
ment we are giving here, in item 10 on page 10, environmental effects
of pesticides. So you do not leave anything for Agriculture. And you
are going to have quite a squabble there. The agricultural pesticides
is something that touches and concerns the ability of the farmers to
produce the food and fiber necessary for the consumption by the
people of America.
And if you are not going to leave in Agriculture the use and envi-

ronmental effects of pesticides—and I am confining it to pesticides
rather than to all toxic substances—you are going to deprive Agricul-
ture of one of its chief areas of jurisdiction.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. Well, we—can I answer?
Senator MAGNu-soN. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Just a moment, Senator Magnuson. Senator

Stevenson has requested the floor.
Senator MAGNUSON. Oh, I just wanted to answer his question.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, if I may answer his question, Mr.

Chairman.
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If the Senator will refer to line 11 on page 2 of the modified Senate
Resolution 4, under "Jurisdiction for Committee on Agriculture," he
will find pests and pesticides, and it is not the intention, and it can be
made clear in the legislative history, that the present jurisdiction of
the Agriculture Committee over pesticides will be in no way affected
by any proposed jurisdiction to the Commerce Committee or the Envi-
ronment Committee on that subject.
Senator ALLEN. That is not quite clear.
Senator STEVENSON. The jurisdiction of the Agriculture Commit-

tee over pesticides is not affected. And that is, I believe, on page 2,
line 11.

Senator ALLEN. Well, let me see, there must be a different form now.
Senator STEVENSON. It is section 8, I believe.
Senator ALLEN. Item 4, line 11 ?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes.
Senator ALLEN. But that is just a hollow shell. When you say pests

and pesticides and you dismember it, and give Public Works the en-
vironmental effects. Agriculture always has had jurisdiction over the
environmental effects. And I certainly want that language included,
Mr. Chairman, otherwise it will end up as just a hollow shell for
Agriculture.
Senator MAGNUSON. I might say that Senator Talmadge and some

of the other members of Agriculture, we talked about this informally,
and we said that we thought they should have just what you suggest„
because that particular committee on that particular subject can do
the best job. That is just what we are talking about here today.Exactly.
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Clark.
Senator CLARK. It seems to me we have got to look very carefully,though, at whether we are going to have a committee on environment.The question that originally arose in this reorganization is the factthat times chancre, that issues, like energy and environment are con-cepts that did not have much significance 20, or even 10, years ago; butthey do today.
Now, there is a great misconception going on here that somehow weare taking environmental issues—and we may debate what those are—but we are taking environmental issues and moving them into thePublic Works Committee. That is not what we are doing at all. Wecreated a new committee, entitled "Environment and Public Works."It is not the Public Works Committee, it is the Environment and Pub-lic Works Committee.
Now, if we are going to say that toxic substances, the effects ofthose on the environment—and if ever there is an environmental ques-tion, it seems to me it is toxic substances—and not remove it from bothAgriculture—and I serve on the Agriculture Committee—or fromCommerce—the effects of toxic substances—then it seems to me thatwe are not going to create any environment committee. We had betterdrop environment and say to the public that we do not want a specialcommittee to look at the effects on the environment, we only want aPublic Works Committee.
I think we ought to decide that issue first. Do we want a new com-mittee on environment? If we do, we certainly have to find those jur-
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isdictions that are clearly environmental, and not commercial, and
not agricultural, and put them in that committee.
Senator ALLEN. But it seems to me, Senator Stevenson, that you

used the phrase, in the jurisdiction of the Public Works and the En-

vironment Committee, the environmental effects of pesticides, and
not giving that jurisdiction to Agriculture, you are creating a basis
of quite a hassle there, because the Agriculture Committee at present
does have jurisdiction over the use and environmental effects of the
use of pesticides.
Why you would put that wording over there in the Public Works

and Environment Committee, certainly clouds what you say about the
jurisdiction of Agriculture not being affected.
Does this mean that Agriculture's jurisdiction is not affected, but

that concurrent jurisdiction is given to those committees? Is that what
you have in mind?
Senator STEVENSON. Well, Senator Allen, I will repeat once again

the understanding—the intent was to leave the jurisdiction of the
Agriculture Committee as it is, and if the Senator wants language
changes to make clear, I personally have no objection to that.
That was the understanding, just as there was an understanding also

among many Members, including the chairmen of many committees—
and I say this in deference to Senator Hollings, because he was not
at this meeting—there was also an understanding that the environ-
mental aspects of oceans be transferred to the Environmental
Committee.
Senator ALLEN. Where would that leave legislation that has to do

with pesticides and the environmental effects?
Senator STEVENSON. Senator Allen, if you want to delete it, delete it.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Allen, we have not gotten to that point

yet. We did not, yesterday, get to the 
Senator ALLEN. Well, we were talking about the pesticides right

now.
The CHAIRMAN. We are talking about the pesticides as the pesticides

that occurred in Agriculture, and the toxic substances that occurred
in Commerce. We were discussing both of those, but I do not believe
we completed action on environment yesterday, if I recall correctly.
Senator ALLEN. Well, we did complete it on Agriculture, and I

was 
The CHAIRMAN. In any event, we can certainly clear that up, there

;GI no problem. But I would like to get this problem settled with re-
briect to the Commerce Committee first, if we can.
Senator ALLEN. If you will give me an opportunity to bring that

up later.
The CHAIRMAN. I certainly will.
Senator Tower, you have any questions?
Senator TOWER. None whatsoever. [Laughter.]
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. Yes thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Just an observation. I come here from a State that is a coastal State.

We have 100 miles of very active coastline. This is our future devel-
opment. Now, exploration for oil and gas the possibility of develop-
ment of deepwater ports. The possibility of nuclear power. All off our
coastline now. That certainly is commerce, pure and simple.
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The situation is to make sure that when and if any of this develop-
ment does arrive, off the coast bordering New Jersey, that all of the
product there discovered is received in a way: that will not do damage
to another commercial aspect, one of our major industries is the resort
possibilities that are there, along the coast.
Now, I know that the Senator from South Carolina has been a re-

peated visitor to New Jersey for conferences on the orderly develop-
ment and the management of the coastline that will receive all of this
commercial development in an orderly way. I know he has been inti-
mately involved in it, and out of this has come a partnership of
Federal-State Governments, so it impresses me that coastal zone man-
agement is so well managed by this Congress.
Senator HOLLINGS. Mr. Chairman, I thank the distinguished Sena-

tor. I did not know about this proposal, obviously, and only the day
before yesterday I met with Bob Knecht of the Coastal Zone Man-
agement Division of NOAA, who is the Director, Assistant Sec-
retary over there. I have been working with him and the Corps of
Engineers to build a bridge in the coastal area, you have the Federal
Highway Administration, Senator Clark, you have the EPA, you
have the Council of Environmental Quality, you have the Coast
Guard, you have the Corps

' 
and NOAA, at the time we begin to check

b
off. Now, the only thing to brinc, them together was this Coastal Zone
Management Act, to bring all of those parties together to try to get
one window, so when you went to it, everything was checked off and
you knew about it.
We have been in various areas with enough progress and everything

else, with appeals, appearances, petitions coming back and require-
ments. And that is one of the great thrusts e'of the coastal zone
management.
I think we got on top of it. While environment is one slight aspect

of it, I just would rather hopefully keep this ongoing movement and
organization intact, because

' 
frankly, no one is complaining about it,

other than the fundamental principle about environment.
I can see that, I can understand it. But I think, overall, the Coastal

Zone Management Act under the Congress and everything is working
extremely well.
And you are right, we have been up there to Princeton, and we have

worked with Governor Byrne. We have had different conferences, and
I think that much of the delay in judicial proceedings on appeals and
everything else, as we have had, for example, in the Ala8ka Pipeline
case.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there a further question, or further discussion?

Yes?
Senator CLARK. Just a very brief discussion, Mr. Chairman. As to

Senator Williams' comment, not in regard to what he says, but I would
just like to say that I agree entirely with Chairman Magnuson, that
if we are going to reorganize jurisdictions, that I think Transportation
ought to be consolidated into one committee.
I was not here yesterday when the vote was taken. If there is

another vote here or on the floor, I am going to do that, because I think
it makes sense to have Transportation in Commerce. I think they go
naturally together.
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I disagree, however, with what has been said, by several people here,
that we ought not to move existing jurisdictions because the chairmen
of those committees feel it is a bad idea, or because there have been
agreements between the chairmen of the committees with regard to
certain points.

Obviously, chairmen ought to be very carefully consulted and lis-
tened to, because of their experience in this area. But I do not think
a chairman ought to determine for the Rules Committee or for the
select committee or for the Senate, based on their current view of this,
what the final resolution of the reorganization of the Senate, which
is going to take place for years into the future, what that ought to
be, simply for the convenience of, or for the thought or for the values
of those current chairmen.
To do that would be to say we do not need a select committee. We

just need simply a meeting of the chairmen to conclude where juris-
dictions are going to be.
Senator MAGNUSON. Well, the chairman, at least of the Commerce

Committee, is not speaking for just himself as chairman. This is a
matter that was gone over by the full committee. This is unanimous.
Every member of the committee, except the Senator from Illinois.

Senator CLARK. Well, let me rephrase the point, then. I do not think
it is up to the committees themselves to decide only what jurisdictions
they are prepared to give up or not. If we are going to do that, we do
not need a select committee, to look at jurisdictions.

Senator MAGNUSON. Well, just because you appoint a select com-
mittee, you can take its advice and that is fine, but that does not mean
you have to accept it whole hog.
Senator CLARK. Absolutely. What I am saying is that it is up to this

committee and the select committee to recommend, this committee to
decide, and with each Member having one vote to make upon the de-
cision. Otherwise there is no need of having this meeting. If we are
simply going to leave it to either the chairmen or the committee.
One last point 
Senator MAGNUSON. Well, no, I do not think that anybody should

live this to, say, the chairman of the Commerce Committee. I am
just—the committee asked me to—we talked about this.
As a matter of fact, I am the one that suggested we should not have

urban transit, because we do not know how to handle it, personally.
The committee, some of the members of the committee thought we
should have that.
But the select committee is all right. I had nothing to do with the

appointment of the select committee. And the chairmen of the com-
mittees, at the meetings we have had on our side, have been with mem-
bers of the committee, and members of the—the leadership and every-
thing else, to try to work something out.
But I think what you are losing sight of is who can do the best job

for the country in these particular fields. That is what you are looking
for.

Senator CLARK. That is the point. That is what I am trying to say.
I do not think it matters particularly whether Chairman Randolph
or somebody else wants to move it or not move it, it has to be in the
interest of reorganization of the committees.

Senator MAGNUSON. And that was our logical conclusion.
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As a matte:r of fact, personally, the chairman of a committee myself,
I might like some jurisdictions taken away, because it gives you less
work to do.
Senator CLARK. Well, actually, Mr. Chairman, I think the other

problem, that all of us are somewhat guilty of here in arguing, is that
because the jurisdiction rests some place now, that it necessarily ought
to in the future.
If that is the case, again, I do not think we need a select committee,

we need a historian to go back to the beginning of the country and
see where these jurisdictions originally were.
They have to, as I think the chairman was saying, rest upon the

logic of where they belong, not where they are now, or not where they
have been; not simply a historical analysis, but the question of logic.
Otherwise, reorganization does not mean anything.
Senator MAGNUSON. Well, the select committee, as I understood it,

was supposed to consolidate jurisdiction and not fractionalize it. And
all the members of our committee, except the Senator from Illinois,
thinks that, in the case of the oceans, that we should do it in one piece
and that we should not fractionalize it. Now, that would be—I would
say that if I was not the chairman or a member of the Commerce
Committee, if I took a look at it.
And you cannot do this—as a matter of fact, I think we moved a

little too fast on some of these things. It is putting you people under
a real burden of a time element. I like to have decisions made quickly,
but—the best thing about the select committee was the procedural
part of it. Everybody is for that, or at least a great portion of it.
But I—well, I am not going to belabor this point any longer.
The CHAIRMAN. We have only got the rest of the day to comply with

what we have been directed to do. I would like to suggest to the com-
mittee, if the committee desires, that we have a motion to reconsider
our action on the Committee on Commerce yesterday and considera-
tion of these items in seriatim and then consider these matters that
the Commerce Committee has recommended.
Senator PELL. I would like to offer that motion, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, I would point out then to the members of the Com-

merce Committee that it has to be approved by the Senate as a whole;
nothing we do here is sacred and can be changed in a week, a month.,
or 2 years. But we must decide on these matters and we are on a man-
date to the Senate to report back today a lot more items than this
particular one.
I would suggest that we go right down the memorandum we have

of the items that are under discussion here and place those that should
be considered in and move to reconsider the actions by which we
handled the Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation
matters yesterday.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there a second for that motion?
Senator WILLIAMS. Second.
The CHAIRMAN. Moved and seconded.
All in favor say "aye"? [Chorus of "ayes."]
Any opposed? [None noted.]
The action is reconsidered.
If we can, go right down the list now, I have here a sheet given me

supposedly by the Commerce Committee on what they would like to
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see as proposed amendments. I think we ought to consider them one
by one and act on them.
Senator GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman

' 
I am a member of the Commerce

Committee so I probably am going to support the Commerce Commit-
tee in this regard. But the procedure here bothers me a lot. Everytime
you make a decision now is the committee that is adversely affected
going to have the opportunity to come in here and make new presen-
tations and while they are still here we go ahead and vote?
The CHAIRMAN. Would you suggest we do it otherwise? The com-

mittee has already voted to meet in open session and I assume as long
as we are doing that we will be subjected to precisely that kind of
pressure.

Senator GRIFFIN. I do not know how we will ever get through. Each

committee affected is going to come running in here to make a new
presentation.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you have a better suggestion? I would like to

hear it.
Senator HOLLINGS This was our first chance to be heard. Would you

rather we get up?
The CHAIRMAN. It is an open meeting.
Senator HOLLINGS. I just wanted to stick with Adlai. If he is going

to sit down, then I am going to sit down. [Laughter.]
The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, in reviewing this sheet that the Com-

merce Committee has provided as proposed amendments, in the first
five items I see no change in what we had and approved yesterday.
On the sixth item we had inland waterways except construction.

The Commerce Committee proposes to strike out "except construc-
tion." I would like to suggest that the language we submitted yester-
day was precisely the jurisdiction they had in the past and I certainly
do not think we need to enlarge the jurisdiction on waterways.
So I would like to suggest that we leave the language on item 7,

inland waterways, except construction, as it is.
Is there objection? [None noted.]
Without objection, that will be approved.
And without objection, on the first six items, the language will be

approved as is because they are proposing no change.
With respect to item 7, they have proposed no change. Without

objection that will be approved.
On item 8, they are proposing that item 8 read as follows:

Regulation of consumer products and services including toxic substances
except for credit, financial services and housing.

What are the wishes of the committee on that?
Senator CLARK. What is the substance of jurisdiction? That is not

clear on the toxic substances.
The CHAIRMAN. The jurisdiction we have approved, the approval

we gave yesterday was read as follows: "Regulation of consumer
products and services including testing relating to toxic substances
except for credit, financial services, and housing." And what they
would say now is "including toxic substances." In other words, not
limited to testing relating to toxic substances.

Senator CLARK. To the environmental effect of toxic substances, that
would remain with Commerce? Is that the significance of the motion?
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The CHAIRMAN. That would appear the significance that the en-
vironmental aspects of toxic substances would remain with Commerce.
Senator ALLEN. And on the pesticides?
The CHAIRMAN. Well, pesticides should certainly be excluded and

not covered in Commerce and it should be made clear that the testing
relating to pesticides should remain in Agriculture. We gave them
specific authority with respect to pesticides and if the Senator would
move to make that clarification in the language, to make it clear that
they have complete jurisdiction over the testing, the testing and the
pesticides, we can certainly clarify that.
Senator ALLEN. Well, change agriculture jurisdiction or limit the

Commerce on the toxic substances rather than agriculture pesticides.
The CHAIRMAN. Toxic substances is, other than pesticides. Probably

should be. And, of course, in Public Works, the proposed language
there was to transfer to Public Works the environmental effects of
toxic substances. Now, this is one of the conflicts.

Senator ALLEN. Well, I would move then that the words "toxic
substances" have added after them "except pesticides."
The CHAIRMAN. You have heard the motion.
Senator PELL. Does that mean that the toxic substances would re-

main with Commerce and that the Environment Committee would
not have anything to do with legislation concerning toxic substances?
Senator ALLEN. I am not suggesting that. My motion does not go

to that. It just goes to excluding pesticides from the jurisdiction.
Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman, if you say "testing of toxic sub-

stances" that does not apply to useage of toxic substances.
Senator PELL. Maybe we ought to keep the word testing in here.
Senator TOWER. Testing and useage.
The CHAIRMAN. We had the language yesterday, "testing relating

to toxic substances" and that is apparently one of the issues that
Commerce was taking exception to.
Senator ALLEN. Toxic is other than, except say "other than pesti-

cides."
Senator CLARK. Are you voting on the Allen amendment?
The CHAIRMAN. There are two issues here. The Allen amendment

I think would come first. He has proposed an amendment to that pro-
posed by the Commerce Committee so that it would read: Regulation
of consumer products and services including toxic substances other
than pesticides" and then, "except for credit, financial services, and
housing."
You have heard the amendment. All in favor of the amendment,

say "aye". [Chorus of "ayes".]
Opposed? [None noted.]
The amendment is agreed to.
Now, the amendment as amended would next recur, that is to give

that jurisdiction. All in favor say "aye". [Chorus of "ayes".]
Opposed?
Senator CLARK. Nay.
The CHAIRMAN. The ayes appear to have it. The ayes have it. OK.
Item 10: There was no proposed change there. That except is as

provided in paragraph (c).
The Panama Canal and oceanic canals generally. The Panama Canal

in subsection (c) was the jurisdiction retained in Armed Services
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Committee that was retained yesterday. So the Commerce has pro-

posed no change there. They have proposed no change on item 11,

"Standards and Measurements". They have proposed no change on

item 12, "Highway Safety". They have proposed no change on item

13, "Science, Engineering, and Technology and Research Develop-

ment"—excuse me—"and Policy".
They propose that we strike the words "including that relating to

oceans and atmosphere." I do not know whether that would have to
be stricken necessarily.
Senator HOLLINGS. You have got it generally later on in 18.
The CHAIRMAN. That amendment was proposed because that item

was considered separately later.
Senator Hommsms. Generally in No. 18.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection then to striking out from item

13 the words "including that related to oceans and the atmosphere"?
[None noted.]

Without objection, that will be approved.
Item 14, item 15.
Senator PELL. You knock out item 15. Why is that?
The CHAIRMAN. Items 14 and 15, there was no change from the ac-

tion taken yesterday.
Without objection that will be approved.
Item 16: The Commerce Committee proposed changing the term

used yesterday by us "commercial fishing" to "marine fisheries."
Is there any discussion on that?
Senator CLARK. The only question I have is whether that includes

sports fishing, which I suppose is now in Interior.
Senator MAGNUSON. It is in our committee right now.
Senator CLARK. You have them?
Senator MAGNUSON. [Nods affirmative.]
Senator GRIFFIN. Is that right, Commerce Committee had both?
Senator MAGNUSON. Yes; fish and wildlife, we have always had

that.
I think there has been a proposal that it be switched between salt

water and fresh water.
Senator CLARK. Fish and wildlife was moved yesterday.
The CHAIRMAN. Fisheries and wildlife was transferred to the En-

vironment and Public Works except for commercial fisheries.
Senator MAGNUSON. We would keep saltwater fishing and they have

fresh water. All the saltwater fishing is out beyond the territorial
limits.
The CHAIRMAN. So you would want to keep 
Senator MAGNUSON. I mean, within the territorial limits.
The CHAIRMAN. You want salt water fishing but have no objection

to fisheries and wildlife going to Environment and Public Works.
Senator PELL. And fish farming went to agriculture?
The CHAIRMAN. And fish farming went to Agriculture.
So is there objection on the use of the term "marine fisheries." [None

noted.]
Without objection, that will be approved.
Now the Commerce Committee has now proposed the following

changes and I will read through them and we can discuss them
individually.
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First, 17, coastal zone management. 19—I do not know what hap-
pened to 18—oceans, weather. and atmospheric activities. Next, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmosphere Administration, and next, ocean
dumping.
Now, those are the four items under consideration.
Senator PELL. I would move that they in bloc be approved.
The CHAIRMAN. Why do we not consider them separately?
Coastal zone management: What are your wishes on coastal zone

management?
Senator PELL. I would move that stay with Commerce.
The CHAIRMAN. Ready for the question?
All in favor say "aye." [Chorus of "ayes."]
Opposed? [None noted.]
That is approved.
Next is oceans, weather, and atmospheric activities.
Senator PELL. I move that stay with Commerce.
The CHAIRMAN. AU in favor say "aye." [Chorus of "ayes."]
Opposed? [None noted.]
That is approved.
The next, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.
Senator PELL. I move that remain with Commerce.
The CHAIRMAN. All in favor say "aye." [Chorus of "ayes."]
Opposed? [None noted.]
The ayes have it. That is through.
The next, ocean dumping.
Senator CLARK. I would oppose that, Mr. Chairman. I think it

pretty clearly is an environmental issue.
The CHAIRMAN. Further discussion?
Senator HOLLINGS. I would agree with him.
Senator WILLIAMS. Is there any discussion on that ocean dumpingfrom Commerce Committee? [None noted.]
Senator CLARK. It is administered by APA.
Senator HOLLINGS. I think the Senator is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. Pardon me, I did not hear you.
Senator HOLLINGS. I would support ocean clumping going into theEnvironment Committee.
The CHAIRMAN. I would support it myself. I think it ought to gointo Environment.
Is there objection then to striking ocean dumping? [None noted.]Without objection, that will be stricken.
Senator MAGNUSON. I think it is pretty hard to separate oceandumping from navigation, from ocean activities. I do not know howyou do it but there is a difference. We are now involved in trying tohave standards and things of that kind. I do not know how you do itbut the committee can work that out.
The CHAIRMAN. Commerce also proposed an amendment from line15 after the word "technology" to insert "ocean policy". And then thatsubparagraph would read:
Such Committee shall also study and review on a comprehensive basis allmatters relatinc,
' 

to science and technology ocean policy, transportation, com-munication, and consumer affairs and report thereon from time to time.
Is there objection to that proposal? I think in light of the actiontaken earlier that is consistent.
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Without objection, that will be approved.
Are those the only items that gave you any concern?

Senator MAGNUSON. As far as I know, that is it.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, gentlemen.

We had earlier, jurisdiction of coastal zone management under
 the

Committee on Environment and Public Works. If there is no obj
ec-

tion that will be stricken from the jurisdiction of the Committee on

Environment and Public Works as a result of our action:

Is Senator Allen here?
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Clark?
Senator CLARK. I do not know whether all of the members are here

and I do not want to ask for a reconsideration without having every-

body interested in the subject involved. But I think in the process of

going over a number of the actions that we just took, that the one

that is most questionable is the one on toxic substances, the environ-

mental effect of toxic substances. And I would like to get a rollcall

vote on that. I think the effect, the environmental effect of toxic sub-

stances is so clearly an environmental issue rather than a commercial

issue. I would like to move that jurisdiction rest with the Environment

and Public Works Committee as we acted yesterday and ask for a

rollcall vote.
Senator GRIFFIN. Could I ask for clarification. What about

pesticides?
Senator CLARK. I would support that as well. I think that is an

issue with regard to agriculture rather than here. If it is the proper

place here I would include it, if the chairman thinks it is the proper

place to do it. But I think it is exactly the same argument that applies

to pesticides as regards to toxic substances.
The CHAIRMAN. So you would propose that we strike the term

"toxic substances" which would require no exception then for toxic

pesticides if that were covered here?
Senator CLARK. That would be a neater way here of doing it and

we would have an understanding of leaving the testing with the

Commerce Committee. That is correct. I do not want to upset their

ability to test them, only the environmental effect.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Allen, Senator Clark was proposing here

that we perhaps should reconsider the matter on toxic substances, that
toxic substances actually ought to be in the other committee an that
perhaps this should be limited to including testing relating to toxic
substances, but retained if necessary your exception to make it clear
that pesticides would not come under this category. Did I correctly
state that?

Senator CLARK. Yes the main point is that the environmental effect
of toxic substances rests with the environment, the newly created Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee, and all other aspects remains
with the Commerce Committee.
Senator ALLEN. That is other than pesticides.
The CHAIRMAN. So that the language that you are proposing now

would read as follows on item 9:
Regulation of consumer products, services, including testing relating to toxic

substances other than pesticides and except for credit, financial services and
housing.
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Senator PELL. Question, Mr. Chairman. Where would the environ-
mental effect of pesticides go?
Senator ALLEN. I trust it would stay in Agriculture.
Senator PELL. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. I think yesterday we took the action to put the

environmental effects of toxic substances in the Environment and
Public Works.

Senator CLARK. May I suggest that we take up the subject for Com-
merce, and if there is one for Agriculture we debated that yesterday.
Senator PELL. Would it be neater to say that all the toxic effects and

the environment go to the Environment Subcommittee? No matter
what from.
Senator ALLEN. Well, I think that would be a part of Agriculture

with regard to pesticides. This committee report says that it is Agri-
culture's jurisdiction.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, does Agriculture really need the jurisdiction

though over the environmental effects of pesticides?
Senator ALLEN. It is the key to it, Mr. Chairman. What effect it

would have on the environment, that is the key.
Senator PELL. But would you not be taking it away from

Agriculture?
Senator ALLEN. We would leave that there, or you might as well not

have it. That is the key question: What effect does it have on the en-
vironment? Or you might as well do away with that jurisdiction then.
The CHAIRMAN. Let us go on this one point now in order to get the

committee to make that determination.
You have heard Senator Clark's motion. Are you ready for the

question?
All in favor of Senator Clark's motion, say "aye." [Chorus of

"ayes."]
Opposed? [None noted.]
The ayes have it. That changes that.
Now, if we can turn now to the Committee on Energy and Natural.

Resources on page 10 where we had yesterday the environmental ef-
fects of toxic substances including pesticides.
Senator Allen?
Senator ALLEN. Well, except for commerce, if you are going to have

any area of jurisdiction you want to define that and put that in Agri-
culture as to pesticides but not any other toxic substances. Agricul-
ture should have full jurisdiction over that.
The CHAIRMAN, You propose that as an amendment?
Senator ALLEN. Yes; what page is that?
The CHAIRMAN. Page 10, line 11, to accomplish that which you are

suggesting you probably would want to say something like, environ-
mental effects of toxic substances other than pesticides.
Senator ALLEN. I would make that motion.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there any discussion?
Senator CLARK. I do not understand the motion. I wonder if it could

be explained again.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Allen?
Senator ALLEN. Well, it would leave in Agriculture the jurisdiction.

over the environmental effects of pesticides but leave in the Environ-
ment Committee the environmental effects of all other toxic substances.
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Senator CLARK. Why does it make sense to give the new Environ-
ment Committee jurisdiction over the environmental impact of every-
thing except pesticides? Why would pesticides be separate?
Senator ALLEN. Because of the splitting of jurisdiction; that is why,

because the Agriculture Committee has jurisdiction traditionally
established over pesticides. That is it.

Senator CLARK. That is just the, argument that it has been there in
the past?

Senator ALLEN. And say pesticides do not have anything to do with
Agriculture, if you are being 
Senator CLARK. I am noCaro-uing, and I would not argue that pesti-

cides should not stay with Agriculture. That clearly, I think, is an
agriculture subject just as I think toxic substances is a commerce sub-
ject. But the environmental impact of those would be about the same
and I do not see how I can support an amendment that would say the
environmental impact of pesticides should not rest with the Environ-
ment. Would not those be consistent pieces as a whole?

Senator ALLEN. I do not think so because you do not have any com-
mittee having jurisdiction on these toxic substances other than
Environment.

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, could I be 'heard on this sub-
ject?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. As in almost every case it is confused. As I

understand the initial interest of the Agriculture Committee, it has
been over the so-called FIFRA, the so-called Federal Fungicide
Insecticide and Rodenticide Act. The intention can certainly be made
clear that it is not interfering with that traditional interest, No. 1,
of the Agriculture Committee.
But I would urge the Rules Committee not to go so far as to say

that the Environment Committee, in exercise of its environmental
oversight jurisdiction, could not even consider the environmental
effects of pesticides. That is stretching it a bit, Senator Allen and I can
understand your concern. I represent the largest farm State in the
Union and have one myself 
Senator CLARK. I am not sure of that.
Senator TOWER. You represent what?
Senator STEVENSON. It has been for the last 2 years. You are close.
Senator TOWER. You are an enemy when you make that statement.
Senator STEVENSON. I will take it back. [Laughter.]
Now, Mr. Chairman, if you are going to make such exception say-

ing that there is an environmental committee but it has jurisdiction
over the environment except the environment by beginning to make
exceptions one by one you are not going to end up with much of an
Environment Committee. Just general oversight jurisdiction has
nothing to do with the legislation jurisdiction. I do not believe the
traditional jurisdiction being placed in the Agriculture Committee
infers in anyway anything on any other committee that does not
already exist. You already have that.
Senator ALLEN. Does Agriculture have jurisdiction over the effects

of the environment on the FIFRA ?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes; but there would be the general oversight

jurisdiction in the Environment Committee.
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Senator ALLEN. No legislative jurisdiction?
Senator STEVENSON. That is right. That is our intention.
Senator ALLEN. Can that be made clear then?
The CHAIRMAN. We can clarify that in the report.
Senator ALLEN. Does Dr. Riddick understand that?
The CHAIRMAN. We will make that clear in the report. All right.
Senator ALLEN. I think that is a good solution of it. I did not

know you were just talking about oversight jurisdiction.
Senator STEVENSON. Yes.
Senator ALLEN. The legislative jurisdiction on this effect on the

environment would remain in Agriculture but the oversight role
would stay with the Environment?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes.
Senator ALLEN. That is all right.
The CHAIRMAN. Based on that explanation you withdraw your pro-

posed amendment?
Senator ALLEN. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Senator Allen, Senator Talmadge made

a suggestion with respect to the name that I understand you wanted
to offer an amendment on.

Senator ALLEN. Yes sir, Senator Talmadge points out that he does
not feel the term "nutrition" that has been suggested to be added to
the name "Agriculture" for the committee is quite as broad as the
word "food" would be. He suggests making the name of the commit-
tee the Committee on Agriculture, Food, and Forestry. Of course,
forestry is already part of the name and none of the forest jurisdic-
tion is taken away. So there is really no need in dropping the name
of forestry.
So I suggest the name "Committee on Agriculture, Food, and

Forestry"?
The CHAIRMAN. What are the wishes of the committee?
Senator ALLEN. I would make that as a motion.
The CHAIRMAN. It makes no change with respect to jurisdiction.
Senator HATFIELD. Would the Senator yield on that?
I wonder if Senator Talmadge would accept "Agriculture, Nutri-

tion, and Forestry"? Why the word "food" to supplant "nutrition,"
I wonder.

Senator ALLEN. Well, you have got the word "food" which is more
all-encompassing phrase.
Senator HATFIELD. Except is not food and agriculture almost

redundant?
Senator ALLEN. Food and agriculture? Not necessarily.
Senator HATFIELD. Well, except for tobacco what is there in

agriculture?
Senator TOWER. Cotton.
Senator GRIFFIN. Yes cotton.
Senator HATITELD. We do not grow very much of that out in Oregon.
Senator PELL. Why do you not compromise and call it Agriculture,

Nutrition, and Forestry.
Senator GRIFFIN. That is what I have just said.
Senator ALLEN. Sometimes it is necessary to point out that nutri-

tion does not cover the jurisdiction of the committee, for instance, on

8.5-254-77 12
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Nutrition and Human Needs which I have been a member of since

its creation.
This does not focus on nutrition but the food problems, especially

food programs for the needy.
Senator HATFIELD. The only point is I think it carries with it a,

definition and connotation that is the emphasis of the select com-

mittee, whereas food tends to fall more in line of production.
Senator ALLEN. Not necessarily. What about the 480 program, the

food for peace program?
Senator HATFIELD. I am not going to argue the point. It just seemed

to me that we are looking at emphasis here that has been determined
over a period of time by the Nutrition Committee and one of the 
Senator ALLEN. Would food cover nutrition?
Senator HATFIELD. One of the fears expressed by the Nutrition

Committee was they would be lost in the whole food production pro-
gram in Agriculture. That has been the major emphasis of the Agri-
culture Committee food production and so forth. And I think we
tend to fight that fear again in those who fought the idea of combin-
inff the two committees by changing the word from "nutrition" to
"food."
May I offer an amendment to the Senator from Alabama's amend-

ment, and that is that we change the name to Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry?
The CHAIRMAN. Any further discussion?
The vote will occur on Senator Hatfield's amendment. All in favor

say "aye." [Chorus of "ayes."]
Opposed?
Senator ALLEN. Nay.
The CHAIRMAN. The ayes appear to have it.
The vote now occurs on Senator Allen's amendment. All in favor,

say "aye." [Chrous of "ayes."]
Opposed? [None noted.]
All right.
Senator ALLEN. Leave it with Agriculture, Nutrition, and

Forestry.
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman, I have a small amendment.
I had originally intended to offer a change by amendment to the

title to include the words "Rural Affairs," but it is very clear in that
area. I think the title would get too long if we did that, so I would
like to offer an amendment on page 3 on the new markup, on page 3,
line 10, after the comma insert "rural affairs." Briefly, the reason is,
one of the major functions of the Agriculture Committee is rural
affairs. More people live in small towns than on farms and I think
no one challenges the jurisdiction of the Agriculture Committee in
oversight in rural affairs.
The CHAIRMAN. Where are you proposing that change?
Senator CLARK. Line 10, after the word "country" I would insert

"rural affairs," two words, so the paragraph reads:

Such Committee shall also study and review on a compresensive basis, matters
relating to food, nutrition, hunger both in the United States and foreign coun-
tries, and rural affairs and report thereon from time to time.

Senator HATFIELD. Excuse me. Is that world affairs?
Senator CLARK. Rural affairs.
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The CHAIRMAN. Without objection that will be approved.
The question now turns to page 9. We have deferred action on item

16, "Native Americans and Trust" until Senator Hatfield could be
here.

Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, we had a situation which might
call for the establishment of an ad hoc committee for a limited period
of time. And that has to do with the report soon to be made by the
Indian Review Commission.
As you know, this Commission was made up of Members of the

House, Members of the Senate, and a number of outside members
selected from the Indian communities and tribes and other experts.
The Commission's life will come to an end, and the request of the
Commission is that they be given ad hoc status to implement and
carry out the recommendations of the Commission. Otherwise the
Commission, without legislative authority, would be left without the
ability to carry it through.
So on behalf of the Commission, and particularly the chairman,

there has been this suggested resolution calling for the establishment
of an ad hoc committee. Now, I think it ought to be known that in his
testimony he indicated this was his preference. But the Indian com-
munity hoped to have a permanent separate committee.
This need not be the decision of this committee at this time because

the time we decide the final place where we will situate the Indian mat-
ters is down the road. But I do think it is a valid recommendation.
that we ought to consider, and I would like to have Senator Steven-
son's reaction.

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, we have two responses to the
suggestion by Senator Hatfield.
One is that by resolution or as a part of this resolution it be recom-

mended that there be created a Temporary Select Committee on
Indian Affairs with legislative jurisdiction, not an ad hoc committee—
we have gotten rid of that, the use of that expression. And that is
determined—
Senator HATFIELD. Would the Senator let me interrupt at that point?
It is my understanding that the elimination of the select commit-

tee's proposal to establish ad hoc committees is by determination of the
majority and minority leaders. I would remind the Senator that we
did precisely that on the floor yesterday by establishing an Ad Hoc
Committee on Ethics to develop a code of ethics.
So I do not think we eliminated the possibility of ad hoc com-

mittees. I may be wrong.
Senator STEVENSON. Perhaps Dr. Riddick would know the name of

that committee.
Senator HATFIELD. Then you can say temporary committee.
Senator STEVENSON. All right.
Senator HATFIELD. But correct me on the record. I think we ought

to determine that because if this committee went that far to eliminate
the ad hoc committee in toto or eliminate that proviso in the report—

Senator STEVENSON. The procedure is eliminate and it is a semantic
question. I am suggesting, subject to correction for consistency sake,
that we stick with that. If that is not consistent with the action taken
yersterday I do not know what that action was, the temporary
special 
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Senator HATFIELD. What was the title decided for the code of ethics?
Senator BYRD. The title was Special Committee on Official Conduct.
Senator HATFIELD. Special.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, it is a minor point. Temporary special

committee to terminate at the end of the 95th Congress, at which time
the jurisdiction of that committee would be transferred to the Commit-
tee on Human Resources as was recommended by the select committee.
Senator HATFIELD. I have no objection to that.
The CHAIRMAN. You offer that?
Senator HATFIELD. I offer that as a part of the resolution.
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. I support all of this. I have a question however

of including in this resolution, the amendment at this time—at the
end of this Congress of all jurisdiction of Indian affairs to the Com-
mittee on Human Resources. I wonder whether it would not be bet-
ter to leave that open. There are matters that are not within human
resources directly: the land management, trust responsibility partic-
ularly, and I just wonder whether we should not cross that bridge of
assignment as of the end of the Congress rather than now.
Senator HATFIELD. I would not object to that. I think if we do not

make that as a part of this resolution we leave ourselves vulnerable as
a body and there will be the great temptation to extend the life and to
make it a permanent select committee, as we have found in the past
with food, nutrition, and other such committees.
Now, I am not going to object to your deletion of that, but that

would be the only reason I think we have now in bringing the Commit-
tee to an end rather than creating the potential for additional life
expansion.
Senator GRIFFIN. I would agree.
Senator WILLIAMS. I wonder if we should be called to have language

to bring us back to the decision on appropriate committee jurisdiction
it shall be transferred to the appropriate committee.

Senator GRIFFIN. We ought to make that decision now.
Senator STEVENSON. There is no appropriate committee unless you

make an appropriate committee.
Mr. Chairman, here we go again. There in this case we are proposing

to create an entirely new committee, entirely apart from consolidating.
The Rules Committee would be going 1800 opposite the direction it
intends and is sought by most Members of the Senate.

Senator HATFIELD. Senator Stevenson, we can change that decision
at a future date. We cannot bind future Congresses if we put it there
now.
Senator STEVENSON. The Senator is absolutely right. There is noth-

ing concrete. It can be changed if the next Congress decides that some
other committee was appropriate to exercise this jurisdiction.
Senator WILLIAMS. It is not a major matter as far as I am concerned,

but I make the obseravtion. I am not offering an amendment if it is
not agreed to.

Senator HATFIELD. I like the terminal character that is implied
here, mores° than by saying that at the end of this period it is trans-
ferred to the Resources Committee. And at that time, Senator Wil-
liams, if there is a more appropriate committee, we can always do that.
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Senator WiT,LiAms. It is not a major matter.
Senator HATFIELD. I would move the adoption of the resolution, Mr.

Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. All in favor, say "aye." [Chorus of "ayes".]
Opposed?
Senator ALLEN. Nay.
The CHAIRMAN. The ayes appear to have it. The resolution is agreedto and if there is no objection we will give the staff authority to insertit at the proper place and to correct the wording if it is necessary.
I am advised that the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairsalready has jurisdiction over Indian affairs and the query is shouldwe strike that jurisdiction for the time being.
Senator HATFIELD. Where we put it?
Senator WILLIAMS. Divide it?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson, do you have any comment onthat?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, to be consistent with the actionalready taken it would be to place that jurisdiction in the temporarycommittee for this Congress.
The CHAIRMAN. That is where it is. But it was suggested to strikeit where it appears in other committees so it would be in one place forthe remainder of this Congress.
Is there objection? [None noted.]
Without objection, that will be agreed to.
Senator CLARK. I think you had a matter—was it your matter oninternational finance and monetary organizations?
Senator CLARK. Yes; I have got a number of proposals and it wouldtake some time. Are we planning to stay through?
The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen. we can only use this room until 3:30this afternoon. I would like to suggest that we maybe go throughuntil 12:30 now and meet again at 1 :30 and go for 2 hours. We maybe able to get through everything by that time. Assuming we getthrough then I would like authority from the committee to see if wecan get permission from the floor to actually report this on possiblyWednesday next week so that we can get the action of the committeecompletely printed up and let us go over it, let us go over the pro-posed report and clear it before we actually have to file it with theSenate.
I do not think anyone can accuse us of being dilatory because we cer-tainly have kept at it in a good pace. And I hope by 3:30 this after-noon we can conclude or complete all of the amendments that wewould be acting on.
Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, do you think we possibly could reportit no later than by Tuesday midnight of next week?
The CHAIRMAN. I think we could. If we get this authority, I wouldhope that we would be able to meet day after tomorrow, that is Friday,and start to review our work and possibly we would be able even toreport it that night.
But I would like to have it printed up where we can see what wehave done.
Senator BYRD. No later than midnight, Tuesday?
The CHAIRMAN. No later than midnight, Tuesday. But I wouldlike to hold off on that to see if we can really finish this up before
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so we know that we have gotten through it and all we have is a p
rob-

lem with filing, getting the report ready and getting the la
nguage

ready and letting us see it to see that we have not made any 
inten-

tional errors.
Senator ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, at 2 o'clock in the Senate I 

just

have to be there and possibly some of these resolutions will be c
oming

up and a rule may be made with a vote and I am interested in 
two

of these resolutions and I would just wonder how I can prote
ct my-

self in the committee—I do not have any personal interest 
in any of

the matters before the committee—but I am just wondering 
how I

could divide, best divide my time.
The CHAIRMAN. I suppose we could meet over there off the f

loor.

We do not have the nominations.
Senator ALLEN. I do not expect to ask for special considerat

ion.

The CHAIRMAN. I am willing to do whatever the committee des
ires.

Senator ALLEN. Well, you want to come back at 1:30 and may
be

we can cover most of the matters I am interested in at that ti
me.

The CHAIRMAN. Let us try that. We will go until 12:30 and 
come

back at 1:30 and go again.
Senator Clark, do you want to proceed?
Senator CLARK. Yes I have got a number of amendments 

in the

area of banking and foreign relations and I am going to offer 
at this

time only those that do not, I think, in any way affect the 
decisions

of the select committee or recommendations of the select 
committee.

They deal with foreign policy, commerce, and banking. And 
if I am

incorrect on my descriptions of the select committee prop
osal, then

Senator Stevenson will correct me.
The first one I will pass out is an amendment which—I do 

not have

an easy way to do it—they are identified as amendment No.
 2 in the

upper right-hand corner. They are those being distributed 
now.

The chairman has a copy. What it does is on page 6, new 
markup,

line 7. It occurs after "policy." Insert "as affects U.S. monetary 
affairs,

credit and financial institutions." And then it also modifies 
"foreign

relations"—does not modify but inserts jurisdiction on page 12,
 line

20, foreign policy—international economic policy as it relate
s to

foreign policy."
The purpose of this amendment is simply to make very clear that

the oversight jurisdiction of the Commerce Committee remains in the

Commerce Committee so far as it affects U.S. monetary affairs, credit,

financial institutions, but is retained in the Foreign Relations Com-

mittee insofar as it affects foreign policy and international economics.

That is the purpose.
The CHAIRMAN. You have referred to the Commerce Committee.

You mean the Committee on Banking?
Senator CLARK. I am sorry. Banking.
The CHAIRMAN. Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.
Any discussion?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I was thrown by the reference

to "Commerce". On page—let us see.
The CHAIRMAN. The first would appear on page 6, line 7, after the

word "policy" insert "as it affects U.S. monetary affairs, credit, and

financial institutions."
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Senator CLARK. The only purpose here, Mr. Chairman, is to make
very clear that the Banking Committee does have oversight Jur.isdic-
tion with regard to the particular issues—monetary affairs, credit and
financial institutions.

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, if I may be heard. I think this
effectively describes the jurisdictions to state that it has been a practi-
cal matter between these two committees that the interest of the Bank-
ing Committee in monetary areas, and that it also states an under-
standing between representatives of both of those committees. In other
words, I believe this would be acceptable to members of Banking and
the Foreign Relations Committee. In other words, I have no objection
to it.
Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Tower.
Senator TOWER. As the ranking member on Banking I think that is

an acceptable amendment because credit would still apply to these and
that would be a question when we get into it. But in any case there is
no question but what at least in terms of the monetary stability of the
United States we have jurisdiction.
The CHAIRMAN. Further discussion? [None noted.]
If there is no objection, then the amendments, the two amendments

will be approved.
Senator TOWER. And that would include foreign policy of the For-

eign Relations Committee's amendment on security policy?
The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.
Senator CLARK. Not on security policy.
The CHAIRMAN. No that is the second one, Senator Tower. It

occurs after the term "national security policy" on page 12.
Senator TOWER. I think that meets the problem that I had yester-

day. Let me check it for just a second.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [None noted.]
Without objection that will be approved.
Senator TOWER. So this does not apply to security policy at ?
The CHAIRMAN. No; it just occurs after the term ,"security policy."
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman, the next amendment which I have

before you is the amendment identified as amendment No. 3. It deals
with foreign military sales and the amendment would occur first on
page 5, line 2, and the amendment simply strikes the word "jointly". It
would be leaving the Armed Services Committee with foreign military
sales and then further on page 12, under "Foreign Relations," line 17,
again strike the word "joint." In other words, the effect of this amend-ment is simply to strike the word "jointly" both under the Foreign
Relations Committee and the Armed Services Committee.
The CHAIRMAN. But the intent would be that the jurisdiction wouldremain the same as it is now with respect to foreign military sales andwe can make that clear in the report.
Senator CLARK. That is exactly right. And that as I understand itwas the intention of the select committee.
Senator STEVENSON. With the exception of draw downs and inven-tory.
The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.
Is there objection to that amendment? [None noted.]
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Without objection that will be approved and we will have 
the ap-

propriate language in the report.
Senator Clark, you have others?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I think the effect of t

he amend-

ment is to leave jurisdiction over foreign military sales in the 
Armed

Services now instead of just the word joint, leave it as jus
t foreign

military sales.
Senator CLARK. I stand corrected. I have just had 'pointed

 out to

me—it is my understanding that the purpose of this amen
dment is

to maintain the present jurisdiction. That was the intent of the
 select

committee and that is what is accomplished by this motion. Am 
I in

error, Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. The intent of the select committee would b

e

accomplished by deleting the reference to joint in foreign relation
s

and to military sales under Armed Services.
Senator CLARK. That is what the amendment does?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes
Senator TOWER. Wait a minute.
Now, your original amendment was to strike both. Is it your sugges-

tion that military sales be deleted entirely from Armed Services

jurisdiction?
Senator STEVENSON. That is my understanding. It was so long as

it was understood that oversight jurisdiction was in Armed Services

and continues the present practice.
Senator TOWER. I could not agree to that.
Senator CLARK. I will withdraw that amendment then pending your

further study of it. I do not want to go into conflict on the amend-

ments here.
Senator TOWER. No; for example, the Armed Services Committee

ought to be in on any decision on sales that would be a draw down

on American resources, for equipment in Western Europe or some-

thing of that sort that would affect our combat readiness.
Senator STEVENSON. The Senator is right and the understanding

is that the interest of Armed Services would be continued by preserv-
ing oversight jurisdiction with respect to arms sales.
I believe Senator, it has that jurisdiction now, the fact that it would

just, under this, remain.
Senator CLARK. I think the point that I intended is that the under-

standing would be so that there is no misunderstanding on this—
that the report emphasize that the present practice of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee oversight on effect of these sales on military prepared-
ness and sales would be continued. That would be the report language
to accompany it.

Senator STEVENSON. If the Senator would yield I would point out
also that under the jurisdiction of the Armed Services Committee that
is the general legislative jurisdiction with respect to the Department
of Defense which gives that committee a large handle.
Senator TOWER. I have no objection to policy matters relating to

military sales being exclusive jurisdiction of Foreign Relations. But
once the determination is made that it is policy to allow such sales or
even order such sales I think that the Armed Services really has to
sign off on it. But it could seriously impact on our combat readiness
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which it did some years ago on our Western European capability
which we have not built up yet.
Senator CLARK. That is clearly the intent of the amendment. In

other words, what happened in the bill that was reported, as you can
see, it was described here as foreign military sales, jointly. So that
under that circumstance, as I understand it, every bill on military
sales would have to be referred to both committees and it was the in-
tent of both committees and the select committee, rather, to maintain
the present jurisdiction where not every bill would be referred jointly
but rather to maintain the present jurisdiction, those involving over-
sight and the effect of these sales on our inventory and military pre-
paredness would continue to go to the Armed Services and those deal-
ing with foreign policy to go to the Foreign Relations Committee.
Senator TOWER. That would include any legislative measure that

provided for the sale of systems that are currently in use or currently
in our inventory even if you take out of our inventory and divert our
production lines, for example, and in some way disturb our schedule
for delivery of inventory. All of these things would have to comeunder our jurisdiction.
Senator CLARK. That is why I suggested that the record would saythe effect of these sales on our inventory and military preparednessso that any impact on our military preparedness in any way wouldclearly be with Armed Services.
Senator TOWER. I think I can buy that.
The CHAIRMAN. Let me give you Senator Stennis' views on this; itwas discussed at some length.
He feels that the present Senate rules are written adequately tocover the subject and has written that they do not precisely specifywith respect to military sales.
Now the jurisdiction would remain at the present time as it is inwhich case Foreign Relations has jurisdiction over the military sales.Armed Services has jurisdiction insofar as it relates to our defenseposture, to the draw down on equipment, the sale of our equipmentand so on. And if we were to get in a crisis type situation the ArmedServices Committee obviously would have to step in on jurisdictionover all military sales in that type of situation.
But there has been no problem with it in the past and Senator Sten-nis has suggested so here. He says‘: "I feel the Senate rules as pres-ently written satisfactorily cover the matter of military sales, and iscovered in that respect." He is perfectly satisfied.
Senator TOWER. Why chance it? It gives the Foreign RelationsCommittee policy over such matters.
Senator CLARK. That is what this amendment does. The select com-mittee had added foreign military sales to the jurisdiction of theArmed Services and placed it jointly and we are simply bringing itback to where it was before by this amendment.
Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman, let,us insist on report language thatmakes this adequately clear.
The CHAIRMAN. Why not just delete item 10 on page 12 as SenatorStennis has suggested there and delete item 9 on page 5, line 2. Justdelete those two items completely and that would leave it preciselywhere it is.
Senator TOWER. Leave it where it is.
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Senator CLARK. Fine with me. And I think it would be helpful to
have report language clarify that.
The CHAIRMAN. It could be covered in the report. Without objection

then, line 2, page 5, will be deleted; and line 17, page 12 will be
deleted.
Senator Clark?
Senator CLARK. Yes; the next amendment is identified as amend-

ment 4 and deals with the international aspects of atomic energy, and
it comes on two places. First, on page 12 after line 17. That amend-
ment would simply say: "11. International Aspects of Atomic
Energy." Likewise, on page 5, line 3, under the Armed Services juris-
diction. It would strike out "national security" and insert the word
"defense" so that we would be left with Armed Services on matters
relating to—
The CHAIRMAN. Why do you want to strike the national security

aspect of atomic energy? That is precisely what we want to retain in
the Armed Services Committee.

Senator CLARK. Sir?
The CHAIRMAN. That is precisely what we want to retain in Armed

Services. That is precisely what the discussion was that it should be
retained in Armed Services.
Senator CLARK. According to my information, specific jurisdiction

of foreign relations over international aspects of atomic energy
chancres the national security aspect of atomic energy to defense aspect
of atomic energy.
Now my reasoning—as I understand it, I think Senator Stevenson

in his January 11 memorandum indicates a creation of the category
for international aspects of atomic energy as a part of Foreign Rela-
tions to clarify the intent of the select committee report, slightly
changing the jurisdiction of Armed Services from national security to
defense aspects on atomic energy. Apparently, at least according to
his memorandum, it clarifies the oversight responsibility for national
security policy and leaves the Armed Services with what concerns them
most, mainly defense.
The CHAIRMAN. Defense is the same as national security. I do not

see how you can make a distinction between defense and national
security. I think if you write in the amendment that you propose in
Foreign Relations there would be no problem.

Senator CLARK. Let me take a quick look at it.
The CHAIRMAN. Because you say international aspects of atomic

energy and that should cover it and leave Armed Services as is.
Senator CLARK. I would ask that the amendment be so modified.
The CHAIRMAN. So the Armed Services proposal would be with-

drawn and the amendment as cited at page 12, line 17, the interna-
tional aspects of atomic energy.
Senator ALLEN. The international aspects? That might cover de-

fense aspects of that amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, if so, there would be an overlap of jurisdic-

tion in which there have been many other instances anyway. But we
would spell out where it is.
Is there objection?
[None noted]
Without objection then that will be approved.
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Our recess time is here and we will recess until 1 :30.
[The hearing was in recess at 12:35 to reconvene at 1 :30 this date.]

AFTERNOON SESSION

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order. A quorum is
present.

Earlier today we adopted an amendment proposed by Senator Clark
concerning the international aspects of atomic energy and foreign
relations.
I have gotten a letter from Senators Ribicoff, Percy, and Glenn.

Do you see any problem there with the language in the report along
the lines they suggest here? Do you see any inconsistency?
Senator CLARK. I am not sure what they are suggesting. Do they

offer an amendment?
The CHAIRMAN. No; in the past they, the Government Operations

Committee has exercised oversight jurisdiction with respect to nuclear
export policy.
Senator CLARK. I do not see any problem. In other words the report

language would acknowledge their work and their ability to have
oversight over those matters?
The CHAIRMAN. That seems to me to satisfy the problem. If there is

no objection, then that will be covered.
Senator CLARK. In that connection, Mr. Chairman, the amendment

which we just passed on citing within the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, international aspects of atomic energy, I think the report—it has
been suggested to me by the select committee, some of the select com-
mittee staff, that international agreements for cooperation of atomic
energy now rests in the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. And it
has been shared with the Foreign Relations Committee. Perhaps in
the report we should mention that this does go to the Foreign Relations
Committee since the Joint Atomic Energy Committee is abolished.
The CHAIRMAN. I think that probably could be covered in the report.
Senator CLARK. Yes; just in the report.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you have some other amendments now?
Senator CLARK. I do have three or four others, Mr. Chairman.
Senator ALLEN. Somewhere along the line I have two amendments

that I would like to bring up. I had explained to you that I have to go
to the floor.
The CHAIRMAN. Would you yield?
Senator CLARK. I would be happy to yield.
Senator ALLEN. One is contained in a letter to you on jurisdiction—

from Senator Talmadge—which has to do with jurisdiction regarding
Public Law 480 and this points out most recently in December of 1975
the Foreign Relations Committee began to consider major amend-
ments to Public Law 480 at which time Senator Talmadge says he felt
it necessary to request re-referral to such as related to Public Law 480.
And it is agreed primarily that sole jurisdiction for Public Law 480
remain in the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and that at the
conclusion of the amendment, amendment of Public Law 480 and for-
eign aid was only on the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.
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I would like to add—insert his one page letter into the record.
The CHAIRMAN. You may for the record.
[The letter referred to follows:]

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY,

Washington, D.C., January 18, 1977.
HOD. HOWARD W. CANNON,
Chairman, Committee on Rules and Administration,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: In your consideration of Senate Resolution 4, I under-

stand that the issue of jurisdiction for foreign food assistance was decided to
remain unchanged. Unless there be some confusion over this issue, I would like
to clarify the present jurisdictional arrangement.

Public Law 480 was reported from the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry when it was originally enacted in 1954. Since that time the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry has retained primary jurisdiction for this Act although
on rare occasions the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry has not challenged
relatively minor amendments contained in legislation reported by other com-
mittees. Most recently, in December 1975, the Foreign Relations Committee be-
gan to consider major amendments to Public Law 480, at which point I felt it
necessary to request re-referral of the portion of such legislation related to
Public Law 480. It was agreed that primary and sole jurisdiction for Public Law
480 remained in the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and that inclusion
of amendments to Public Law 480 in foreign aid or other legislation was only at
the agreement of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.
As you know, I have been generally supportive of the reorganization plan.

However, this issue is one which is of vital interest to our committee and we
would, therefore, appreciate your clarification of this matter before Senate
Resolution 4 comes before the Senate for consideration.
With every good wish, I am

Sincerely,
HERMAN E. TALMADGE, Chairman.

Senator ALLEN. And I would like to have this matter clarified for
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you see any problem there, Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. We see no problem to that, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. There is no intent to remove the jurisdiction of

Public Law 480 from the jurisdiction of the Agriculture Committee.
Senator PELL. Does that not change the present procedure? As I un-

derstand it, the Foreign Relations Committee has made amendments
to Public Law 480 at its own initiative and here we say it can only do
it through the Committee on Agriculture.
Senator ALLEN. These amendments were offered and presented more

or less at the suffrance of the Agriculture Committee because sole
jurisdiction of Public Law 480 is in Agriculture and that was just
more or less to accommodate the Foreign Relations Committee.
Senator CLARK. Mr..Chairman ?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Clark.
Senator CLARK. I think the practice has been—and I think the law

would show—that Public Law 480 was passed and came out of the
Agriculture Committee and is under the jurisdiction of the Agricul-
ture Committee, but the administration of Public Law 480 is through
the Agency for International Development which falls under the
jurisdiction of the Foreign Relations Committee, so that the Foreign
Relations Committee has only been concerned with the administration
insofar as it deals with the Agency for International Development,
AID—but not with the authority over the law itself.
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Senator PELL. This would change the present procedure whereby
the committee would not initiate an amendment.
Senator CLARK. That is not my interpretation that it would. Maybe

somebody with better authority would know.
Senator PELL. That is what it says here.
The CHAIRMAN. It says that they have offered amendments in the

past at the suffrance of the Agriculture Committee. That is the pre-
cise situation. If the Agriculture 'Committee is wanting to. permitthem to do it. But basically jurisdiction remains in the AgricultureCommittee—Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry Committee.
Senator PELL. All right.
Senator ALLEN. And I would like to present this.
The CHAIRMAN. Very well. That will be made a part of the recordand we can also have those comments in the record.
All right. Senator Allen?
Senator ALLEN. The other matter I would like to bring to the com-mittee's 'attention is on page 27 where it is provided that where 'amend-ments, the chairman and the ranking minority member of the stand-ing committees through jurisdiction is transferred to 'and consolidatedin and to other standing committees, that it would be the sense of thecommittee that they would have preference in being 'assigned to thecommittees that absorb the committees on which they were serving.But it does 'leave out the joint committees and they are just left to,more or less, fend for themselves. And no preference is given to themon transfer of their duties over to another committee.
I wonder if we might add "the chairman and the ranking minoritymembers being one from each party of the standing committee andjoint committee, and joint committee 
Senator STEVENSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, this was not proposedbecause we were not aware of any of the problems that would correctthis, unless Senator Allen is aware of such a situation.
I am at something of a disadvantage because, I am not sure whatcomplications this would cause. And if there is anything to be ac-complished by it I do not see the purpose.
Senator ALLEN. Well, the purpose is that anyone serving on a jointcommittee that is abolished, you would not want to cut them adrift.Senator STEVENSON. But I am not aware of any individual offhandwho would be affected.
Senator ALLEN. Well, I have particular reference to the Committeeon Congressional Organization. I believe, Senator Metcalf and Sena-tor Helms, would be the two Senators involved in that committee.It is merely the sense of the resolution that the 
Senator STEVENSON. Senator Allen, both of these Senators are mem-bers of the select committee and neither of them has suggested this.Furthermore, there are, for example, no vacancies on the Rules Com-mittee and 
Senator ALLEN. There might be in time.
Senator STEVENSON. I do not think this is intended to give certainindividuals claims in perpetuity on the seats to serve on the committeesin the Senate.
Senator ALLEN. I do not know. You have said in answer to similarsituations that we do not yet—when I asked you about the AgricultureCommittee when you added two Members to that, supposedly because
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of the Small Busines Subcommittee, you said t
hat you would get to

the numbers on the committees later and then was n
ot concerned about

that. I thought we might reduce the suggested 
number by two inas-

much as you would not need to do that with the Sm
all Business Com-

mittee continuing as a committee on its own. Why 
would not the same

rule apply here and make provision for this and 
then decide later how

many Members you were going to have on the var
ious committees.

Senator STEVENSON. Our intention was to first cla
im two vacancies

that would exist in the ordinary course and not to 
create vacancies

for the purpose of accommodating certain individuals 
although there

have been such cases so far. I just have to remind you 
that neither of

those Senators have sought this and both of them 
were on the

committee.
And I do not believe it was ever, any of the actions 

by this com-

mittee contemplated that we would or might in any sit
uation create

claims that would last in perpetuity.
Senator ALLEN. Well, I see it as not being perpetuity but o

nly as to

such time as you decide how many members would be on th
ese com-

mittees. It is not perpetuity at all.
This is not saying how many members you have. But obviou

sly if

there are no vacancies, there would be no appointments.

Senator STEVENSON. Well, sir, I have no more to add. I be
gin to

sound like a broken record if I keep repeating what I have alr
eady

said.
I am not aware of any problem that needs to be taken care of 

in

this case and it could create complications, so why do it.

Senator GRIFFIN. I would like to support his amendment. I think 
it

seems like it is consistent with what we have done before.

Senator ALLEN. You might have different rules for a full committee

than what you have for a standing committee. You do away with the

standing committee and in doing away with the standing commit-

tee 
The CHAIRMAN. Anyway, it is only for the Senate to speak for the

respective case in caucus to make the determination.
Senator CLARK. What would its effect be in this particular case you

have mentioned? Namely, if a vacancy were to occur at some future

point on this committee, the caucus would some how give them a

standing 
Senator ALLEN. I do not think it means that. I think it means de-

pending on how many positions are on each committee. Then this

would come into effect if at the naming 'of the committees and the

determination of the number of these that have vacancies then this

would become operative.
Senator CLARK. This year?
Senator ALLEN. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. And it is applicable only to those Senators who on

October 1, 1976, were serving as chairman of a standing committee.
So, you propose the words "and joint committees"?
Senator CLARK. Just one further question.
The effect of that in this case, who are the two individuals involved?
Senator ALLEN. Metcalf—in this particular case, Metcalf and Helms.

There may be others I do not know.
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Senator CLARK. Senator, the effect here would be as the two caucuses
meet Senator Helms would have preference. There is one Republican
vacancy and Senator Helms would have preference for that seat.
The CHAIRMAN. That would be the sense of the Senate but it is up

to the Congress and it would not bind the Republican Caucus as to
what assignment they make.
Senator ALLEN. I would make that motion, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion? [None noted.]
All in favor, say "aye." [Chorus of ayes.]
Opposed?
Senator PELL. Nay.
The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Senator CLARK. Nay.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is in doubt. The clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell?
Senator PELL. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd? [No response.]
Mr. Allen?
Senator ALLEN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Williams? [No response.]
The CLERK. Mr. Clark?
Mr. CLARK. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield?
Senator HATFIELD. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin?
Senator GRIFFIN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower? [No response.]
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Aye.
The CLERK. Three and three.
The CHAIRMAN. Three and three the amendment does not carry.Senator ALLEN. There will be another opportunity I presume, Iassume, inasmuch as only two-thirds of the committee are here that atsuch time as we have a full committee it will be brought up again.Senator GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment which wouldbe out of order to call up at this time but I would like to call it upsometime when Senator Allen is going to be here. I understand he isgoing to the floor and I do not know whether he is going to be back ornot. If we are going to finish up today 
The CHAIRMAN. Would you have objection to Senator Griffin callingit now?
Senator GRIFFIN. My amendment does not need a lot of explanationor a long speech because I have been talking about it and givingspeeches about it almost every day. It would be after 703(d) which ison page 
Senator ALLEN. Excuse me just a moment.
Senator GRIFFIN. Yes.
Senator ALLEN. Did the chairman say there would be an oppor-tunity to review this decision when we have a full committee?The CHAIRMAN. There will be in the event we do not finish priorto getting a full committee here.
Senator ALLEN. All right.
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Senator GRIFFIN. There would be a new subsection (e) to section
703. It would be on page 41 of the resolution, not the new one of
course. It would deal with staffing. I guess the staff is passing out a
copy of it.

Committee staffing includes investigation, clerical, and should re-
flect the relative number of majority and minority members of the
committee. A majority of the minority of any committee- may, by
resolution, request that at least one-third of the statutory investi-
gative and clerical funds of the committee be allocated to the minority
of such committee for compensation of the minority staff as minority
may decide.
The committee thereafter shall adjust its budget to comply with

the resolution. No additional hiring or staffing or hiring of consultants
shall be made by the majority until such resolution is complied with.
Upon request a portion of space, equipment, and facilities shall be

provided for minority staff.
I would point out that while we stated the principle that the staff

should reflect the strength of the majority and minority which would
indicate that the minority would be entitled to 38 percent in the pres-
ent Congress there is only created a right or a guarantee to up to
one-third. It is also recognized in the last paragraph that it may
take some time to acquire, to actually make an adjustment but in
order to be sure that it happens the majority would not be able to
hire new or additional staff people until this ratio were complied with.
Furthermore, I might point out that in the event there is a commit-

tee where they want to waive their right or do not want to claim the
one-third staffing all they have to do is not file a resolution. This is a
permissive act on the part of the majority of the minority of a par-
ticular committee. I do not know if this is the best wording but cer-
tainly it expresses the principle and I would hope the committee
would adopt it I think it is a very important part of any meaningful
attempt to reform the committee system.

Senator CLARK. Are you open to questions?
Senator GRIFFIN. Yes.
Senator CLARK. I am curious about how it would work. Would

it affect any staff members presently working, are you talking about
pulling a third of them off or is this in addition to those or is it done
by attrition; what process would be used?
Senator GRIFFIN. I think you have got the same concern, the same

kind of problem as you do when you eliminate committees. You are
going to have some staff problems. If you consolidate committees
and eliminate committee staff it is going to be affected.

It seems as though in this situation we ought to face up to the fact
that staff will be affected here, too.

Senator CLARK. In other words, if there are 30 staff members on a,
committee presently, then the minority would have to approve one-
third of those or one-third would have to be released?

Senator GRIFFIN. There would not be any reason, of course, why
you could .not give them the same protection in terms of severance
consideration as you are doing in this case of elimination of commit-
tees and their staff, which we are doing in this resolution.
Senator CLARK. Is there some way of doing this short of actually

firing the existing staff members?
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Senator GRIFFIN. What would you suggest?
Senator CLARK. I do not know. I am asking.
The CHAIRMAN. Would the Senator yield?
It is a very complicated problem and I would like to ask Senator

Stevenson to comment on it because it is my understanding that they
were going to study that problem as well.
But I can say right off the bat you have got two alternatives—you

either fire some staff people or increase the size of the staff if this is
approved. We have just finished going through the Senate Resolution
60 situation and if we want to increase the cost of Government then
all we have to do is just take some action like this which will, as I
said, permit one of two things—firing staff people who have been
carried over for many years, and no one knows who appointed them
really, whether minority or the majority, because they are not identi-
fied as such.
I would like to ask Senator Stevenson if his committee did consider

the staffing problem.
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman, you drew a finger on

one thing, probably not the best of effect of firing but additional staff
would have to be hired in order to meet this requirement. And without
interfering with the ongoing activities of the professional corps staff
of the committees. The committee considered the matter and decided
it could deal sensibly with this problem until after decisions were first
made about the committees about the committee structures. And Sen-
ator Packwood, a representative concurring, was that we should move
ahead on structure and changes that we have been discussing.
When the decision was made on structure and duties of those com-

mittees then to make further recommendations on staff requirements,
on staffing.
We have a staff report. We have studied and started work on this

but felt it was not possible to do it wisely until the fundamental
decisions were made on structures.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. I do not think we need to raise the horrible

images of fear that we' are going to create some chaotic circumstances
by adopting this resolution.
We certainly have to let that stand in our way as it relates to

structure of committees where long-time staff people will only be
affected. We are only here for 6 years, and it might enhance the repre-
sentation of the Senate to fire a portion of the staff. I think we are
frankly a little top heavy with bureaucracy up here on the Hill any-
way, but I would say that everytime this committee sits in judgment
on the various standing commitee budget requests, almost invariably
we add to that staff year-in and year-out. Now, all we would have
to do in order not to create this great dislocation of these ingrained
and some well implanted staff that we have today is that during this
transition period which we have proposed, those future additions to
committee staffs would be on the minority side until we reach that
factor of one-third. Anything of this kind need not be implemented
overnight.
Senator GRIFFIN. Would it be possible to have a phasing-in period

of 3 years so that you accomplish a third of the difference a year at a
time.

85-254--77---13
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Senator HATFIELD. Or by the beginning of the nex
t Congress. We-

are looking at this to be achieved, ultimately, in an 
ordinary transi-

tion system with the least amount of dislocation.

Senator GRIFFIN. I do not want to underestimate
 or make light of

the problem. It will be a problem to a couple of commi
ttees where the.

distance is far away. For instance, if the minority
 of the Foreign

Relations Committee should exercise the right t
o adjustment of 55

staff members accountable to the majority and only 
3 accountable to.

minority, the transition would be difficult.
The other day they were talking about nonpartisan st

aff and they

were deciding to fire the staff director without consultin
g the minority

at all.
Senator PELL. Forgive me. But 1 of the 53 majorit

y; we do not

know the politics of a great many.
Senator GRIFFIN. We do not know some on our side. W

e just want

them to be accountable to us.
Senator PELL. And it was agreed at that meeting 

there would be

consultation by the chairman and 
Senator GRIFFIN. It just demonstrates the facts of l

ife. We recog-

nize there that they are working for the majority a
nd that it is the.

way it should be. We think we should have some fair
ness on our side.

Senator HATFIELD. We have some nonpartisans on our
 side, but you

do not hire them. All that we are asking is equity.

Senator GRIFFIN. A 3-year phasing-in period an
d give to any

employees who were then affected some kind of right
s comparable to.

the rights you are giving here in this resolution woul
d be a very fair-

way to go.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Griffin, as you know we a

re still up against.

that time frame.
Let me suggest this: Why do you not get a commitm

ent from Sena-

tor Stevenson to give full consideration to your pr
oposal. You have

got on their committee equal numbers; you have got eq
ual Republicans,

and equal Democrats. If you cannot get that kind of a
 proposal out of

an equally divided committee I do not believe we shoul
d waste our time.

here—and I do not say that disparagingly—but we
 have very little

time left to get the issues done that we are supposed
 to do.

Senator GRIFFIN. You can vote me down if you wish; I 
hope you will

not. I do not think it would reflect very well in t
he Senate or this

committee:
I think the case is so obvious and so clear and so fair 

that there is no.

reason or justification for delaying putting this prin
ciple into any re-

form of the committee system.
The CHAIRMAN. As a principle I might say you hav

e a very good'

point. But as a practical matter, when you talk in terms
 of staff of these.

committees where you do not know who appointed them
, most of them,.

they have been carried over from previous times beca
use they do have

some expertise. And you are talking for one of two resu
lts; you are ask-

ing to fire them or asking to increase the size of commit
tees.

Now, in my judgment we have already got too many staf
f people on

board—and I am not recommending firing—but I certa
inly could not

support either one of these proposals.
Senator GRIFFIN. Right now the majority insofar as the

 system runs,.

has the authority both to hire and to fire and I think th
is is very basic-
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equity. If you want to vote us down, as you have done before, it is yourprivilege. I hope you will not.
I know that there are many Democrats in the Senate who thinkotherwise. We believe that this is the right thing to do.
Senator ALLEN. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Then why do you not bring it up on the floor andoffer it there?
Senator GRIFFIN. I want to bring it up now.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Allen?
Senator ALLEN. If I felt taking this action was because of prolifera-tion of the number of staff I would be against it. But I wonder if thematter could be handled in such a way that it could be handled by attri-tion. It is a matter of simple arithmetic. If you assume that the com-mittee has as few as 10 staff members—I do not suppose there is anysuch committee as that [laughter]—but assume that you have that andyou had nine Democrats and one Republican. What would be wrongwith wording the amendment in such a way that if there should be avacancy in those nine that until such time as it came up two-thirds toone-third ratio you would fill such position with minority staff mem-bers and in the course of the committee's work it was necessary to add astaff member rather than fill a vacancy that that person would be fromthe minority until such time as the total number got up to one-third.I am thinking this: I think we all make criticism that much of ourlegislation is as a result of staff input. And I am wondering if we havenot had any varied balanced input philosophically if we had 52 or 53ratios, I wonder if you would end up with better legislation if we hada philosphical balance of staff input.
What would be your comment on that?
Senator STEVENSON. Senator Allen, let me just say one example andperhaps it would clarify my other point that we need to face up tostructural changes with respect to staff.
Your proposal, if I understand it, the newly constituted CommerceCommittee would take over all of the jurisdiction of the Aeronauticsand Space Committee under this resolution. And under your proposalto meet this quota all of the staff for NASA, for example, you take onthis new jurisdiction in the Commerce Committee and they would behired by the minority. The majority would not get any staff at all onthat.
Senator ALLEN. Why do you not word it this way: The applicationor this formula would go into effect subsequent to the reconstitutionof the staffs following the approval of this Senate Resolution 4 andlet you make just such adjustment as you need to make.
Senator STEVENSON. Senator Allen, I am completely sympathetic toyour objective. I do not know how long the committee wants to spendon this. We can spend as long as we did on jurisdiction. It has not beenmentioned that some staff positions are already taken. Many of thecommittees—it was my impression Foreign Relations Committee wasone—very historically organized on a nonpartisan basis.
Senator GRIFFIN. What does nonpartisan mean, Senator Stevenson?Senator STEVENSON. I thought as a practical matter it meant con-sultation between the ranking member and the chairman and that iswhat happened in the Intelligence Committee. I do not think weshould have a partisan staff.
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Senator GRIFFIN. We are not complaining about the Intell
igence

Committee. We just wish the other committees would 
follow its

example.
Senator STEVENSON. Part of what has happened in the Intell

igence

Committee is just fine and part is not, in my opinion. The part t
hat is

not, involves the right of Members including minority and the majo
r-

ity to appoint, in addition to Senate Resolution 60 _personnel, indi-

vidual staff without any real concern about the priorities of the com-

mittee, its role, if they fall into place then it is by accident. As I said

in the beginning, my largest concern about this proposal is a much

larger staff bureaucracy. I think to put together the corp of profes-

sional staff to keep the work of these committees going and to fill the

quota, what you are going to end up doing is tying in a whole lot

more staff.
Senator GRIFFIN. Let me say this: If the staff is made up of non-

partisan experts as you contend and which I concede may be true in

some situations, do you not think it likely that the minority would

adopt some of those employees as their employees in meeting this

ratio? I think they would. It does not necessarily mean that all of

those people would be fired. Beyond that why is it that you are so

willing to go along with the separations or Exilic, of employees to

achieve your committee consolidation but not if it means giving the

minority at least one-third of the staff?
Senator STEVENSON. You do not understand. I think what we have

to do is establish objectives and my objection as it is remains.
Fair staffing procedures, if they require firing, then there will be

firing. And at this point I do not know what is fair because Republi-

cans and Democrats are equally divided in the committee and they

have decided that it would not be the best time to make decisions about

staffing for a committee system that we have not created yet. That

was a 'bipartisan decision and it may well be when we continue to
do this work after the decision is made on the committee structure
we will come out with proposals for your consideration which if you
adopt will be fine on the firing of staff. I just do not know.

All I am trying to suggest to you is this is not quite as simple and
as easy as it looks on its face. It is a proposition to which I subscribe
100 percent, justice for the minority. But in getting there it is not easy.

Senator GRIFFIN. I might just say that this is a subject about which
I have been concerned for quite a while and I have noticed with
some committees where the chairman wants to achieve this result and
is willing to say this is the right thing to do, we have seen a very
dramatic shift in recent years.
I am pointing to the Government Operations Committee as an exam-

ple. Less than 5 years ago the minority had a very small percentage
of that staff and Senator Percy has been very adamant and very
vigilant and has finally gotten the majority and the chairman to go
along with it. And within a couple of years. There are now, the minor-
ity has a third of staffing budget. It can be done. All you have got to
do is want to do it. It can be done in a relatively short period of time.
We are not asking that it be done overnight. I think a 3-year period
would be very fair and equitable. We just ask that you make a third
of the progress each year until it is done without adding to the staff.
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I mean, we are not contending or asking that the total staff be in-
creased in order to do this. If you want to write that then we will
be glad to write that in.
Senator CLARK. I think that would make it much more satisfactory

than it is.
One question that I had—and here perhaps it is my nature—butit seems to me that the most important thing is that there be someequality in the professional staff. Obviously if you are going to dothat there is going to be some administrative staff, whatever it mightbe, identified and associated with the minority professional staff.But one thing that might be somewhat inequitable would be, astradition has developed at any rate, as I understand the committeesystem, a lot of the administrative work, printing, preparation forprinting, perhaps even drawing up the schedules and so forth, themajority has done that traditionally. In fact, the administrative staffwould be coming out of the majority two-thirds. There ought to besome agreement that that work be shared equitably or that apply to

professional staff and secretarial help rather than these other routineadministrative things that are normally done by the majority.
I am not sure I am articulating that correctly.
Senator GRIFFIN. I know what you are saying.
I might point out that on the surface equity would indicate thatthe minority has 38 percent and we are asking for only 33 percent.
Senator CLARK. We are not doing this for one Congress.
Senator GRIFFIN. That is right.
Senator CLARK. The Democrats may have 70 percent by the nextelection.
Senator GRIFFIN. Well, if you wanted to say that 5 or 6 percent

in addition to whatever the minority has should be allocated to themajority for those purposes, I think that would be fair. That is what
the situation would be now.
Senator CLARK. Right.
The CHAIRMAN. But gentlemen, I think what we are already doingnow is pointing up what a very difficult problem that is.
Senator GRIFFIN. Senator Cannon, it will always be difficult for you.
The CHAIRMAN. No; it will not. And if you check with your minority

ranking member you will find that we have been very fair and neverfailed to put anybody on that he has requested.
Senator GRIFFIN. Do you care to take a look at it, at what it is?
The CHAIRMAN. If you can find out who they are charged to, I

would like to know myself.
Senator GRIFFIN. Twenty-five to the majority and 5 to the minor-

ity. Is that correct?
The CHAIRMAN. And how did you allocate the 25 to the majority?

Simply because they have been here a long period of time.
Senator GRIFFIN. Who can fire them?
The CHAIRMAN. You have got technical people here. I suppose

I could fire them. And certainly if Senator Hatfield made a request
of me I would give every consideration to it.
Senator GRIFFIN. Who do you think they think they are work-

ing for?
The CHAIRMAN. I think that they think that they are working

for the committee.
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Let me ask you. Have you had any problem in getting any infor-
mation out of the staff people on this committee? 

iSenator GRIFFIN. That s not the question at all.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, the point is that we have a very difficult situ-

ation. If this is to be proposed, then we have to consider the Senate
Resolution 60 people as a part.
Senator GRIFFIN. Why?
The CHAIRMAN. Because you are entitled to Senate Resolution 60

staffing which is to help on a particular committee. And if you have
got one-third of staffing of the committee and then each Member of
the minority puts a Senate Resolution 60 appointee on there you
change the balance completely.

Senator GRIFFIN. Each Member has the same entitlement to Senate
Resolution 60 staff personnel and it does not change the ratio as far
as the committee staffing is concerned.
The CHAIRMAN. It would because the chairman does not auto-

matically get an appointee under Senate Resolution 60. But the
point that I am trying to make is that it is a very complicated sub-
pct. You have got here a chairman of a special select committee that
is equally divided that supports your proposition but as he has said,
give us a chance to work it out. And I would think that you would
be willing to get a firm commitment from him that they will work it

out and come back with some recommendations.
Senator GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I would be much more interested

in getting a firm commitment written into this resolution and if there

are details to be worked out then we would work them out. I think

we are being very fair and very reasonable.
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. 

Chairman, 
this proposal does not reflect

the personnel under Senate Resolution 60 at all.
Senator GRIFFIN. No.
The CHAIRMAN. No.
Senator WILLIAMS. Where the true equity—in Senator Griffin's

term—I think it should.
The CHAIRMAN. It should, yes.
Senator WILLIAMS. Yes.
Senator GRIFFIN. I fail to understand your reference to Senate

Resolution 60 because it has nothing to do with the ratio of staff as

far as the committee is concerned.
Senator WILLIAMS. That is exactly why Senate Resolution 60 was

adopted.
Senator GRIFFIN. As I understand, it was to give each party, who-

ever he was, a staff person. That does not change the ratio between the
Democrats and the Republicans.

Senator WILLIAMS. Then from your argument the majority has the
staff. So under that argument the 60 is to those that do not have staff
and you are arguing it is that predominant the minority.

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, to help the committee out, cer-
tainly our bipartisan committee would take a serious look at the prob-
lem of staffing. We can also consult with the Hughes Commission on
the operation of the Senate and get some response from those who
have some responsibility for making recommendations in this field.
And pledge to you our best efforts to make a recommendation, a rec-
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-ommendation after we have the chance to consider the effects of re-
organization which was, of course, our intention.
Senator GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to modify my amend-

ment as 
-

ment as I have a right to do. At the end of the first paragraph follow-
in the sentence, "The committee shall then thereafter adjust its
bu'raget to comply with the resolution. I would add the sentence, "Such
adjustment shall be equitably made over a 3-year period of time."
Then I would ask for a vote on the amendment.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the question of the

sponsor of the amendment?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator STEVENSON. Is it the intention of the sponsor to retain the

last paragraph, and if so, would that not have the effect of—to cite
one example, the majority on the Commerce Committee—from hiring
any staff to exercise the responsibilities of the Aeronautics and Space
'Committee and other jurisdictions?

Senator GRIFFIN. Do you know how much staff the Commerce Com-
mittee has now?

Senator STEVENSON. I do not know. I am on the committee but I do
not know what the number is. I know it is a large jurisdiction.

Senator GRIFFIN. It sure is. It is just top heavy with staff.
Senator STEVENSON. And there is, within that staff at the present

time, little if any of the expertise necessary to carry on and, if any-
thing, do better the work of the standing committee of the U.S. Senate
which is being transferred into that committee, the Aeronautics and
Space Committee. I do not know how many members were on that
-committee.

Senator GRIFFIN. I would be reluctant to increase the budget of the
Commerce Committee and if they need expertise let them reshuffle the
staffs of the combined committees.

Senator STEVENSON. It has taken over a multibillion dollar pro-
gram and no one to oversee it. If there ever was a "penny-wise pound-
foolish" to policymaking in the oversight of the executive branch, that
is it.

Senator HATFIELD. All that will be decided anyway after they come
in before our committee to ask for their budget. So we are not making
that decision at this point.

Senator STEVENSON. No the question was about the last paragraph.
Senator GRIFFIN. Would you support it if we struck out that

sentence?
Senator STEVENSON. I have to support my own committee's decision,

which I have already explained. The committee might come out with
something very close to that, I do not know. We really have the bipar-
tisan—the unanimous decision has not gotten into it.

Senator GRIFFIN. I would be glad to strike that sentence out if that
would get your support.

Senator STEVENSON. It would make it a little less bad.
Senator GRIFEIN. The first sentence of the second paragraph, so that

it does not preclude the addition, the hiring of additional staff for
consultants unless there is some justification for it.

Senator STEVENSON. You could improve it by striking the rest
,of it.
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• Senator GRIFFIN. I would go back to the point Senator Allen made;
we are not suggesting that this should be the justification for hiring of
additional staff. It might require some, over a period of time, for some
staff to leave in order to transfer to the minority. We are willing to
space that out over a period of time but I think it is fair and right so
we ought to get there.
Senator STEVENSON. Agreed.
Senator GRIFFIN. Tam sorry. I do not, mean any disrespect but I have

very little confidence that if we cannot do it now that we are going
to do it later by itself.

Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. I would just observe that this, of course, is not a

a new subject. When Senator Curtis was a ranking member of this
committee some time ago, every year when this committee goes over
every budget, this discussion comes up. And we get the same story
from the majority, that is, "Why we have a nonpartisan staff." We do
not know the party registrations, and one of the few things I was able
to agree with Strom Thurmond on is when he said in answer to that:
"But we do not have any part in the hiring of the nonpartisan mem-
bers for the committee staff." Consequently, it just seems to me that
we have been overtime on this subject for so long.
Senator Griffin or I have brought it up on every single committee

here, and I think it is unfortunate that the minority party has had to
pull teeth to get any concession out of the majority party. And it has
been only by the personal working relationship between the ranking
member and the chairman that has gotten any consideration at all—
not on the basis of principle, but on the basis of persuasion, cajoling,
and wooing that has to go on to get some kind of a breakthrough on
this reticence, this determination of almost all of the majority to limit
staff for the minority.

Senator STEVENSON. Senator, you joined in the creation of a new
bipartisan committee with a duty to look into such questions, and you
will hear from it. All I am suggesting is that you hear from it before
acting on this issue.
Senator HATFIELD. What are you going to do after February? Are

you going to do it before February?
Senator STEVENSON. I am going out of business on February 28 and

I hope the whole committee goes out of business. Our final report
would be no later than February 28.
The CHAIRMAN. It would include this subject?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir, or in an earlier report, if possible.
The CHAIRMAN. Have you further modified your amendment now?

If so, how does it read now?
Senator GRIFFIN. Well, Senator Stevenson objects to "No additional

hiring of staff members or consultants, either new or replacement, by
the majority shall occur until such resolution is complied with." I will
strike that out. I don't want this, however, to indicate that we want
to increase the size of staff.
But it is conceivable, as he says, that maybe there ace some expanded

jurisdictions here and there, maybe some increase in staff justified.
Senator CLARK. Is the Senator from Michigan also prepared in the

report language to allow for a 5 percent increase in administrative
staff for purposes we discussed earlier?
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Senator GRIFFIN. Are you thinking in terms of the present spread
which would be from 331/3 to 38. Are you thinking if the ratio changed
in a new Congress we would preserve that specific percent or are you
thinking of an additional 5 percent?

Senator CLARK. The Senator from Michigan made a proposal a lit-
tle while ago to cover the problem that I suggested.
Senator GRIFFIN. What I suggested was that the difference between

38 and 33 accounts or provides for administrativb, staff; and then the
Senator from Iowa made the statement, "yes, but the ratio might
change in a future Congress." You are right, it might. If it did, we
should be sure that there was at least that much of a spread in any
event-5 percent or 6 percent or something that would be available
to the majority regardless for the administrative purposes and so on.
I would be willing to put that in, either in the report or as an
amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. I want to offer an amendment. After the last sen-

tence, which Senator Griffin added, where he added "Such adjustment
shall be made over a 3-year period of time," insert the following: "and
take into full consideration employees appointed under Senate Reso-
lution 60."
Senator GRIFFIN. Would the chairman be able to explain to us what

he means by that?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes; it means simply this, that if you have, for

example, on the Rules Committee—if you have 8 employees that
you have appointed to the Rules Committee, and each member of the
minority has a Senate Resolution 60 person, you would then have 11
people charged against your appointing authority to fill this quota
under the Rules Committee.
Senator GRIFFIN. Then you would count any majority employees

that were hired on the same basis.
The CHAIRMAN. Absolutely, that are assigned to the majority. So

that any persons that are working, either for majority or minority,
assigned under Senate Resolution 60 to that committee, would be
chargeable to the committee in determining your ratio.
Senator HATFIELD. I think that is an excellent amendment. And I

would say to the chairman that if we had had a system like this to
begin with, we would never have had Senate Resolution 60. That is
what gave rise to Senate Resolution 60. Maybe one of these days we
can repeal Senate Resolution 60, if we can get adequate majority and.
minority staffing on the committees.
Senator TOWER. Of course, Senate Resolution 60 is partially a crea-

ture of Democrats as well as Republicans; there are a lot of Democrats
who joined it then.
Senator ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, let me suggest that you make this

effective at a time when Senate Resolution 4 will have been imple-
mented; otherwise we are going to throw it all out of kilter. Make this
effective say, the 1st of April, or something of that sort.
Senator TOWER. I think the effective date of Senate Resolution 4

would be the effective date of 
Senator ALLEN. No; because you have got to merge these staff

people into all these committees; you need to have that stabilized
before this goes into effect. That probably ought to be June 1.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, may I make a suggestion?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson.
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Senator STEVENSON. Senate Resolution 4 provides for, and estab-

lishes, a staff transition period—and I haven't thought all this throug
h,

but if the committee is thinking of adopting this, I think its 
pro-

visions would probably conflict with some of the provisions for staff

during this transition period. And, therefore. the suggestion would be

that if it, is adopted it would be made effective at the expiration of

that staff transition period, which would be July 1. There may be

some technical problems that the staff would have to work out. too.

The CHAIRMAN. There are some technical problems, you say?
Senator STEVENSON. I believe so, but I think they are technical and

could be worked out—not going to the substance of this proposition,
with which I would quarrel strenuously, but if the committee wants to
do it.
Senator ALLEN. I wonder how it would be also to make this a 5-year

period? I think the 3 years might be a short time to go from 5 or 10
percent up to 331/3 percent—but you would have movement toward it.
The CHAIRMAN. It, would require a lot of firings to do that.
Senator ALLEN. Yes but if you have it 5 years, but half to be

achieved at the end of 3 years.
Senator PELL. What this would then mean is that many chairmen

would find themselves unable to hire an individual on their committee
for up to 5 years, until this had worked itself out.

Senator TOWER. We could get rid of some undesirable staff at the
end of 2 years.

Senator HATFIELD. Senator, what about 4 years with half at the end
of 2 years?

Senator ALLEN. I think that would be an improvement.
Senator HATFIELD. Four years rather than 5—that would be two

Congresses, if we have to go an extension.
Senator GRIFFIN. Just as Senator Tower said, this will give them

an excuse to get rid of some of that deadwood around here.
Senator TOWER. I think you could take care of it by attrition really.
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Clark?
Senator CLARK. Just one other person to speak on it—I think the

Senator from Michigan's arguments are quite persuasive in the sense
of giving equality. I lean very much toward the Allen suggestion, as
modified by Senator Hatfield, namely, that it be over a 4-year period
with half of it to be accomplished within 2 years, and with the amend-
ment of the Senator from Nevada on Senate Resolution 60. And I
intend to vote for it if those two changes are made.

Senator GRIFFIN. I will so modify it to make it 4 years instead of
3 years, then.

Senator TOWER. In 4 years the gentlemen on the other side may be
the beneficiaries of this. [Laughter.]
Senator HATFIELD. Question.
Senator TOWER. I am not holding my breath. [Laughter.]
The CHAIRMAN. Have you modified it now to say with half to be

done in 2 years? Is that included?
Senator GRIFFIN. Over a 4-year period 
Senator HATFIELD. With half to be achieved in 2.
Senator Glut-TIN. Perhaps the staff can come up with some more art-

ful language than that. If they can have more artful language, that's
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fine—but that is what we want to say : A 4-year period of time with half
to be accomplished in 2 years.
The CHAIRMAN. And you have already stricken the provision for no

additional hiring of staff members or consultants.
Senator GRIFFIN. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. And what did you do on the date; that this action

should not be implemented prior to what date?
Senator GRIFFIN. Senator Stevenson, did your staff man suggest

July 1? Does that somehow fit in with the 
Senator STEVENSON. Yes; that is the expiration of the transition

period that is provided for in Senate Resolution 4.
The Chairman. Shall not be implemented prior to July 1, 1977,

and will take into full consideration 
Senator GRIFFIN. Now, wait a minute; let's not say it shall not be

implemented; you shouldn't preclude, surely, a committee chairman
that wants to cooperate, but you are going to make it the effective date
of it, isn't that right?
Senator HATFIELD. Effective date, July 1.
Senator GRIFFIN. You know, there might be some chairmen who are

going to get some pangs of conscience before then and be willing to
do something.
Senator PELL. Wouldn't this mean that if, for example, the chief

counsel of a committee resigned to go on somewhere, if the chairman
of that committee had what in the minority view is an undue balance,
could not hire a new chief counsel, he would have to promote someone
from within the committee, even if that person was not qualified to
be chief counsel or chief clerk.
Senator HATFIELD. Not at all. What would prevent him from hiring

a chief counsel? He has 2 years to implement this—only 50 percent
of it in 2 years. So that doesn't mean he has to take each vacancy as
it occurs and fill it in order to bring the balance for it.
Senator GRIFFIN. You know, the enforcement of this comes right

down to this committee when we approve the budgets and the funding
for these committees. If we mean what we are saying here, we can
see that this happens in a 4-year period of time.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Williams?
Senator WILLIAMS. Well, just a couple of fast questions, if I could.
First, does the upon-request provision stay in? That has not been

amended out; in other words, the majority and the minority have to
request action—that's the trigger, that stays there.
Senator HATFIELD. Yes.
Senator GRIFFIN. That's right.
Senator WILLIAMS. Now, No. 2, do you need a base to establish

whether you have gone halfway in 2 years or 3 years? The goal is
one-third—conforming to one-half of—of what?
Senator ALLEN. One-sixth. [Laughter.]
Senator WILLIAMS. Of what?
Senator GRIFFIN. Well, I think you look at the ratio and see what

it is, and see how much short it is of a third—and you take at least
four steps and get there.

Senator WILLIAMS. In other words, the base is what it is now—and
that should be understood, I would imagine, with the minority, what
your present situation is.
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Senator GRIFFIN. It's committee by committee.
Senator WILLIAMS. Human Resources is at 30 percent now.
Senator HATFIELD. You don't have to worry; you have got it.
Senator WILLIAMS. Well, that's the question—are we there, are we

half way home already?
Senator GRIFFIN. The 4-year period doesn't make sense for some

committees that are almost there now, frankly.
Senator HATFIELD. 30 to 96 now, so you are—
Senator GRIFFIN. In the case of a couple of committees, like Foreign

Relations, such time delay would be necessary, because they have a
long way to go.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, Senator Stevenson, may I ask you this—if the

committee should adopt this resolution, would your committee con-
sider that it had nothing further to do in this area, or would you con-
tinue to study this problem of staffing and come back with some recom-
mendations to us?

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I can confidently predict that if
this resolution is adopted—and unless it is provided also that the staff
directors of the committees are going to be able to assign work to the
minority—this resolution will be followed by a staff explosion on the
Hill. The only way to get the work done and to meet the quota is
going to be to hire a lot more staff.
That being my expectation, yes we would continue to work on this

and try to come up with additional on staffing.
The CHAIRMAN. There would, of course, be the problem to look at

of the permanent core staff and what that ratio ought to be of the core
staff on the committee, as well as the additional people that are on
there.

Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. And there ought to be looked at the question of

termination of employees, whether they are going to be granted any
termination right if they are fired as a result of this adjustment. There
also ought to be looked at the question of how big we are going to per-
mit the staffs to be as a result of this recommendation, in addition to
the size of the staffs that you will have to look at because of the new
structure of the committees, the new structure of this reorganization.
Senator STEVENSON. That's right. We will have to consider termina-

tion benefits in connection with any firings that would be a result
of this measure, in conjunction with the provisions on that subject that
have been made for layoffs that result from reorganization. You
wouldn't presumably want different benefits.
I can see all kinds of ramifications—and some of them quite unin-

tended. So we would try to go into all of them and hopefully also
come up with a better way of accomplishing the objective than this is,
in time for some consideration by the full Senate.

Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hatfield?
Senator HATFIELD. Wouldn't all those same considerations be given

to the staff who will be affected by the committee consolidation?
Senator STEVENSON. Well, I don't know what the dimensions of the

staff layoffs in this case would be. Maybe there is going to be a very'
large additional expense to the taxpayers so we have to consider re-
ducing benefits for everybody. I just don't know at this point.
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Senator HATFIELD. Well, how are you going to handle the staffpeople on the committees that you have recommended here be con-solidated?
Senator STEVENSON. 1 week's pay for every year of service up to 10,and 2 weeks' pay for years of service in addition to 10.Senator HATFIELD. And over what period of time would there be toconsolidate and to try to adjust to this? You would have a graceperiod of-
Senator STEVENSON. That was the transition period that I men-tioned; that expires on July 1.
Senator HATFIELD. Well, we are in effect working about a 2-yeargrace period, at least for 50 percent, and a 4-year grace period forthe rest of them.
So this resolution would have a much longer transition period forimplementation of the minority staffing section than your committeereport has as it relates to other aspects of committee staff.Senator STEVENSON. The point is, Senator Hatfield, you are talkingabout grace periods for different problems, and the problem that Ithink Senator Cannon referred to rightly, and that I referred to twice,and which understandably can't be appreciated fully by the minority,is the need of these committees to maintain professional core staffsto keep the ongoing nonpartisan work of those committees done.And there is just an irreducible minimum in all of them. And workthat may be done by staff that is labeled "majority," but it is just asimportant to the minority as it is to the majority. You can't cut beyonda point.
Senator HATFIELD. May I assure the Senator that we will appointjust the same quality of nonpartisan professional staff as the majorityhas appointed nonpartisan professional staff.Senator STEVENSON. And will they be subject to the staff director'sdirections then

' 
so that the reports get printed and the wastebasketsget cleaned out and all the rest of the routine work gets done?Senator HATFIELD. We will take that 5-percent differential and han-dle that all ourselves on the minority side, if that bothers the Senatorfrom Illinois.

Senator GRIFFIN. All on a nonpartisan basis.Senator HATFIELD. Yes; all on a nonpartisan basis; we will havejanitors on a nonpartisan 'oasis. If you want to divest yourself of thoseresponsibilities, we can do it probably for 3 percent.Senator STEVENSON. Well, maybe that would be a good idea; it wouldbe something to keep you busy. [Laughter.]Senator HATFIELD. Question.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion? Clerk will call the roll.Senator PELL. What are we voting on, Mr. Chairman?The CHAIRMAN. On the amendment, as amended, by Senator Griffin.The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd.
The CHAIRMAN. No, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen. Mr. Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark.
Senator CLARK. Aye.
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The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator GRIFFIN. I think that Senator Allen is here, isn't he

? Is he

going to get a chance to vote?
Senator PELL. He's not in back; I was looking for him.

Senator GRIFFIN. The whole point of me bringing this up a
t this

time, as the chairman will recall, is that I wanted to bring it up
 at a

time when Senator Allen could be here and vote. I vote aye obvio
usly.

The CHAIRMAN. We brought it up before 2 o'clock so that we co
uld

get that done; we have taken an hour of 21/2 hours.
Senator GRIFFIN. I would think that we could poll the absent me

m-

bers perhaps, or something.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you want to continue the rollcall.

The CLERK. Mr. Tower.
Senator TOWER. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. No.
The CLERK. Four nays, four yeas.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is not agreed to.

Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Tower.
Senator TOWER. I move that Senator Allen be polled.

Senator HATFIELD. I second the motion.
The C-HAmmAx. Moved and seconded that Senator Allen be polled.

The clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. No. [Laughter.]
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd.
The CHAIRMAN. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen. [Laughter.]
Mr. Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. I don't think he should be forced to vote—no.

The CLERK. Mr. Clark.
Senator CLARK. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator GRIFFIN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower.
Senator TOWER. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. No.
Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman, I move to reconsider the vote by

which the motion to poll Mr. Allen was 
The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, I suggest that we get on with the busi-

ness of the committee. We have spent an hour on this matter.
Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. We are up against a time constraint to report

tonight.
Senator TOWER. I am aware we are up against a time constraint.
The CHAIRMAN. Let's get some work done.
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Senator TOWER. But we are also sitting here as a substantial major-
ity of the Senate; we have no resources downtown; we have a very
small percentage of the staffing. It is in the interests of the democratic
process that we be able to mount some kind of an effective opposition.
Now, if you are going to roll over the opposition and suppress it, then
I think you must say, we don't care to hear from the minority, we
don't care anything about alternatives, we don't care to have their case
presented in the most effective manner so the American people can
have some idea about what is going on. Now, it is obvious that the
amendment would have carried had Senator Allen been here, so the
majority of the committee—their will is not being worked in this in-
stance anyway. Let's announce to the public—the majority be damned,
as far as the committee vote is concerned; we are going to work the
will of the Democrat conference or caucus, or whatever it is called, and
make sure that the minority is inadequately staffed so that they can
mount the least effective opposition.
Now, that is what it boils down to.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, Senator Tower, I am sorry that you interpret

it that way. Senator Stevenson has given you what I consider a very
firm commitment to report back on staffing recommendations on this
entire matter. And I must say that I will go along with a studied rec-
ommendation as to how these problems ought to be handled; but I think
they do need to be studied and need to be considered rationally, and all
of the problems considered, rather than have us legislate right here.

enator Stevenson has said that he supports your proposition; you
have a bipartisan committee, an equal-member committee, and I think
that all of these matters need to be reported back, and, as I said, I will
support a movement along this line.

Senator TOWER. Well, Mr. Chairman, we sat here this morning and.
heard Senator Magnuson say how disappointed he was that the com-
mittee failed to go along with something the majority agreed to, and
we acted on it; we didn't listen to Mr. Stevenson at the time. I think
we have been highly selective about the way we listen to Mr. Steven-
son—and he pleads his case very well.
I don't think that we ought to sit around and rely on that because

we have been trying to get adequate minority staffing for years—and
we haven't gotten it. I don't distrust Mr. Stevenson; I distrust the
process very much.
And I believe that I had a motion pending; I was qualified to offer

the motion because. I voted on the prevailing side, and the motion is
debatable. And, therefore, I would like for us to discuss the matter
a little while myself.
Now, we discussed this matter in a conference of Republicans. We

agreed that we would try to incorporate the question of minority staff-
ing into the reorganization resolution. We agree also that we would
not try to delay or throw any obstacles in the way of the Senate being
able to consider the reorganization resolution for the sake of minority
staffing. All we are asking for is a fair shake.
We have determined we would not filibuster the reorganization reso-

lution; we are trying to act responsibly; we held no threat over any-
body's head; we delivered no ultimatums. The fact of the matter is,
even though there are only 38 of us, we can throw a hell of a delay into
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the Senate if we choose to. We don't choose to do it. We just want our
legitimate rights observed.
And I think that we have been evenhanded in the way we have done

this; we have said it can be spread out over a 4-year period of time. I
think we have made every accommodation. I think fairness dictates

ithat the minority, which is n excess of one-third, be given one-third of
the staff. When you consider the enormous resources that the Demo-
crats have.
Now, do we want a two-party system in this country or not? Maybe

there are some who think we would be better off with a one-party sys-
tem, with a multifactional system. The Democratic Party, of course, is
only cohesive for political purposes; it is made up of a very interesting
assortment of conflicting interest groups—and what holds it together I
will never understand, even as an academic political scientist! But it
does—much to our dismay.
I think that fairness dictates that we be given adequate staffing.
Senator GRIFFIN. Would the Senator yield to me without losing his

right to the floor?
Senator Tow-En. I yield.
Senator GRITFTN. I just wonder if we couldn't resolve this by—obvi-

ously this is the kind of a question that every Senator on this commit-
tee ought to vote on, and we are not going to be satisfied until every-
one does have a chance to vote. Obviously I brought it up at a time
when I thought that Senator Allen would be here, because I think I
know how he would vote—but I don't know for sure.

Couldn't we agree by unanimous consent that we will reconsider this
and that you will set a time to vote when Senators will be here and
vote on its again?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes; if we can move along and get on to other busi-

ness, I certainly would agree that we could reconsider it at a time when
all of the membership is here.
Senator GRIFFIN. You could agree to poll the members of the com-

mittee, if you want to do it that way.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I think we could reconsider it at such time as

all the members are here.
Senator TOWER. I am willing to have my motion set aside without

prejudice, to be taken up prior to the reporting of the resolution.
The CHAIRMAN. Very well. Senator Clark, did you have some other

amendments now? Did we conclude all of yours?
Senator CLARK. I do have some other amendments, Mr. Chairman. It

is marked amendment 5, "International Food Matters." Again, this
amendment, like the others that we have considered in the foreign pol-
icy area, are simply clarifications of specific recommendations by the
select committee; they are not changes in what they recommend.
Does the Chairman have that amendment? It is marked "Amend-

ment 5, International Food Matters." On page 12, line 20, after
"States," strike the comma and insert the following: "In matters re-
lating to food, nutrition, and hunger in foreign countries."
Now, that does not have the effect of changing any jurisdictions at

all; it simply clarifies the fact that the Foreign Relations Committee
does have the right to study and look into matters relating to food and
nutrition and hunger in foreign countries.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson?
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Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I don't believe there are any
with that language. It does not impinge upon the jurisdic-

tion of the Agriculture Committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion? Without objection, that

will be approved.
Senator CLARK. Next is amendment No. 6, "Foreign Loans." And the

amendment is again on page 12, after line 17, insert the following:.
"11." and then the words "Foreign loans."
Now, this simply makes explicit the jurisdiction over foreign loans.

Senator Stevenson's January 12 memorandum indicates this change
merely modernizes the language, does not change the jurisdiction of
the committee—and nothing to that effect is mentioned in the Com-
mittee on Committees' report; this is simply to help clarify that point.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. The Senator does not intend by this amendment

to enlarge upon the jurisdiction now stated in rule 25 for the Foreign
Relations Committee, is that correct?
Senator CLARK. That is correct.
Senator STEVENSON. With that understanding, I have no objection

to that.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion?
Is there objection? Without objection, it is approved.
Senator CLARK. Two other amendments remaining, Mr. Chairman.
The first amendment, entitled "amendment 7, American businessinterests abroad, as they affect American foreign policy." Again on

page 12, after line 17, insert the following: "American business inter-
ests abroad, as they affect American foreign policy."
Now, again, this merely modernizes the language to insure thejurisdiction over operations of American business interests abroad, asthey affect American foreign policy, while not objecting to the trans-fer of foreign trade promotion out of the Foreign RelationsCommittee.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there discussion?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I think this requires someclarification. I think I know the intention, but the language, on theface of it, goes beyond that.
I believe this was intended to codify the jurisdiction which hasbeen exercised recently in the Foreign Relations Committee, the over-sight jurisdiction, with respect to multinational corporations.It would not, then be the intention of the author to enlarge uponany legislative jurisdiction within the Foreign Relations Committee?Senator CLARK. Not at all. Not at all.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, I have to point out, then, to the authorof this amendment that it does more than he intends. At least thestaff tells me that this is legislative jurisdiction, it is not stated justas oversight jurisdiction, and that being the case, with an appro-priate change, it could clearly impinge on the jurisdictions of othercommittees, as, for example, the activities of U.S. banks abroad.Senator CLARK. I will Say this. The current situation, as I under-stand it, is that Foreign Relations has jurisdiction over "majors tofoster commercial intercourse with foreign nations and to safeguardAmerican business interests abroad."
Now, this is in item 11 of rule 25.

85-254-77-14
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As I understand what Senate Resolution 4 does, is it deletes item 11
of rule 25, replaces it with nothing, and makes, therefore, I think,
somewhat confusing the Foreign Relations jurisdiction over multi-
national corporations.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, if the Senator's intention is to preserve

the measures to safeguard U.S. business interests abroad, I would
have no objection.

Senator CLARK. Well 
Senator STEVENSON. You see, you get into a clear conflict with the

jurisdiction of other committees, and one that I do not believe you
intend to challenge as, for example, the Export-Import Bank juris-
diction in the Banking Committee. That's the problem.

iSenator CLARK. It s unclear to me what there is in the language
of the amendment to which the Senator is opposed. The specific lan-
guage is "American business interests abroad, as they affect American
foreign policy."

Senator STEVENSON. That is legislative jurisdiction—legislative lan-
guage. If the Senator would care to restate it, to indicate that this is
oversight jurisdiction with respect to American business activities
abroad, as they affect American foreign policy, I would have no
objection.
I am anticipating objections from several committees, because,

drafted as broadly as it is, the Foreign Relations Committee could
assert a jurisdiction over the activities of American banks abroad, it
could conflict with jurisdiction in the Finance Committee, and 
Senator CLARK. Well, that certainly is not the intent of the amend-

ment. The intent of the amendment is as follows: As you know, the
Multinational Corporations Subcommittee of the Foreign Relations
Committee has certain jurisdiction in connection with item 11 of rule
25. It is my understanding that the select committee did not intend to
disturb that existing situation. This amendment is simply to try to
clarify that point, in view of the fact that Senate Resolution 4 deletes
item 11 of rule 25. In other words, there is no intent to broaden the
jurisdiction in any way. The idea is simply to maintain that juris-
diction as it is, and as the select committee intended it to be.
Senator TOWER. Would the Senator from Iowa yield?
Senator CLARK. Yes.
Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman, it occurs to me that we could prob-

ably resolve this matter very quickly if the motion to reconsider the
vote by which the motion to poll Mr. Allen's defeat, we could dispose
of that, I think, with some dispatch at this point, and have that done
before we have to give up this room at 3: 30.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you want to yield to him?
Senator TOWER. May I then ask the Chair to put that motion?
Senator CLARK. I yield for the purpose of doing that.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion to reconsider.
All in favor of reconsidering say "aye." [Chorus of "ayes."]
And the clerk will call the roll on the initial motion.
The CLERK. This is on the amendment, as it was amended before.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd.
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The CHAIRMAN. No; by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen.
Senator Allen. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Williams.
Senator WI-mums. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark.
Senator CLARK. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
Senator GRIFFIN. Aye; by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator GRIFFIN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower.
Senator TOWER. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Cannon.
The CHAIRMAN. No.
The CLERK. Five ayes; four nays.
The CHAIRMAN. Five yeas, four nays; the resolution is agreed to—the amendment is agreed to.
Senator ALLEN. Mr. Chairman.
The CIIAIRMAN. Senator Allen.
Senator ALLEN. As you may recall, I stated I had to go to the floor.The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator ALLEN. Before I left for the floor, I had thought a meetingof the minds had been reached, that you had an amendment, I had anamendment, Senator Clark had an amendment, Senator Griffin hadan amendment. I thought there had been a meeting of the minds orI would not have gone. But I am glad now with the result.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Clark.
Senator CLARK. Well, I think I have explained what I meant to.Just very briefly, it is our understanding that item 11 of rule 25 spe-cifically gives some jurisdiction over business interests of—Americanbusiness interests abroad, and that covers the multinational jurisdic-tion, and that there is no intention to go beyond the presentjurisdiction.
I think Senator Stevenson was about to respond to that.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. This opens the barn door. We will have an-other delegation or two or three in this committee room if it wereadopted. And I know the Senator does not intend to go beyond hisstated intention.
I would ask, that being the case, if Senator Clark would considerjust retaining the present jurisdiction under which the MultinationalSubcommittee has acted. It is language now in the rule, and it has ahistory, it is understood, and would not, I believe, create any misunder-standings or complications in the future, and that language, "as usedto foster foreign commerce and safeguard U.S. business interestsabroad."
Senator CLARK. Well, I think we are on exactly the same wave-length. In other words, rather than having Senate Resolution 4 deleteitem 11 of rule 25, have them list it.
Senator STEVENSON. Put it back in.
Senator CLARK. Fine.



210

Senator STEVENSON. That satisfies Foreign Relations.
The CHAIRMAN. List that item as it now exists in rule 25?
Senator CLARK. And do not change it.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Is there objection?
Without objection, then, that will be approved.
Senator Clark?
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman, just a couple of other—three other

minor report language suggestions.
On commodity agreements, those agreements, we think, for clarifi-

cation purpose, need an explicit statement in the report that the lan-
guage in Senate Resolution 4 merely codifies existing practice. For
example, those commodity agreements are treaties and are presently
within the Committee on Foreigii Relations and should stay there. We
just want to have that clarified.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, that will be approved.
Senator CLARK. Second, the Overseas Private Investment Corpora-

tion, OPIC, the statement in the record necessary to insure Foreign
Relations continuing jurisdiction over OPIC. OPIC is presently listed
with the Banking Committee.
When I say that, I mean under Senate Resolution 4.
Senator STEVENSON. As far as what the Senator—there are two

representatives of the Banking Committee here: as far as I know
there would be no objection to this.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?
Without objection, it will be approved.
Senator CLARK. And neutrality oversight responsibilities and Gov-

ernment information, including freedom of information, and over-
sight responsibilities for intergovernmental relations between the
United States and international organizations. Again, just a sugges-
tion for a statement in the report that includes that jurisdiction.
Senator STEVENSON. The Senator is not suggesting that it would

take any jurisdiction with respect to freedom of information from
any other committee, is he?

Senator CLARK. No.
Senator STEVENSON. With that understanding, I do not believe there

is an objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion?
Without objection then, that will be approved.
Senator CLARK. Air. Chairman, the other amendment that I have in

this area, the last one, is of a more controversial nature, I am sure.
And I wanted to take it up separately, because I think there may be a
difference of opinion.
It is listed as amendment No. 1. "International financial institu-

tion." I think that is being circulated to every member of the
committee.
Again it addresses itself, first, to page 5, and would strike all of

lines 13 and 14 and renumber accordingly and then on page 12, under
"Foreign Relations," after line 17, insert the following,: "Interna-
tional financial and monetary organizations."
Mr. Chairman, I want to point out that the amendment as printed

and circulated has three other words in it that ought to be stricken, the
first three words: "International finance, including—those were not
intended to be put in the amendment. So the amendment would simply
read "International financial and monetary organizations."
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And I would like to speak to it for just 2 minutes.
The current situation is that jurisdiction over these items is in the

Foreign Relations Committee, although banking exercises de facto
oversight, as well, on these issues. And we think that the report ought
to indicate that they continue to do that.
That they be specifically recognized, in fact, for sequential referral

,of any legislation falling within this category.
Now, Senate Resolution 4 removes jurisdiction from the interna-

tional—I should say for the international financial and monetary in-
stitutions from the Foreign Relations Committee and places it exclu-
sively within Banking.
The particular amendment I am offering will maintain jurisdiction

over international financial and monetary institutions. And the reasons
for these, I think, are convincing to this extent: I think one can argueeither side of this, but it seems to me that these institutions are not
just banks or financial institutions; not in the conventional meaning
4of the words.

Rather, they are institutions organized through international agree-ments. In most cases, I think perhaps in all cases, they require treaty
ratification, they have a direct effect on the foreign policy of this
country. Both the regional banks that deal with development and, in-
deed, the various financial institutions that deal with the developed
nations, not simply with the World Bank and the development agen-
cies, but I think, insofar as one gets other kinds of bank participation
:as well.

For example, the safety net, OECD, the Organization of Economic
Cooperation and Development in Europe; debt moratoriums for de-
veloping nations. I think any of these vitally affect the foreign policy
.of the United States. We are about to consider an IMF bank loan to
Great Britain; considerations in terms of Italy. Those, it seems to me,
are much more foreign policy questions than they are—centrally for-
•eign policy questions than they are banking and credit.
Now, I do not suggest for a moment that they do not involve bank-

ing and credit. Obviously they do. And have an effect upon those areas
There at home.
But I have had the question on all of these jurisdictional disputes

as to which is the central question; and, in my judgment, the central
question is a foreign policy question which does not, in any way, as I
have said earlier, prevent the Banking Committee from having hear-
ings or having oversight studies, reports, any of these things. And,
indeed, to have sequential referral of any of this legislation that falls
in this cateffory.
Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Tower.
Senator TOWER. I would agree with the Senator from Iowa on every-think except the World Bank—the Eximbank and the International

Monetary Fund. I think he is quite right that those development banks
are instruments of foreign policy.
The Eximbank which has long been under the jurisdiction of the

Banking Committee, of course, is financed or under American sales
abroad, it is a promotional scheme so that we can compete with other
countries in terms of financing American sales. And it has done quite
well.
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The IMF is responsible for the stabilization of currencies, monetary
values, or at least it performs an important role in this connection.
And I do not see how we can separate the responsibility of the Bank-

ing- Committee to consider matters affecting the value of the American
dollar without also giving them the jurisdiction over matters that
affect currencies generally over the world.
We have the power to—the legislative authority over legislation,

for example, that regulates the value of the American dollar. We can
raise the price of gold or lower the price of gold.
What I am saying is, the Senate does that or the Congress does it,

but at least we have jurisdiction over the legislation that does it.
The principal function of IMF is currency stabilization. And I

think, therefore, it should not be divided from that function that is
exercised by the Banking Committee.

Certainly it becomes a foreign policy matter as well, but it is in-
evitable that some of these things are going to overlap. That change
in the value of the American dollar becomes a foreign policy issue,
and we can do that unilaterally.
So I think it is altogether

'r'
ether reasonable to put the IMF in the Bankino-

Committee—again it could be referred sequentially, or jointly, to
the Foreign Relations Committee if that was the desire of the Foreign
Relations Committee.

Certainly in terms of the development banks I think there is no
argument.
Senator CLARK. Well, may I say to the Senator from Texas that

I think we are even closer on this than might be expected, because
it is certainly not our intention in this resolution to change the juris-
diction over the Export-Import Bank that would remain.
Senator TOWER. I understand that.
Senator CLARK. With the Banking Committee. I guess the ques-

tion really revolves around the IMF, the disagreement over the IMF.
And there, I guess, I am simply saying it seems to me that it ought
to rest with the Foreign Relations Committee, as all the others do,
but with the clear understanding in the report that, upon request, any
legislation would go sequentially to the Banking Committee.

Senator WILLIAMS. Is there any change in what the present method
is in handling IMF, for example?

Senator CLARK. No the IMF is presently under the jurisdiction of
the Foreign Relations Committee.

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, may I be heard on that?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. We are going through this exercise because, in

many cases, the jurisdictions of the committees are not only out-
moded but not altogether clear. I overheard the Senator from Iowa
referring a moment ago to de facto oversight. That is a convenient
and an appropriate phrase.
The fact of the matter is that the jurisdiction over the IMF has

been shared recently between the Banking and the Foreign Rela-
tions Committees, and recently history has proved when the Jamaica
agreement of modification and the charter for the IMF came before
the Congress, it came to both committees.
Now, I think this latter-day interest of the Foreign Relations Com-

mittee in economic policy is commendable, and, at the risk of sound-
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mg personal, and I am on this, is belated. There is plenty of work tobe shared by these two committees.
The work, in that case, for the IMF was done in the BankingCommittee. Twelve amendments came out of the Banking Committee.But the same might be said in conjunction with the OECD sup-port fund, which, likewise a payments and financing mechanism, wasconsidered by both committees. In this case it was not reported by theBanking Committee.
The jurisdiction referred to in this amendment is internationalfinance. It was not, I do not believe, until, well, within the last coupleof months that the Foreign Relations Committee created a Sub-committee on International Economic Policy. For as long as I havebeen on the Banking Committee, it has had a Subcommittee on Inter-national Finance, and it has been active in the field of internationalfinance, and it has to be, and will have to remain active, and for rea-sons which Senator Tower began to allude to. The dollar is a domi-nant currency in the world. This committee has the jurisdiction over

the value of that dollar, by indirection in any event. It is going to
have jurisdiction and to some extent control of the value or all
currencies.
It has the jurisdiction over the Federal Reserve Board. It hasthe jurisdiction over the Treasury. And perhaps the Senator wouldanswer a question: What committee, under his proposal, would obtainjurisdiction over the Economic Stabilization Fund?
Senator CLARK. The Economic Stabilization Fund? That would stay

in Banking.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, that makes my point, Mr. Chairman. That

is the domestic corollary of the International Monetary Fund. They
work hand-in-hand. It has already extended $1 billion to Great Britain
to support its currency.
These are jurisdictions that cannot be separated, and in fact they

have not been in practice recently.
Now, in addition to rationalizing jurisdictions, the select committee

had other purposes, and one was to equalize workload and responsi-
bility, recognizing that we are all mortals, there is no monopoly of
wisdom in any one committee; and in this case, that the jurisdiction
of any committee of the Senate, with authority for the foreign policy
of the United States, the interests of the United States in all parts of
this complex fast-moving world was large.
That committee, any committee could spend all of its time, and use-

fully, improving relations between the United States and the other
OECD countries.
I must say, Mr. Chairman, it is somewhat ironic some inflammatory

accusations were made at one point about intentions on the part of
myself and the select committee, that we proposed taking NATO away
from the Foreign Relations Committee, the Middle East, OPEC, and
so on; most all of which was about as far from the truth as one could
get. And, in a spirit of cooperation and recognizing legitimate inter-
ests on both sides, representatives of both committees got together
and worked out, I thought, a very sensible settlement, and much along
the lines that Senator Tower suggested.
The Foreign Relations Committee retaining jurisdiction over the

World Bank and over the regional development associations, and the
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Banking Committee getting the jurisdiction of international monetary
organizations, a jurisdiction which it has, de facto, exercised anyway.

Now, I find, as a result of this resolution, that that gentleman's
understanding has been cast aside, and, far from defending itself
against the claims of other committees, this committee is asserting
claims to a jurisdiction which, at least de facto, has been exercised
in the Banking Committee.
So, for purposes of rationalizing jurisdiction, assuring that part of

this work has been in the field of general international economic policy,
continues to be exercised, and wisely, and also for the purpose of trying
to equalize workloads, I would recommend that international mone-
tary organizations stay in the Banking Committee and the World
Bank and regional development banks, which are basically develop-
ment associations, the World Bank has its soft loan windows, go to
the Foreign Relations Committee.

Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman, I so move the suggestion made by
the Senator from Illinois. And that could be done very simply. On
page 5, line 13, strike lines 13 and 14, and insert in lieu thereof: "Inter-
national Monetary Fund and other international organizations estab-
lished primarily for preserving the stability of the international
monetary system."
And then on page 12, insert the following after line 17: Item 11,

"The World Bank Group, the Regional Development Banks, and other

international lending institutions established primarily for extending

development assistance to less developed nations."
The CHAIRMAN. Could we get a copy of that?
Senator CLARK. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman, about the

amendment?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator CLARK. Well, as I understand it, then, the effect of this

amendment would be to—the total effect as compared to the situation

today, where jurisdictions rest today, would be to remove from the

Foreign Relations Committee jurisdiction over the IMF, which it

presently has. And the safety net. Is that a correct interpretation?
Senator TOWER. That is correct. I would have no objection to lan-

guage that would give the Banking Committee the primary jurisdic-

tion
' 

with no objection to some provision being made that, on request

that legislation affecting the IMF could be referred sequentially, or

jointly.
Senator STEVENSON. Would the Senator yield on that point? Be-

cause the statement is not accurate. There has not been, in rule 25, any
of any 

in 
economic policy for the Foreign Rela-

tions Committee n the past. We are recommending that. And the only

reason we did not do it earlier was because, as Senator Church and

others have pointed out, international economic policy and foreign

policy as inseparable. We assumed that that was subsumed and now

we are making it explicit. International economic policy, as it

affects foreign policy, is in the jurisdiction of the Foreign Relations
Committee.
That is stated now and for the first time.
Senator CLARK. For oversight.
Senator STEVENSON. For oversight. And under that oversight juris-

diction, it would certainly have the authority to hold hearings and in-
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vestigations over the IMF and any other monetary organizations. And
as a practical matter, Mr. Chairman, all the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee is losing is a part of a relationship with the—a part of the jur-
isdiction over the IMF that has been shared as a de facto matter.
Senator CLARK. Well, that is precisely what my statement was, that

the only real change that we find here is that the Foreign Relations
Committee would lose primary jurisdiction over the IMF.
Now, as to the fact that the rules did not specify oversight over for-

eign economic policy, of course the Banking Committee had no such—
Senator Stevenson, the Banking Committee had no such statement,
either, until Senate Resolution 4 was written. So it seems to me they
are both granted in this proposal. Oversight over foreign economic
policy.
But, in any case, I would urge my colleague to vote no on this, simply

on the grounds that the IMF is a foreign policy question, even though
it certainly is a credit question, and I would, if this amendment fails
and that my amendment prevails, then we would be doing exactly the
opposite: The primary jurisdiction would remain in Foreign Relations
but sequential jurisdiction would go to Banking, if requested.
Senator PELL. Would the gentleman yield?
But what you are talking about then is just the IMF? But does not

this amendment here, as drafted by Senator Tower, give us what we
want, the major point, referring to oversight over various things, in-
cluding international economic policy?
Senator CLARK. No, no; we already 
Senator PELL. You mean that is not in here before?
Senator CLARK. That has already been agreed to in a previous state-

ment, that I offered late this morning.
The oversight question was resolved earlier. This really deals with

the issue of—the only difference between the Tower amendment and
my own are the IMF and who has primary jurisdiction.
The CHAIRMAN. And what is your recommendation, Senator Stev-

enson?
Senator STEVENSON. My recommendation and the recommendation

of the committee is to accept the position of Senator Tower, taking
the position that the World Bank, which it really is not, but it is a de-
velopment institution and therefore, it, like regional development
banks, should go to the Foreign Relations Committee. And that the
International Monetary Fund and other international organizations
established primarily for preserving the stability of the international
monetary system remain in or go to the Banking Committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Ready for the question?
The clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. No.
The CLERK. Mr. BYRD. [No response.]
Mr. Allen.
Senator CLARK. Senator Allen votes no, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark.
Senator CLARK. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
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Senator GRIFFIN. No, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator GRIFFIN. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower.
Senator TOWER. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Cannon.
The CHAIRMAN. Aye.
The CLERK. Three ayes; five nays.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is not agreed to.
The vote would now occur on Senator Clark's amendment.
All in favor of the Clark amendment say "aye." [Chorus of "ayes."]

Opposed? [No response.]
The amendment is agreed to.
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, are you going to bring up this fund

for buildings, et cetera?
Senator CLARK. I wish the Senator would, I have offered so many

amendments.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, gentlemen, we are supposed to clear this

room by now, by 10 minutes ago. Do you desire to move over into the

Capitol and try to proceed today—we are not going to be able to
complete today, and we will have to resume again Friday to meet on it.

Senator PELL. Are we not finished now except for this one
amendment?
The CHAIRMAN. Oh, no, we are only down to "governmental affairs."

We have got some issues there.
In light of the inauguration tomorrow, would you prefer to meet at,

say 11 o'clock Friday morning? Can everyone be here?
Or would you prefer to be here at 10?
You can be here at 10. OK. Ten o'clock Friday morning.
[Whereupon, at 3 :38 p.m., the committee was recessed, to reconvene

at 10 a.m., Friday, January 21, 1977.]
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U.S. SENATE,
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The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:27' a.m., in room 301,

Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Howard W. Cannon (chairman),
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Present: Senators Cannon, Pell, Robert C. Byrd, Allen, Williams,

Clark, Hatfield, and Griffin.
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professional staff member; Jack L. Sapp, professional staff member;
Larry E. Smith, minority staff director; Andrew Gleason

' 
minority

counsel; Ronald Hicks, Senior analyst; Subcommittee on Computer
Services; and Peggy Parrish, assistant chief clerk.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
Senator Allen, did you have a matter to raise here at the moment?
Senator ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I do have two clarifying sugges-

tions made by interested Senators.
The first is contained in a letter to all of the committee 'members by

Senator Talmadge—the jurisdiction over forestry as between Agricul-
ture and Interior would seem to need clarifying because the jurisdic-
tion of Agriculture over forestry is limited to th% one word "forestry,"
whereas the jurisdiction of the Interior Committee would seem to
indicate that the Interior Committee would have jurisdiction of for-
ests, forest reserves and wilderness areas that are formed out of land
other than that created from the public domain.
And Senator Talmadge suggests that on page 2, line 14—it may be

changed now in revised print, but in the Agriculture jurisdiction,
after the word "forestry" add the words appearing on page 3 of his
letter, "and forest reserves and wilderness areas other than those
created from the public domain." Of course leaving in Interior those
forest reserves and wilderness areas created from the public domain
and in Agriculture from acquired lands, which seems to be the present
jurisdiction, and it was not contemplated, Senator Talmadge felt, that
the jurisdiction would be changed.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson, do you see any objection?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I believe it is a helpful, clarify-

ing amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? Without objection, then, that

will be approved subject to Senator Hatfield's OK when he gets here.
(217)
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Senator ALLEN. That is the amendment suggested, to add after "for-

estry," "and forest reserves and wilderness areas"?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes; to add "and forest reserves and wilderness

areas, other than those created from the public domain."
Senator ALLEN. All right, sir. Fine.
Now, second, it was called to my attention by the distinguished

assistant majority leader, Mr. Cranston, on the jurisdiction of the Vet-
erans' Committee, which the committee has voted to leave as a sep-
arate standing committee, that, whereas, under the original plan of
the select committee, the jurisdiction over veterans' housing would be
split between the Veterans' Committee and the Armed Services

' 
that

now that the separate committee is to be retained according to the
Rules Committee version, that it be clear, and it would seem that it
is almost clear in the present print, that veterans' housing would be.
handled by the Veterans' Committee, as at present.
I believe that was the intent of the committee in voting to retain

the Veterans' 'Committee as a separate committee.
The 'CHAIRMAN. Well, my recollection is that I asked Senator Ste-

venson if it was not their suggestion that the jurisdiction over all
housing, including veterans' housing, remain in Banking; and the
answer was "yes." If I recall correctly, that was my understanding,.
that the legislative jurisdiction over all housing would be in Banking
and Housing, including veterans' housing.
Now, do I recall that correctly?
Senator STEVENSON. You certainly recall my answer correctly, Mr.

Chairman. And my memory may be imperfect, but, like yours, it was
my understanding that this had generally been agreed by all those
affected that this is a housing program and ought to go into the hous-
ing committee.
I do not recall, certainly, any objection from anyone as to that.
The CHAIRMAN. I think at the time, the discussion made it abun-

dantly clear that jurisdiction over all housing would be in Banking.
There would be no exclusion on veterans' housing.
Now, I suppose the Veterans' Committee could certainly exercise

oversight in that area, but, as far as legislative jurisdiction, I know
my thinking was that it was the intent to have it all in one place, so
that—yes?

Senator ALLEN. I believe Dr. Riddick has a different interpretation
of the jurisdiction.
Dr. RIDDICK. That is under the existing rules, if you look at page 5.
Senator ALLEN. Well, that is the very point, then, that Senator

Cranston is making, the veterans' housing ought to remain in the
Veterans' Committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, we have acted to the contrary. If you want to

submit an amendment along that line, we can consider it. Personally, I
am opposed to it. I think one of the things we have got to do here is to
try to pull some of these loose ends together in one location, and cer-
tainly veterans' housing has got to be considered, in my judgment, in
the overall context of our entire housing program by one committee
on a legislative program, and I would have absolutely no objection to.
the Veterans' Affairs Committee having oversight authority, and to.
hold hearings, if they desire, in that area. But I would be opposed to
splitting up the jurisdiction again.
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Senator ALLEN. Very well. Could it be part of the resolution, then,
that the Veterans' Affairs Committee would have general oversight
over veterans' housing?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson, would that 
Senator STEVENSON. That is the intention now, Mr. Chairman, in the

rule, the Veterans' Committee would have general oversight jurisdic-
tion with respect to all veterans' affairs, and 

Senator ALLEN. Including housing?
Senator STEVENSON [continuing]. That includes housing.
Senator ALLEN. Could that be inserted in the resolution, or is that

understood?
The CHAIRMAN. I think we could make it clear in the report if we

could state there that it is the intention that the Veterans' Affairs Com-
mittee would have oversight jurisdiction, as far as veterans' housing is
concerned.

Senator ALLEN. Well, I make that motion, then, that this be included
in the report, as to the Veterans' Affairs Committee have general over-
sight over veterans' housing and veterans' housing legislation.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you see any problem there, Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. Well, it is a drafting problem. The committee

has oversight jurisdiction with respect to veterans' measures generally,
and then just as soon as you list items specifically, that 
The CHAIRMAN. Might be limiting?
Senator STEVENSON [continuing]. Historically suggests legislative

jurisdiction.
So I just do not know why it is necessary to get into that problem,

when it can be clear from this record, clear from the report, clear
from the record on the Senate floor, that the general oversight juris-
diction of veterans' measures generally includes housing.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, that is what Senator Allen's motion was, that

we just simply write in the report-
Senator STEVENSON. Oh, I beg your pardon. I thought 
The CHAIRMAN [continuing]. That the Veterans' Affairs have gen-

eral oversight jurisdiction-
Senator STEVENSON. Well, then yes, sir, we can certainly do that.
The CHAIRMAN [continuing]. 

then,
respect to veterans' affairs, in-

cluding veterans' housing.
Senator STEVENSON. I misunderstood the suggestion.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? If there is no objection, then,

that action will be taken.
Senator ALLEN. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, sir.
Senator Stevenson, did you have something on foreign relations

you wanted to come back to?
Senator STEVENSON. There are a number of loose ends, Mr. Chair-

man. I think Senator Clark is not ready yet to take up Foreign Rela-
tions, so we could take up some matters that have been raised by the
Budget Committee, if the Members are willing, if so, I would like to
call on Mr. Gray.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, sir.
Mr. GRAY. I believe the chairman has a memorandum from Senator

Muskie
' 

the essence of which is to ask that assignments made to the
Budget Committee in this Congress count as one of the two major
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committee assignments. That is, only Senators serving on the Budget
Committee in the last Congress would then serve on three major
standing committees in this Congress.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, as I understood it, that was Senator Muskies

position. In other words there was no intent to grandfather for an
additional 2 years people who were being newly assigned to the
Budget Committee. I think we could make that clear in the report, if
there is no objection.
Mr. GRAY. Senator Muskie did request an amendment, which he

submittted.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you have a draft of it?
Mr. GRAY. Yes, sir, on page 24, line 11, after "(a) (1)-", insert the

words, "in the case of Members who served on the committee during
the 94th Congress."

Senator CLARK. I move that amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. That is line 11, after "(a) (1)"?
Mr. GRAY. Page 24, line 11.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Mr. GRAY. After "(a) (1) ".
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Is there further discussion?
Is there objection? 'Without objection, then, that amendment will

be agreed to.
All right, Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, there are also some questions

with respect to the jurisdiction of Governmental Affairs, and if it is
the committee's desire, we could turn to that. And, if so, I would again
ask Mr. Gray.
The CHAIRMAN. Go ahead.
Mr. GRAY. My understanding is—
The CHAIRMAN. If I may, just before you start, on the draft that the

staff has prepared, with respect to Commerce on page 8, it says "Regu-
lation of consumer products and services, including"—the words "test-
ing related to toxic substances"—that language was left out. I think
we agreed the other day that Commerce would have consumer prod-
ucts and services including testing related to toxic substances. But we
have transferred jurisdiction over toxic substances themselves to the
Environmental Committee.
Do you see any problem?
Senator STEVENSON. Well, I am told that the 
Senator ALLEN. Well, was that not testing of toxic substances other

than pesticides?
The CHAIRMAN. Was what?
Senator ALLEN. Was that not testing of some toxic substances other

than pesticides?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator ALLEN. It was put in the language, as I recall, of the

resolution.
The CHAIRMAN [Reading:].

Regulation of consumer products and services, including testing related to

toxic substances, other than pesticides, and except for credit, financial service
s

and housing.

Senator ALLEN. But I did not hear you say "except pesticides."
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The CHAIRMAN. I just did not finish the reading. I am sorry. Yes,
that was the language on which we agreed.
And if there is no objection, then, we will have the staff make that

correction when they reprint it.
All right, now, Senator Stevenson.
Mr. GRAY. It is my understanding two questions have been raised

relating to the jurisdiction of the Governmental Affairs Committee,
on page 13, first of all with respect to line 7, because of the Judiciary
Committee's historic jurisdiction, it would be incorrect to have the
entry read "including freedom of information."
I believe it as been suggested that "including freedom of informa-

tion" be deleted.
Senator CLARK. Page 13, line 7?
Mr. GRAY. Line 7, yes, sir, item 4.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, is there intent to exclude that from Govern-

mental Affairs jurisdiction?
Senator STEVENSON. Sir, the intent is to leave the Freedom of In-

formation Act within the Judiciary Committee, is that not right?
Mr. GRAY. Yes although at times, according to recent practice, the

Government—Governmental Affairs Committee does, in its studies, do
things affecting the Freedom of Information Act.
The CHAIRMAN. So you are suggesting, then, in subparagraph 4,

just to delete "including freedom of information"?
Mr. GRAY. It is my understanding the Judiciary Committee has

made that.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you have any objection to that, Senator

Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. No, sir, I do not. That is consistent with our

understanding.
The CHAIRMAN. Then, without objection, "including freedom of in-

formation" will be stricken on line 7.
All right.
Mr. GRAY. On item 11—line 11, item 6, "Acquisition of land and

buildings for embassies and legations in foreign countries," that
should be under Foreign Relations.

Senator STEVENSON. Well, this, Mr. Chairman, is part of an under-
standing that was reached with certain representatives of the Foreign
Relations Committee this morning. I would hope that with this change
there would be no difficulty making the remaining changes.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to that proposed deletion?
Without objection, then, item 6, starting on line 11, will be deleted

from Governmental Affairs.
Do you have anything else now under Government Affairs?
Senator STEVENSON. The only other—one other matter, which I be-

lieve can be cleared up in report language: on page 13, line 22, "Fed-
eral buildings and parks within the District of Columbia" needs to
be clarified in the report, to make it clear that does not include parks
within the jurisdiction of the National Park Service, which would
remain in the Interior Committee. That, I believe, Mr. Chairman,
as I say, can be taken care of in the report.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, is this not clear now, "Federal buildings and

parks within the District of Columbia"? That does not---
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• Mr. GRAY. Well, if it is interpreted to mean Federal
 parks, then

there would be some ambiguities, that is all.
Dr. Riddick, is there some question with respect to item

s 15 and 16?

The CHAIRMAN. Well, comment on that item 14 aga
in, "Federal

buildings and parks within the District of Columbia." Wh
at is your

suggestion?
Senator STEVENSON. We just make it clear that by t

he reference to

Federal parks, the Senate is not conferring jurisdiction
 over National

Park Service parks on the Governmental Affairs Co
mmittee.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any parks within the District of Col
um-

bia, then, over which the Committee on Governmental Aff
airs would

have jurisdiction?
Mr. GRAY. We have a suggestion from counsel of the D.C. C

om-

mittee, Senator, that it would be better to delete the entire ite
m, that

the other parks would come under municipal affairs of the
 District

of Columbia.
So just delete "and parks."
The CHAIRMAN. SO just delete the term "and parks," so that it

em

14 would read "Federal buildings within the District of Colum
bia"?

Senator STEVENSON. That takes care of it.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?
Without objection, that will be agreed to.
Now, on item 15, "United States Capitol and congressional o

ffice

buildings," it would seem to me, with the broad jurisdiction that
 the

Rules Committee has in that area, that we would be fragmenti
ng it

to make that kind of a statement under Governmental Affairs.

Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir, I agree, Mr. Chairman. That should

be under the Rules Committee.
The CHAIRMAN. And that properly should come under the Rules

Committee.
Is there objection to eliminating item 15, and putting that, then,

clearly under the Rules Committee?
Without objection, then.
We have a problem now under Foreign Relations, we gave them,

jurisdiction over "International aspects of atomic energy." Govern-

mental Affairs has raised the question that they ought to have the

jurisdiction over the executive management of nuclear export policies.

Do you have any comments on that, Senator Stevenson?

Senator STEVENSON. Well, I had not been aware of this claim. This

creates a major issue-
The CHAIRMAN. Well, the argument is that they are presently work-

ing, under the Export Reorganization Act of 1976, and they have

been considering this question of nuclear policy, of what the limita-

tions ought to be, for example, what restrictions should be put on the

use of reprocessing of material, how much material should be made

available, and so on.
Senator Clark, do you have any comments?
Senator CLARK. Well, the only thing that I would be concerned

about, we talked about it very briefly, is that these international

agreements for cooperation that are really handled as executive agree-

ments rather than treaties, would clearly be a Foreign Relations juris-

diction. Just so that is made very clear.
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Senator STEVENSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think it is more com-
plicated than that, because it also involves international organizations
such as the International Atomic Energy Agency, over which I do
not believe the Foreign Relations Committee would want to imply
any transfer of jurisdiction.
The first, the original work, actually, Mr. Chairman, on this general

subject again, has been in the committee that has the general juris-
diction over exports controls, and that is the Banking Committee.
I think we can work it out, but at this moment, Mr. Chairman,

I am not quite sure how to do it.
The CHAIRMAN. Let's pass over that at the moment, and give your

staff people a chance to consider that.
Senator STEVENSON. All right.
Mr. Chairman, we made a mistake, I am afraid, with respect to

the Governmental Affairs Committee. Could we return to that very
briefly?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator STEVENSON. Items 13 and 14 on page 13.
The CHAIRMAN. Items 13 and 14 on page 13?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Senator STEVENSON. "Public buildings and grounds" should be

within the jurisdiction of the Public Works Committee. No contro-
versy over that that I am aware of.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to eliminating "Public buildings

and grounds," and leaving that jurisdiction within the Public Works
Committee?
Without objection, then, that will be approved.
Senator STEVENSON. And the same recommendation with respect

to "Federal buildings within the District of Columbia."
The CHAIRMAN. "Federal buildings within the District of Colum-

bia" should also be left within Public Works?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to eliminating item 14, then,

and including that in Public Works?
Without objection, it will be approved.
Senator STEVENSON. And then, Mr. Chairman, you have taken care

of item-
The CHAIRMAN. Fifteen.
Senator STEVENSON [continuing]. Fifteen, but I do not believe we

have considered item 16, and the recommendation would be to place
that within the jurisdiction of the Rules Committee, too: "Construc-
tion and maintenance of the Botanic Garden, the Library of Congress,
and the Smithsonian Institution."
The CHAIRMAN. Yes that should properly be in the Rules Commit-

tee.
Is there objection to eliminating item 16, then, from Governmental

Affairs and including that in the Rules Committee?
Without objection, it will be approved.
All right, Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. Then, previously, the committee transferred

item 7, "Insular possession of the United States," to the Interior

85-254-77 15
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Committee, which at present has that jurisdiction.
 That jurisdiction

includes territories and trusteeships, and a sug
gestion has been made,

during the course of discussions this morning with 
representatives of

the Foreign Relations Committee, that the 
jurisdiction over terri-

tories, since that jurisdiction involves citizens, rema
in in the Interior

Committee, but the jurisdiction with respect to tru
steeships, since it

involves the citizens of foreign nations, be placed wi
thin the juris-

diction of the Foreign Relations Committee.
As I say, that was part of the general discussion _with 

respect to

international economic policy, and the division of jurisdict
ion in

that area between the Banking and the Foreign Relations 
Committees.

I am told that—I have not talked to him, but I am told that 
Senator

Jackson would have no objection to retaining territories, but 
putting

trusteeships in the Foreign Relations Committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you have any proposed language on that?

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I do not have language. I think,

if there is an understanding, the staff will be able to—
The CHAIRMAN. Why do you not just summarize it now?

Senator STEVENSON. Well, item 7, "Insular possessions of the United

States," which includes territories and trusteeships, would be taken

out of the Committee on Governmental Affairs—there is no objec-

tion to that, so far as I know, from the Committee on Governmental

Affairs. The jurisdiction with respect to territories, in other words,

American citizens residing in the territories, would remain where it

is now, in the Interior Committee.
The jurisdiction with respect to trusteeships, involving foreign

citizens, would go to the Foreign Relations Committee from the In-

terior Committee. And, as I say, I am told that Senator Jackson has

no objection to that, and it is strongly supported by Senator Church,

who is a member of both the Interior and the Foreign Relations
Committees.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there a discussion?
Is there objection?
Without objection, then, that will be approved.
We will ask your staff to work out the precise language on that with

Dr. Riddick.
Senator STEVENSON. Very well.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Did you have anything else under Gov-

ernmental Affairs?
Senator STEVENSON. We have nothing more under Governmental

Affairs, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. "Human Resources."
I have been requested—Senator Williams had to leave for just a

few moments and will be back very shortly. Could we go to Judiciary,
and then come back to Human Resources as soon as Senator Williams
comes back?

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I do not have an amendment,
but language is required to state the justification of that committee
over freedom of information, privacy, and administrative practices.
And I believe the chairman has a letter with a suggestion to that effect
from the Judiciary Committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Ken, do you have some language there on that

point!



225

Senator STEVENSON. Well, now, Mr. Chairman, I am informed an-
other letter is on its way.
The CHAIRMAN. Pardon?
Senator STEVENSON. I am informed that another letter is on its way

from members of another committee, so perhaps it will be best to pass
over this one temporarily.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. If we could go to item 11 on Judiciary,

that item says "Meetings of Congress, attendance of Members, and
their acceptance of incompatible offices."

Actually, the meetings of Congress and the attendance of Members
would properly come under the jurisdiction of the Rules Committee,
I believe, and acceptance of incompatible offices, I would think, should
come under the Ethics Committee.

Senator STEVENSON. We agree with that, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to that change?
Without objection, then, that will be agreed to.
Do you have any other comments now on Judiciary?
All right, what about Rules?
Senator STEVENSON. Well, with the changes required by—changes

made in the jurisdictions of other committees, we have covered it,except for printing and Library. I believe the resolution includesprinting and Library within the Rules Committee on the assumption
that the two joint committees which now have those jurisdictions
would be abolished.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, the jurisdiction currently lies within the RulesCommittee on Printing and the Library, and except as provided forby statute with respect to the two joint committees. So I think if we

left it here, and then we take the action that you have recommended tosee if we cannot do something about those joint committees, then thatwould properly reside here.
Dr. Riddick has suggested that the drafting. of the jurisdiction therecould be probably improved on if he and. your staff were to redraft thejurisdictional items under Rules, consistent with the action that thecommittee has taken.
If there is no objection, we will have Dr. Riddick and the staffpeople redraft the jurisdictional items, neither expanding on nor di-minishing from the items that we have already acted on.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hatfield.
Senator HATFrELD. Senator Stevenson, on line 16, page 17, underRules Cominittee---L--
Senator STEVENSON. Yes.
Senator HATFIELD. Listing those items of jurisdiction, did you -. con-sider the possibility of combining the phrases "statuary and pictures"with the following jurisdiction of "acceptance or purchase of worksof art for the Capitol"?
It is a very small point. It sounds like two distinct functions or juris-dictions, and it seems to me it is all one.
Senator STEVENSON. We did not consider that, Senator Hatfield.This is the old language.
Senktor HATFIELD. It seems to me that for the people drafting thelanguage or finalizing the draft language, it might be an improvement.
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Senator STEVENSON. Well, the point is very well taken. We can take

care of that in the redrafting.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, sir. Any other items?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes sir, in view of the decision to create a

temporary special committee on—well, a permanent Committee on
Ethics, and the temporary Committee on a Code of Conduct, some
new attention will have to be given to the language on page 18,
beginning on line 12, through page 19, line 12.
In other words, we will have to delete language there, placing the

ethics jurisdiction in this committee in order to place it in the—
The CHAIRMAN. Yes; we would have to strike, starting with line

Senator CLARK. What page are you on?
The CHAIRMAN. Page 187 line 12, down through line 12 on page 19.

Is that correct?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir, that will do it, I believe.
The CHAIRMAN. Because that would be under the jurisdiction of the

Ethics Committee.
Is there objection?
Without objection, then the language starting with line 12 on page

18, down through and including line 12 on page 19 will be stricken.

All right, sir.
Senator STEVENSON. That takes care of the Rules Committee, I be-

lieve, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. So that concludes the jurisdictional items, except

for human resources, and the one other—did you say that someone

was sending a letter over on one point in the Judiciary?
Senator STEVENSON. That is my understanding. And I understand

now that Senator Clark might be ready.
Senator CLARK. I do have the language for the Foreign Relations

amendment, if it is appropriate now.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, let's go to Foreign Relations then.
Senator CLARK. The various people that study and know these mat-

ters a good deal better than me argue that my amendment went too

far last Friday, in removing all of the IMF jurisdiction from Banking

and putting it in Foreign Relations. So this amendment is—I wonder

if these could be passed out? The summary of the legislative issue.
And I think their arguments are rather convincing, and so I would

like to, in effect, modify that amendment to leave more of the jurisdic-

tion in Banking.
What it does, Mr. Chairman, just to explain it for the record, is

that it is easier to explain than to amend.
Under the present rule, the Banking Committee has no specific

reference to international finance. Under the rule proposed by the
select committee in Senate Resolution 4, they are assigned "interna-
tional finance, including international financial and monetary
organizations."
The amendment which I offered Friday, and which passed, put all

of that "international financial and monetary organizations" in the
Foreign Relations Committee.
What I am suggesting now is that we not go that far, and that we

assign to the Banking Committee—and this would be done on page 5,
line 13, the following language:

12
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The International Monetary Fund and other international organizations estab-
lished primarily for international monetary purposes.

That would fall under the jurisdiction of the Banking Committee.
Then, Foreign Relations language will be changed, and, this is on
page 12, after line 13, to read as follows:
The World Bank Group, the Regional Development Banks and other interna-

tional organizations established primarily for development assistance purposes.
So that what we have really done is to say that those areas of inter-

national finance that deal with primarily monetary purposes would
be with Banking; those that deal with development assistance pur-
poses would stay with Foreign Relations.
Now, just one other important point. There must then include a

statement in rule 25 requiring that all bills referred to the Banking
Committee under this jurisdiction be sequentially referred to the For-
eign Relations Committee when requested by the chairman of that
committee. That language would accompany the first part of the
amendment, on page 5 that deals with the new Banking Committee
jurisdictions.
Have I explained that accurately
Senator HATFIELD. Senator Clark, would you yield?
Senator CLARK. Certainly.
Senator HATFIELD. I believe that this has been discussed with both

Senator Proxmire and Senator Church and, as I have been informed,
they have agreed to your proposed modification.

Senator CLARK. Yes that is my understanding. I did not actually
meet with them. But I think it makes quite aside from that, I think
it makes good sense, because I think it is the area that we were trying
to reach the other day, and, frankly, did not reach; namely, thatBanking really ought to have the concerns insofar as it pursues mone-
tary policy, and Foreign Relations insofar as it approaches the prob-
lems of development. And I think this amendment does that more
clearly than the one we had.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you see any problem with that, Senator

Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. No, Mr. Chairman. This does, I believe, reflect

the understanding of many of the affected Senators. And Senator
Clark has proposed the necessary language, except for the reference to
sequential referral, which I believe the staff could be directed to pre-
pare for the rule.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Is there further discussion?
Is there objection, then, to the two amendments proposed, and the

language on sequential referral?
Without objection, that will be agreed to.
All right, if we can turn now to Human Resources.
On page 15, item 14 would now have to be stricken, because of the

special committee that we appointed for a 2-year period.
And also—pardon?
Senator WILLIAMS. No. 15 on veterans did you—
The CHAIRMAN. Item 14 would have to be stricken, and item 15

would have to be stricken.
Is there objection?
Without objection, those will be stricken.
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Senator Williams?
Senator WILLIAMS. Yes, Mr. Chairman. With all of the specificity

here, I think there are some areas that should be perhaps restated, and

there also should be some where I think some clarifying language,

either in the report or in the resolution.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Why do you not—
Senator WILLIAMS. For example, labor standards and labor sta-

tistics, wages and hours of labor, child labor, mediation and arbitra-

tion of labor disputes, convict labor, and the entry of goods made by

convicts into the interstate commerce, and the regulation—regulation

of foreign laborers.
The CHAIRMAN. And those already exist in the current rule, do they

not?
Senator WILLIAMS. They exist, and 
The CHAIRMAN. And you think these ought to be restated here?
Senator WILLIAMS. I think that is 'probably the cleanest way, to re-

state these subjects in that way.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to that suggestion?
Without objection, then, that will be approved.
Do you have something else?
Senator WILLIAMS. Well, there are others—I think the report per-

haps could carry some clarifying language to make sure that existing

jurisdiction is understood to be the jurisdiction of this committee: mi-

grant and seasonal labor, food, drugs, and cosmetics, alcohol and drug

abuse, employment development and training, unemployment, and

poverty.
I think we could work up language for the report that would clarify

that.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to that suggestion?
Senator WILLIAMS. And in that connection, vocational education is

specifically stated, I think that that could be stricken, and the report

could describe the full educational range of jurisdiction.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. Just one point of clarification, I think, to avoid

any more confusion. The reference to unemployment, is that intended

to include unemployment compensation?
Senator WILLIAMS. No; we have not—not totally. There are those

who are not covered, and we did pick up some coverage in the Labor

Committee within the last 2 years. So there is a section that is not

covered under the national program that we have picked up under

ours.
Senator STEVENSON. But there is no intention to take any jurisdic-

tion beyond that from any other committee?
Senator WILLIAMS. That is right, yes. That will be described in the

report language.
Senator STEVENSON. And, Senator Williams, you included labor

statistics?
Senator WILLIAMS. That is in this, yes.
Senator STEVENSON. I think this is a helpful amendment, Mr. Chair-

men. I have no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?
Without objection, then, that will be approved.
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Senator WILLIAMS. Now, on the labor statistics, the last thing men-
tioned, Senator Stevenson, that still does appear in Governmental
Affairs.
Senator STEVENSON. No; that has been taken care or, that reference

under Governmental Affairs.
The CHAIRMAN. The Bureau of Labor Statistics?
Senator STEVENSON. On page 13, line 19, if it has not. been done

already, Mr. Chairman, the reference to "and labor statistics" on line
19 should be stricken.
The CHAIRMAN. Should be stricken?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir, so that it would read "Census and col-

lection of statistics, including economic and social statistics."
The CHAIRMAN. So that you would strike the term "and labor"?
Senator STEVENSON. That would be consistent with the action just

proposed by Senator Williams.
The CHAIRMAN. IS there objection?
Without objection, then, the words "and labor" will be stricken on

line 19, and "and" will be inserted between "economic" and the word
"social."
Now, on the jurisdiction on item 17 on page 15, "Overseas education

of civilian and military dependents." We discussed this some the other
day, we did not come to any conclusion. I have a very strong response
from Senator Stennis, which I will make a part of the record.
But he points out that jurisdiction over overseas dependent educa-

tion should not be transferred from the Armed Services Committee
for a number of reasons; one of them being that overseas dependent
education is a military benefit, just the same as medical, commissary
and PX privileges for military dependents. And these benefits should
be treated as a package.
He also points out it is of strategic importance to have U.S. mili-

tary personnel stationed throughout the world, and there is a strategic
significance in the Department of Defense budgetary cost to permit-
ting overseas stationing of military dependents and their support
facilities, including education. These decisions should not be frag-
mented, and, as a practical matter, the schoolteachers are one element
of Department of Defense civilian personnel and should not be sepa-
rated from all the other Department of Defense civilian personnel
subject to authorization within the jurisdiction of the Armed Services
Committee; and that the overseas schools are authorized as a part of
the annual military construction authorization bill.
Removing this jurisdiction from the Armed Services Committee

would further fragment that responsibility.
Senator WILLIAMS. I happen to agree.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection, then, to eliminating item 17 on

page 15, "Overseas education of civilian and military dependents,"
and to have the staff provide the proper language, then, to put that
jurisdiction back in Armed Services where it lies, consistently with
what I have presented to you?
Senator STEVENSON. We have no objection, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?
Without objection, then, that will be approved.
All right, Senator Stevenson or Senator Williams, anything else on

Human Resources?
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Did we hear from the Judiciary Committee yet on the item tha
t

you wanted held up, Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, there may be one more question

with respect to human resources.
I do not, I just do not know whether there has been an understand-

ing reached with respect to the Red Cross.
Senator WILLIAMS. With respect to what?
Senator STEVENSON. Red Cross.
Senator WILLIAMS. I thought we divided that on the lines of domes-

tic and international.
Senator STEVENSON. Foreign Relations now reads:

International activities of the American National Red Cross and the Inter
-

national Committee of the Red Cross.

Senator WILLIAMS. There is no lineup here to—
Senator STEVENSON. No reference to the subject under "Human

Resources."
The CHAIRMAN. Yes: we had that under Foreign Relations on item

11, on page 12. international activities of the American National Red
Cross and the International Committee of the Red Cross.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that the

staff, if it is agreeable, prepare language to cover within the jurisdic-
tion of the Human Resources Committee domestic activities of the
Amercan National Red Cross.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?
Without objection, then, that will be approved.
Senator STEVENSON. I believe it is the intention of the Rules Com-

mittee to make clear in the report that the jurisdiction over the Na-
tional Science Foundation will remain in the Human Resources
Committee.
If so, there is no objection to that 
The CHAIRMAN. We had National Science Foundation, I thought, in

Commerce on page 8, line 12.
Did we change that?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir, that was—that was agreed, I believe

that reference under Commerce would be deleted and included under
Human Resources.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes I am advised that it was deleted. So that

should be added then under Human Resources. But I think we took
action on that, National Science Foundation.
All right. Anything else, Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. That takes care of Human Resources.
I have not heard from the Governmental Affairs Committee with

respect to freedom of information. I do not know if the committee has.
That is one remaining jurisdictional problem.
Any other jurisdictional problems—I think we have two remain-

ing problems, jurisdictional problems, and they both involve the
Governmental Affairs Committee.
One is with respect to nuclear proliferation mentioned earlier. The

other, freedom of information.
An I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that we pass over those for

the time being.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. We will pass over those and return to

them later.
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I am wondering if we could go over now to—
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, is it the intention of the Rules

Committee to include within the—to make the jurisdiction of the
Veterans' Committee the same jurisdiction as it has been in the past?
If so, I think language will be necessary to make that clear.
The CHAIRMAN. I think the intent was to give them the same ju-

risdiction that they have had in the past, except that in Housing, Bank-
ing was to have legislative jurisdiction of all housing, and the
Veterans' Affairs would have oversight jurisdiction with respect to
veterans' housing.
So that we can state that jurisdictional item.
Senator STEVENSON. Is it the intention to continue the same langu-

age with respect to the jurisdiction of the Standards and Conduct
Committee for the Ethics Committee that is proposed?
The CHAIRMAN. If I could ask the committee members to turn to

the language that we struck from Rules Committee jurisdiction start-
ing with line 12 on page 18, down through line 12 on page 19, and
to look at that language and see if that is the language that ought to
be given to the Ethics Commission on jurisdiction.
Senator CLARK. I have an amendment on that point.
The CHAIRMAN. Does it include this?
Senator CLARK. You are on page 18?
The CHAIRMAN. Page 18, line 12. That is the language we struck.
Senator CLARK. My amendment does include striking that, striking

those lines just as we have already done.
The CHAIRMAN. Why do we do not proceed with that now?
Senator CLARK. All right. We might pass out the amendment and

the explanation of it.
This regards the permanent Ethics Committee and, in no way,

affects the ad hoc committee that has been set up. What we did, in fact,
several days go, is to adopt a general descriptive paragraph which
reads as follows:
There would be a new six member Select Committee on Standards and Conduct.

The membership would serve staggered six-year terms and would be balanced
both by party and seniority. The membership on the Select Committee would not
count toward S. 4 limits on committee assignments. The jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee would be broadened to include new financial disclosure and code of con-
duct provisions. There would be new provisions requiring investigations and
reports.

Mr. Chairman, this obviously is a very vague descriptive language
of a specific proposal. The amendment that you have before you is
the specific amendment to implement that language. And what it does,
briefly put, is to describe the membership specifically. I think every
Member has in front of them how that would be implemented.
No Member may serve on the select committee for more than 6 years,

continuing service and so forth.
Then there really are three main provisions, the membership, juris-

diction and functions, investigation of complaints, disqualification of
Members in certain proceedings, and staff.
And rather than go through it all, I guess it is best just to answer

questions at this point.
It is exactly the provisions which Senator Brooke—that the Senator

said in these hearings, and, as I recall, every Member said it was the
right approach.
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So this is really just implementing that proposal. I therefore move
its adoption.

Senator ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I regard the general thrust of this as
Senator Clark pointed out, one is how this might fit in with the work
of the ad hoc committee. They may recommend something entirely
different.
The CHAIRMAN. That was my concern. That is why I was reading it

here.
It seems to me that the special committee that has been appointed

might well recommend something that could be inconsistent with this.
And we would be making that judgment ahead of their report.
Perhaps Senator Byrd could comment on it.
Senator CLARK. Well, it was my understanding that the ad hoc com-

mittee, that we passed, that was agreed to here, was only to establish
a code of conduct, not to specifically assign the jurisdiction to the
committee.

Senator ALLEN. Well, it acts here as a foreign amendment—
Senator CLARK. Could you give some examples of this?
Senator ALLEN. B-2 standing, all financial statements 
Senator CLARK. B-2?
Senator ALLEN. B-2, yes.
The CHAIRMAN. That is in your amendment on page 2.
Senator CLARK. That the ad hoc committee might provide something

different, as to the jurisdiction of the permanent committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, yes.
Senator BYRD. I think it is quite possible, Senator Clark, that the

select committee, which has been authorized to bring in legislation, not
just to report, not just recommendation, but legislation, that legislation
will be made the pending business. And there is a built-in time agree-
ment. We do not know what that special committee may bring in as
part of its legislation.
It would certainly be working with the Obey Commission in the

House which, of course, has been working in this area for a long while.
The two Houses have different problems.
I can see how the Senate select committee might very well want to

bring in a proposal in its legislative package that would encompass
some of the things you are talking about here.

Certainly you would have the opportunity to appear before Senator
Nelson's select committee, making representation that you desire to
make, and let that committee consider it.
I believe at this point we ought to leave that committee with a free

hand. It is working under a mandate. Free hand, to bring in whatever
legislation it feels is necessary to provide for the strong code of public
conduct for Members of the Senate, officers of the Senate, and em-
ployees of the Senate.
Senator CLARK. If the majority leader would yield.
It is my understanding that Senate Resolution—is it 38, 36—that

established the ad hoc committee charged it with only reporting the
code of ethics. If it is the understanding here

' 
on the record, that they

are also going to recommend the exact jurisdiction and functions of the
permanent committee—that is what this deals with.
So, that is, we are arriving at the same conclusions.
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Senator BYRD. I do not know what they will recommend. I have no
way of knowing what they will recommend.
1 think we have to keep in mind, though, that the Nelson committee,

the select committee, is going to recommend legislation that deals with
the code of public conduct, code of ethics, whatever you want to call
it, for the Senate, to be working with the Obey Commission and the
House, I am quite sure.
Later on, the Speaker of the House is appointing Mr. Preyer to

chair a committee which will present legislation dealing with the over-
all legislative branch, and possibly with the executive and judicial
branches. 

iAs I see it, the Senate has taken the step which s necessary at this
point to deal with a code of conduct for the Senate, and it is entirely
in keeping with the recommendations by Mr. Ford, and which was
supported by Mr. Carter. And I think it might be well to not step
ahead of the Nelson committee at this point but to see what it
recommends. If it has the power to recommend legislation, that is just
what this committee is doing, recommending legislation.
Senator ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, if I may call Senator Clark's atten-

tion that this amendment here, the provisions which I would support,
if it is the ad hoc committee, that goes far beyond what we are trying
to do here.
It says the jurisdiction.
Now, here, this jurisdiction and function is going into great detail

about that, investigations and complaints. You have four different
items. This is more like a bill than establishing jurisdiction.
For instance, item C here, investigate a complaint. That is all you

really need in this resolution to establish jurisdiction. But you go on
and explain in minute detail a supposed bill. It has got four long para-
graphs on exact procedures.

Well, that is something that comes up later on, legislation that
would not be any paragraph having to do with jurisdiction.
The same is true on item D, disqualification of Members in certain

proceedings. Well, that is covered by the general jurisdiction of the
amendment, I believe. You are going into too much minute detail.
Senator CLARK. In other words, as Senator Byrd and Senator Allen

are saying, that jurisdiction, function, investigation of complaints,
disqualification of Members in certain procedures staff, are something
that the ad hoc committee might recommend legislation on and, there-
fore, it would be more 

Senator ALLEN. Yes.
Senator CLARK. Is it your understanding these would be dealt with

by the ad hoc committee?
Senator BYRD. These areas would certainly be within the province

of that committee.
Senator CLARK. Within the code of conduct.
Senator BYRD. That is correct. We have enough problems with the

Stevenson resolution without loading another 100 percent of burden
on that resolution.
You are getting into an entirely separate and distinct area of legis-

lation. I would hope that we would not saddle this proposal with
something here that I can foresee would cause a lot of problems on the
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vote. It would compound the problems that we have with the Steven-
son proposal. Let the Nelson committee deal with that.

Senator CLARK. I just do not think they have the authority con-
sistent with the code of ethics.

Senator ALLEN. On any legislation they want to 
Senator GRIFFIN. I have here in the Congressional Record the text

of this Resolution 36, and I am reading from section 2:

It shall be the function and duty of the Special Committee to conduct a com-
plete study of all matters relating to standards of conduct of officers and em-
ployees of the Senate in the performance of their official duties, and to recom-
mend to the Senate a code of official conduct for members, officers, employees of
the Senate. Such study and recommended code of official conduct shall include
but not be limited to the standards for annual public disclosure of income, restric-
tions on honoraria, conflict of interests, so on and so forth.

I do not know that it follows that this ad hoc committee is going
to establish the procedures of the Ethics Committee.
I think what you are doing here is suggesting procedures regardless

of what they come up with.
Senator BYRD. Were you finished?
Senator GRIFFIN. Yes.
Senator BYRD. I do not want to misrepresent anything here. I do

not know that they would do that either. That committee is fully
authorized to come forward with legislation in this area, under the
provisions of the resolution adopted by the Senate, as is the Rules
Committee, and I should think that inasmuch as the Nelson Committee
has this mandate, it can certainly consider the matters you have ex-
pressed, and can exercise its own judgment on those matters. As to
whether or not it would include such, I am in no position to say.
I would hope that we would not put this package into the Stevenson

proposal. I firmly believe that the Nelson committee should 
Senator ALLEN. Mr. Clark is on the Nelson committee, is he not?
Senator BYRD. Mr. Clark is on the Nelson committee.
The CHAIRMAN. I must say that I agree completely with what Sena-

tor Byrd has pointed out here, and I should point out that we already
acted, the other day, to retain the Senate Ethics Committee as a new
six member select committee, members to serve staggered 6-year terms,
that are to be balanced both by party and seniority, membership on
the committee not to count toward Senate resolution limits, and com-
mittee assignments, and that jurisdiction of the committee be
broadened.
Now, this is jurisdiction of the present committee, be broadened to

include new financial disclosure and code of conduct provisions, and
new provisions regarding the requiring of investigation of reports.
So we acted on a general proposition. I think we should let the

committee that has been appointed do its job, and get that approved
by the Senate, rather than to try to have us include it as a part of
this package.

Senator CLARK. Let me be certain that I understand. It is the under-
standing then that these other jurisdictions, functions, complaints,
and so forth, could be included in the ad hoc committee's report as
to what the authority of the new permanent committee would actually
be in these areas?
The CHAIRMAN. What it should consi6t of, and what will be required.

Because the Senate will have to debate that and act on it.
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For example, you are talking about financial disclosure. Well, you
know there has always been the argument as to whether income tax
returns should be required to be filed, and that has been a very heated
discussion in the past when it has come up. So we have passed, on
occasion, the financial disclosure provision, hut not the income tax 

Senator CLARK. That would be clearly within the jurisdiction of the
ad hoc committee report?
The CHAIRMAN. Certainly.
Senator CLARK. Well, I think that is the clarification, because I

thought what we were doing here is establishing a permanent com-
mittee that did not have any particular relationship to the ad hoc
committee until after it had issued a report on that.
The CHAIRMAN. No: this committee that we have established would

have the broad general jurisdiction that the present select committee
has, which is very broad, and many of the things that you describe
there are procedural matters that the present committee follows
anyway.
Senator CLARK. This last statement, is it your understanding that

what is marked here as paragraph (a), membership, has been adopted?
That is, no Member may serve on the select committee for more than
6 years of continuous service? Two Members, one from each party,
shall have served in the Senate less than 6 years, two have served
between 6 and 12, two shall have served in the Senate for 12 or more
years.
The CHAIRMAN. We did not vote that a person should not serve

more than 6 years in our proposal the other day, but we did act on
the fact that it should be a six-member committee. Members should
serve staggered 6-year terms, and be balanced both by party andseniority.
Senator CLARK. See, this paragraph is the summary I wrote of thatsection of the amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. Right.
Senator CLARK. SO I assume it is the same thing, but that is whatI am not clear on.
If we adopt, in other words, if we adopt the general description ofthat section, membership, is there any conflict—I guess that is whatI am asking, in the general descriptive paragraph'', compared to theamendment. Just in terms of the membership.
Senator GRIFFIN. I do not see why we could not adopt that.The CHAIRMAN. I was just going to say, we probably could sub-stitute your first part here with respect to membership. If you wantedto act on that, in lieu of the action that we took the other day.Senator CLARK. I think that might be more clear.
The CHAIRMAN. Because you do have the limitation for not morethan 6 years of continuous service.
Senator CLARK. What we adopted the other day was simply thesummary that we wrote.
The CHAIRMAN. That is right. Which you summarized from this Senator ALLEN. Let us see, this might cause confusion then. Youhave two less than 6 years, and two in the area of 6 to 12, two withmore than 12.
You might have a person moving from one category to the other,upsetting the balance. So I do not believe you could operate on that.
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Senator CLARK. This would be a final appoi
ntment, would it not?

In other words, if I had served 6 years?
Senator ALLEN. Yes; but by that time, at the tim

e of appointment,

maybe somebody in category A, at the time of ap
pointment, would

move into category B.
Senator CLARK. This is just for purposes of appoi

ntment, and not

for purposes of staying on the committee.
Senator ALLEN. That is what I say. He has already mo

ved over into

another category.
Senator CLARK. I know, but he was chosen from ca

tegory A. and

he stays there for 6 years, then he must necessarily
 move off the

committee, even if he moves over to another category.

Senator ALLEN. The two move into another category
, you might

have none in one category, and four in the other category.

Senator CLARK. Remember, they are staggered terms, ev
ery 2 years

you add, and any member who is appointed under catego
ry A or B,

obviously would serve his 6 years, and then go off. So th
at I do not

think you simply stagger here for purposes of balance an
d seniority.

The fact that you move from A to B, or B to C, does not
 mean that

you have to go off the committee until your 6 years.

Senator ALLEN. The purpose, though, it would seem to 
me, having

four in one category and nobody in another category

Senator CLARK. Well, every 2 years you are going to
 appoint new

members, you balance that each 2 years.
Senator ALLEN. I just do not feel that it is so import

ant that it is

a complicated method to choose the amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. I would think that if we let the staff 

write the

appropriate language from most of the action that we took 
the other

day, to draft the proper language, that it would cover re
ally what you

are trying to do here.
Senator CLARK Fine with me.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to having the staff

 draft the

appropriate language consistent with our motion the othe
r day, in

relation to membership on the committees, and broaden
 the juris-

diction of the present committee as we acted upon it?

Senator GRIFFIN. Could they not use this as a base, though?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; certainly.
Is there objection?
Without objection, that will be approved.
All right, what else?
Do we have anything on the two-
Senator STEVENSON. It is the intention, on this Ethics Com

mittee,

to start with staggered terms. I do not believe that was clea
r.

So there would be different categories, 2 years, 4 years, 6-ye
ar terms.

I just want to make sure that the intention is there, so that th
e staff

knows what to achieve.
Senator CLARK. Well, I think it is a good point. That is not a

 clear

point here, but that clearly is the intention, to start staggered.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, we said in the motion the other day, the ac-

tion that was approved, members to serve staggered 6-year terms. So

let us see if the staff can draft the appropriate language.

Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hatfield.
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Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, the other day we took action
to create an ad hoc committee, or a Special Committee on Indian
Affairs for a 2-year period, and we transferred the jurisdiction from
the Senate Interior Subcommittee on Indian Affairs to this special
committee.
The question has been raised now as to whether or not that should.

be considered a third committee, or perhaps a fourth committee cate-
gory, because of the fact that it has but a 2-year life, and it therefore
would attract perhaps little interest on the part of Senators to select
it as a third committee, as opposed to Committee on Veterans' Affairs,
which has a permanent life as we see it at this time, a Committee
on Small Business, Joint Economic Committee of the Congress Joint
Internal Revenue Committee, and so forth. In talking to Senator
Abourezk and others on the Indian Review Commission, we felt it
might be difficult to get Senators to select this committee, that has
become a third committee, and give up the opportunity to serve on a
more permanent committee in that category.
So I raise that question, because I do think it is in a rather unique

circumstance, and I would appreciate Senator Stevenson's comments
on that question.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman as you know, I am reluctant

in all these cases to make exceptions, because each one invites another.
But there is a real problem here.
This is a committee with a life of only. 2 years, and unless some

exception is made, it would be difficult to get anyone to serve on it.
On the other hand, if it is made a fourth committee, it would be re-

garded by some, I believe, as unfair to—all the newly elected
Members.
So I would suggest for the committee's consideration, a procedure

that has been adopted in another case, that might serve both, serve
all our objectives here, without creating still another procedure that
might set a precedent in another context, namely to make this a
fourth committee assignment, not for all the Members, but for those
who have been most active on Indian affairs, and I think that lan-
guage could be drawn to refer specifically to the majority and the
minority members, too, of the Interior Committee who have handled
Indian affairs, primarily in that committee. Make it a fourth commit-
tee assignment for them, but not for all Members of the Senate.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I think that accomplishes the

objective.
The CHAIRMAN. That would be for the ranking majority and minor-

ity, Member on that subcommittee.
Senator STEVENSON. That is where I think we need some help withthe staff. I do not know how the jurisdiction is organized within the

Interior Committee so as to—to specify those individuals.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I would move that amendment

to our report.
The CHAIRMAN. And have the staff draft the appropriate language.
Senator STEVENSON. The chairman and ranking member, or their

designees 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?
Senator HATFIELD. I would like to make sure that we understand

that the chairman and the ranking minority member are not the same
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on both the Interior Subcommittee and on the Indian Affairs
Commission.

Senator STEVENSON. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Did you intend to include both?
Senator STEVENSON. No; the intention was to include the two. My

intention.
The CHAIRMAN. Only on the Indian Affairs Subcommittee?
Senator STEVENSON. That was my intention.
Senator HATFIELD. In other words, to provide for the existing chair-

man and ranking minority Member on the Interior Committee, Sub-
committee on Indian Affairs?

Senator STEVENSON. Or their designees.
Senator HATFIELD. Pardon?
Senator STEVENSON. Or their designees.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?
Senator WILLiAms. How large a committee is this?
Senator STEVENSON. Well, we have not gotten the committee size as

yet. I believe it is the plan to get committee sizes after the preliminary
question, such as the jurisdiction number, is resolved.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection then?
Senator WILLIAMS. This is an exception in a committee that does

not count 
The CHAIRMAN. This has only a 2-year life, so that it would be an

exception with respect to the majority and minority ranking member
on that subcommittee.
We took that jurisdiction and transferred it to this committee for

the 2-year period.
Senator STEVENSON. I misspoke, Mr. Chairman. The committee has

approved a five man committee, three from the majority, and two from
the minority. Of course, it is subject to reconsideration when we get
to the size of all the committees.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?
Without objection, then that will be approved.
Senator CLARK. I have an amendment in title II. Is it appropriate

to offer an amendment at this time?
The CHAIRMAN. On jurisdiction?
Senator CLARK. No; it is not.
The CHAIRMAN. Do we have anything else now under jurisdiction ?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I believe Senator Pell has one

clarification with respect to the Foreign Relations Committee.
Senator PELL. Do you have the language?
The problem is that the oceans jurisdiction of the Foreign Relations

Committee is too wide to be eroded without breaking it up, having one
item marked international relations, and then the next item, in view
of the language there—
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, Mr. Chairman, the present language, and

it appears on page 12, at line 17, is international law; oceans and inter-
national environmental and scientific affairs.
If you will leave that language, you will be hearing from the Com-

merce Committee again, and perhaps from other committees, so the
suggestion is to clarify the intent with the following language—the
language for item 10 would be deleted, and the following language
inserted:
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International law as it relates to foreign policy, oceans and international en-
vironmental and scientific affairs, as they affect the foreign relations of the
United States.

Senator PELL. These would be two separate items?
Senator STEVENSON. Two separate items.
Senator PELL. Which would alter the sequential number after-

wards?
Senator STEVENSON. The items will have to be renumbered accord-

ingly.
The CHAIRMAN. Where does that occur now?
Senator STEVENSON. Item 10 would be changed to read "Interna-

tional laws that relate to foreign policy" and a new item 11 would be
added, reading: "Oceans and international environmental and scien-
tific affairs as they affect the foreign relations of the United States."
The CHAIRMAN. I am sorry, would you read that once again?
Senator STEVENSON. Item 10 would read, "international law as it

relates to foreign policy." Otherwise, it is a sweeping jurisdiction in
the Foreign Relations Committee that would impinge upon jurisdic-
tions elsewhere.
The new item 11 would read, "Oceans and international environ-

mental and scientific affairs as they affect the foreign relations of the
United States." Otherwise, there is an unqualified reference to oceans.
And international environmental and scientific affairs is very broad.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, is there 
Senator PELL. Excuse me. Would it not be simpler to use the final

phrase there as it relates to the United States? As it relates to foreign_
policy, keeping the same phrase in both?
Senator STEVENSON. We have no--
Senator PELL. It is simpler, I think it is better English, to use the

same language.
The CHAIRMAN. SO that it would just read "oceans and international

environmental and scientific affairs as they relate to foreign policy."
Senator PELL. Yes.
Senator STEVENSON. That is an improvement, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to that proposed amendment?
Without objection, it will be approved.
I understand we have a letter from Senator Muskie now. Have you

had a chance to go over that?
Senator STEVENSON. No, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hatfield?
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, Senator Jackson of the Interior

Committee has a desire to have some language in the report, not in the
bill, to make certain it is clear that the implementation of the Alaskan
Native land claims would remain with the Interior or the Energy
Committee.
I believe that was the general agreement, and he has submitted lan-

guage here for the report that I would like to have the staff take a
look at.

Senator STEVENSON. That was the intention of—I have not seen the
language suggested, but the intention, I believe, was to leave the juris-
diction within the Interior Committee.
Senator HATFIELD. I wonder if your staff would take a look at this

so-called clarification language. If there is no objection I would move
that we adopt it, Mr. Chairman, as part of the report.
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The CHAIRMAN. If there is no objection, after you have had a chance

to review it, it will be approved.
Now, I wonder if I could have Dr. Riddick go over the letter from

Senator Ribicoff and Senator Muskie.
Dr. RIDDICK. Well, we have two letters here, Senator, the contested

jurisdiction. One from the Judiciary, which is signed by Mr. Eastland,

Mr. Thurmond, Mr. Scott, Mr. Mathias, Mr. Abourezk, Mr. Kennedy,

Mr. Bayh, and Mr. McClellan and then the letter from the Govern-

ment Operations, signed by Mr. Ribicoff and Mr. Muskie.
Their concern is:
We strongly support the recommendations of the Stevenson committee regard

-

ing consolidation of Government information jurisdiction. We believe this app
ro-

priately will recognize the work of the Government Operations Committee over

the past several years, and particularly the committee has developed and re-

ported the Privacy Act of 1974.
The Government, in the Sunshine Act, advised that the committee act, and ha

s

dealt with a wide range of information issues, including the right of Congres
s to

information, Government records management, the collection of census infor
ma-

tion, and the paperwork burden in the Federal Government.

All these issues interrelate in a broad based, Government-wide information

policy.

The letter is signed by the various members of the Judiciary Com-

mittee and it points out that they are very much concerned 'about in-

formation including freedom of information, and then lists a great
number of measures which they have handled, including all aspects of
this subject, and in the last paragraph they set forth their contention

which is in short—both in terms of historical perspective, and produc-
tive activities—
The Senate Committee on the Judiciary has, since 1946, investigated all aspects

of, and legislated on virtually every matter relating to Government informati
on.

The activities of the Government Operations Committee in this area bega
n

with Chairman Sam Ervin's tenure in 1972, and its interest in privacy, executive

privilege and classification relate to, and date from that tenure.

Thus, while the proposal by the Stevenson committee to consolidate the j
uris-

diction category of Government information, and to place this with one c
ommit-

tee's jurisdiction, may be sound, if your committee concurs with this conc
lusion,

it is our view that the appropriate committee to exercise this jurisdiction is the

Committee on the Judiciary.

So both contested to the same. It looks like the committee has to voto
on it.
The CHAIRMAN. Has your committee considered that ?
Senator STEVENSON. Oh, yes, sir, and our suggestion originally was

to place this jurisdiction within the Government Affairs Committee.
It had been my impression that the principal objection was to the

transfer of Judiciary's jurisdiction over the Freedom of Information
Act.
Now, at the last moment, down to the wire, both committees have

come in to strenuously reassert claims to this jurisdiction.
Mr. Chairman, I cannot suggest a way out of this right now. And if

it is your -wish, we could try, in the next hour or so, to'come up with
a suggestion. I thought it was worked out, and it was, but now it has
been unraveled.
The CHAIRMAN. We acted earlier today, and struck; we left the

Government information on page 13, but we struck, "including free-
dom of information."

Senator STEVENSON. That had been my 
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The CHAIRMAN. From Governmental Affairs, and that would leave
it residing in Judiciary, where it has been. The Judiciary proposed
that we add privacy and administrative practices.

Senator STEVENSON. And may I ask Mr. Gray, Mr. Chairman, to
comment on this?
Mr. GRAY. It is my understanding, Mr. Chairman that the insertion

of the words in the rule for Governmental Affairs, Government infor-
mation, including freedom of information, again on page 13, line 7,
that is 'an entirely new statement.
If you struck including freedom of information" you would leave

Government information, which is, as we understand, a reflection, at
least of current practice.
If you wanted to go back exactly to the existing situation, you would

have to strike all of item 4, including the words "Government Infor-
mation." That is, the Judiciary Committee, and I have only just seen
that letter, 'and have not had a chance to read it.
The Judiciary Committee may feel that saying Government infor-

mation in the jurisdiction of the Committee on Governmental Affairs
.changes the status quo.
The CHAIRMAN. Any 'members of the committee have a question on

that?
Senator Griffin?
Senator GRIFFIN. I would be inclined to leave the jurisdiction the

way it is myself, rather than shifting it.
The 

is,
If we left jurisdiction the way it was could we leave

the term "Government Information" under Governmental Affairs, and
then if we added, "for Judiciary, the 'freedom of information, privacy,
and administrative practices," would that be the idea?
Mr. GRAY. My understanding is that Governmental Affairs would

feel that that substantially changes their understanding of the status
quo.
If you omitted the word "privacy," I am advised they would, but I

think it is too complicated to satisfy all parties without taking a look
at it.

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman
' 
we have not even had a chance

to examine the Judiciary Committee letter. This came up at the last
minute.
I do not like deferring action, but it might be best, because it is

complicated, to pass over, to give us a chance to offer some advice.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection

' 
we will pass over that item.

I wonder if we could turn to page 34, section 402?
The staff advises me that we had not acted on section 402. I thought

we had acted on it. Would you address yourself to section 402, Sen-
ator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. If I may, Mr. Chairman, I will call on Mr.

Gray again.
Mr. GRAY. Yes, sir, the Senators will recall they approved 401. The

voluntary computerized scheduling system under which, while it
would be mandatory, to report the scheduling of meetings, as soon as
such a scheduling occurred, or the cancellation of such a meeting, the
committees, of course, would not have to follow any other rule in
scheduling their meetings.
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Section 402 suggests a time period in which committee meetings
should occur, that is, before 2 o'clock, or in no case after 2 o'clock, or
within the first 2 hours of the Senate's meeting. And a committee
meeting occurring outside of that time period would have to have
the approval of the majority leader and the minority leader, or their
designees, who also would have to appoint, announce such grant to,
the Senate.
The second part if section 402, which begins on the top of page 35,.

suggests, and again this is voluntary, two meeting periods for com-
mittee meetings in the morning, instead of only one.
That is, one would begin, for example, at 8 o'clock, or 9 o'clock and

end at 11 o'clock. The second period would begin at 11 o'clock and
end, say, at 1 o'clock or 2 o'clock, and the select committee suggestion
there is simply, that on a voluntary basis committees might be willing
to schedule brief business meetings during the early period, and that
would be made known through the scheduling system to other com-
mittees, who then could schedule their important meetings beginning
at the 11 o'clock period. However, any committee that did not find
this useful, would simply announce they are meeting at 10 o'clock, as is
now the case.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, then why even have that in there?
Mr. GRAY. The suggestion was simply that because there is so much

conflict among committee meetings, that it would be much more effi-
cient if the committees would move to that practice. It would give
them more meeting periods in which to have committee meetings
without conflict.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Griffin?
Senator GRIFFIN. I do not have any comment, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pell.
Senator PELL. No, nothing.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Allen.
Senator ALLEN. I am just wondering, this is a radical change on the

meeting committees, putting that power in the joint leadership com-
mittee, whereas now it takes unanimous consent for a committee to
meet, further concentration of power of committees.
The individual Senator without any control at all, it is one of the

time-honored provisions of the Senate rules that has been with us
for 180 years, tossed in the wastebasket.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. I show a little concern here, the single method

evidently of granting this exemption. Am I right? Is it a majority, a
minority leader absolute authority to grant the exemption here?
Mr. GRAY. Yes, sir, except that they would have to announce it to,

the Senate.
Senator PELL. They would both have to agree?
Mr. GRAY. Yes, sir.
Senator WILLIAMS. If it is just an announcement, is there no oppor-

tunity for Senate action here?
You have taken the unanimous consent out, I gather, of the Senate,.

is that right?
Mr. GRAY. That is correct. I would assume it would still be granted

by unanimous consent, but it is additional authority exclusive of unani-
mous consent.



243

Senator ALLEN. No; it is wrong. It could be by unanimous consent,but this provides here for the leadership to do it without unanimousconsent.
Mr. GRAY. Yes; that is right.
Senator WILLIAMS. Where does unanimous consent enter into thisin any way?
Mr. GRAY. It does not come into this feature.
Senator ALLEN. Well, if you ask for unanimous consent without thework of the leadership 
Senator WILLIAMS. In other words, a Member could get up wherethe majority leaders have not got up, could ask for unanimous consent.Senator ALLEN. Could ask for unanimous consent.
Senator WILLIAMS. The majority leader will be there.
Mr. GRAY. Senator, the feature does not provide that authority.Senator WILLIAMS. No; but any Member can, as Senator Allensuggests, it would be a vain act. This is something that—
Senator ALLEN. It eliminates unanimous consent.
Senator PELL. I wonder i,f that is such a bad idea, but I think weare being hung up in the past, because of the unbridled use of thepower of suggestion, the work of the Senate would move moreexpeditiously.
We really come to the question of what we are talking about, ofwhether one or two men should be able to hold action up for a periodof time, or whether we believe the Senate majority to get finaldecision—
Senator ALLEN. Well, this adds a large length of time in that we havea right to meet for 2 hours, as I understand it, after the Governmentsays is that not right?
Air. GRAY. Yes.
Senator ALLEN. That is a great additional right there, and you havetwo tier committee meetings, but you ought to have some right of—• an individual Senator ought to have some right against computerizinga normal operation and destroying any individual initative in theSenate.
Senator PELL. The individual initiative is blocked, and I think manyof us think that that is exercised maybe too frequently.Senator ALLEN. Well, at least it is a system that has been in effectfor 180, 190 years.
Senator PELL. They used to use candles, too.
Senator ALLEN. I go back to them, too.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, the Legislative Reorganization Act provides,in part, as follows:
Any of the standing committees of the Senate may sit for any purpose whilethe Senate is in session if consent therefor has been obtained from the majorityleader and the minority leader of the Senate.
Senator GRIFFIN. It now provides that.
The CHAIRMAN. That is in the Legislative Reorganization Act now.Dr. RIDDICK. They have never used it because I went to SenatorMansfield when this provision was first brought in and told him thatI did not think it would be a good idea to give that consent unless heannounced it for the record, because if that matter was ever brought tothe court, there would be no sanction that authorized the committee to
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meet while the Senate was in session, unless they
 made such a state-

ment for the record.
Senator ALLEN. Well, the person—the Senate adop

ts rules for them-

selves—it is not fair to do the Reorganization Act—

The CHAIRMAN. Well, it has not changed this.
 This is still in that

Legislative Reorganization Act.
We found the other day that the Senate co

uld change the Reor-

ganization Act by rules of the Senate.
You see, that paragraph starts out:

Except as otherwise provided in the subsec
tion, no standing committee of the

Senate shall sit without special leave while th
e Senate is in session. The pro-

hibition contained in the preceding sentence
 shall not apply to the Committee

on Appropriations or the Committee on the
 Budget in the Senate. Any other

Standing Committee of the Senate may sit
 for any purpose while the Senate is

in session if consent therefor has been obt
ained from the Majority Leader and

the Minority Leader of the Senate. In the 
event of the absence of either such

leaders, the consent of the absent leader may
 be given by a Senator designated

by such leader for that purpose.

Senator ALLEN. The practice nonuse almost seems to be
 a rule, not a

practice.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, the proposal here now, of cou

rse, has re-

drafted that, and on page 35, where they say section
—subsection (c) .

section 134(c) of the Legislative Reorganization Act o
f 1946 is re-

pealed, and that is the subsection that I have just read.

Senator ALLEN. That is restated here.
The CHAIRMAN. That is right. That substantially restat

es it, but

gives them that 2-hour grace period.
Senator ALLEN. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. That they do not have presently.

What are the wishes of the committee?
Senator ALLEN. I would move that probably the majority

-minority

leaders, on their own motion, to prevent a committee to me
et after 2

hours would be withdrawn. Leave the power to meet for 2 
hours or

until 2 o'clock, but not give the leaders the right on their own
 motion

only to give the committee the right to meet.
The CHAIRMAN. So that you would suggest that we simply

 say no

committee of the Senate or any subcommittee thereof may m
eet with-

out special leave after the conclusion of the first 2 hours after 
meeti n

with the Senators that commenced, and in no case after 2 o'
clock. We

stop there.
Senator GRIFFIN. I would support that.
The CHAIRMAN. And not repeal the existing provisions of the L

eg-

islative Reorganization Act.
Senator ALLEN. Yes; well, I guess my point is you have to re

peal

that section of the Reorganization Act.
Senator GRIFFIN. But there is a provision in here that does tha

t.

Just leave that the way it is.
Senator ALLEN. That is contained in here, yes.
Senator GRIFFIN. In other words, the leader's authority would be

limited to a 2-hour period while the Senate is in session?

Senator ALLEN. I do not understand that.
Senator GRIFFIN. The leader's authority to allow a committee to sit

would be limited to a 2-hour period.
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Senator ALLEN. No; they would have it. This standing time during
which they could meet or the first 2 hours but, in no event, beyond 2
o'clock to begin. That is not much more than they allow to meet now.
All they allow to meet now is through morning business.
Senator GRIFFIN. I think I was saying the same thing here.
What we are going to do, if we follow your instructions, is to limit

it to a 2-hour period, is that right?
Senator ALLEN. You mean that is more or less compromise on the

thing, to allow them to—
Senator GRIFFIN. No.
Senator ALLEN. This does not—at my suggestion they would not

enter the picture at all. For this period here, in no case, after 2 o'clock,
could they meet.
In other words, at this point, Senator Griffin, there is 2 hours that

they could meet in the first 2 hours but, say, you came in at 1 o'clock,
they could not meet beyond 2 o'clock.
That is what this says here.
The CHAIRMAN. That is correct. Under Senator Allen's proposed

modification he is taking away the authority of the majority and
minority leader to give consent to meet beyond that 2-hour period,
or after 2 o'clock.
What Senator Allen is proposing would in effect say that commit-

tees can meet while the Senate is in session for the first period of the
2-hour period, or up until 2 o'clock in the afternoon period.
Senator ALLEN. And then always by unanimous consent.
The CHAIRMAN. Then if unanimous consent was obtained, why they

could do it. But it would not need permission of the majority and
minority leaders. And he would repeal that 134—C of the Legislative
Reorganization Act.
Now, to do that, Senator Allen, I think you would have to strike

your amendment, which strikes on line 10, after the word "meridian,"
strike the rest of that, down through and including the word "desig-
nee," on line 13, and then on line 21, strike after the word "post merid-
ian," down to the word "subparagraph" on the last line of that page.

Senator ALLEN. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Are you ready for the question on that amendment

of Senator Allen?
Senator GRIFFIN. I think this is an improvement over what has been

recommended here. I cannot understand if we are trying to reduce the
number of conflicts, so that Senators are not supposed to be in more
than one place at the same time, why would we would want to encour-
age committee meetings at the same time that the Senate is in session?
Senator PELL. I do not think it would be to encourage that. It is so

that as we move toward some of these crisis periods, where the problemof legislation exists, that one man has the power to ransom his or her
proposal. in order that—and the whole thing is up, and not given per-
mission of unanimous consent.
In this ease the majority and minority leaders felt it was the right

thinfr to do. that this committee should meet, because it must have
legislation, they could go ahead and do it.
Senator GRIFFIN. Frankly, T think we have too many situations

where the committees are meeting at the same time while the Senate
is in session, carrying on very important business.
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Senator ALLEN. Ninety-nine times out of a hundred, possibly more,
there would be no objection to the request of the majority leader, and
we have seen in the last Congress, the majority leader announced that
there would be no meetings for any purpose, unless it was an emergency
situation, when committees could meet.

Yet, over there at the start of the session, he would rattle off about
10 or 12 committees that were requesting the right to meet. So I agree
with Senator Griffin's point that we are trying to schedule these com-
mittees where there would not be any conflict, yet we open up the door
to grant authority for subcommittees all over the place to meet, and
full committees to meet. Your schedule has been knocked into a cocked
bat.

Senator GRIFFIN. This would give them 2 hours that they have not

had as a matter of practice.
Senator ALLEN. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion?
Senator STEVENSON. Is it the intention to repeal the Legislative Re-

organization Act with respect to the majority leader's authority?
Senator ALLEN. It is already in there.
The CHAIRMAN. The repealer is already in there, in your proposal.
Senator STEVENSON. Yes but we conferred other, substantially simi-

lar authority on the majority leader.
Now, as I understand it, the intention is to repeal the authority in

Senate Resolution 4, and in the Legislative Reorganization Act. If

that is the case, why, I should think it would be possible for one or a

-few-
Senator GRIFFIN. Maybe we ought to get Senator Byrd here.
Senator STEVENSON. Members of the Senate to tie it up, on incon-

• sequential matters beyond 2 o'clock every day would prevent every

committee of the U.S. Senate, if I read this correctly, even including
the Appropriations, Budget Committees, from conducting any

business.
Senator PELL. I think the times when there has been objection in

the past, has not been valid, real concern of being in two places. It is
being an order to hold up the progress of legislation, as a matter
of fact.
The CHAIRMAN. If Senator. Allen's amendment were carried, he

leaves in there the exemption for the Committee on Appropriations
and the Committee on the Budget.
Senator STEVENSON. Very well. Then one committee would be

permitted.
The CHAIRMAN. Two committees. Budget Committee and Appro-

priations.
Senator STEVENSON. am sorry.
The CHAIRMAN. And this would not preclude the majority leader,

or someone attempting to get unanimous consent beyond that point.
What Senator Allen is trying to take away is the specific authority

for the majority and minority leaders to give consent without it com-
ing before the Senate, as I understand it.

Senator STEVENSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, if I may respectfully sug-
-gest, perhaps it would be well to hear from the majority leader.
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Senator GRIFFIN. I think that the majority leader is here in the
committee area. Maybe we could get his views before we vote. It would
be good to have him.
The CHAIRMAN. We will try to get him in here.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, we do have some other matters„

if you like, if you would like, we could go ahead to.
There is some questions about transition staffing that Mr. Gray

could address.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, sir. What page is that?
Mr. GRAY. That begins on page 37, title VII, the very bottom of

the page.
What the select committee sought to do here is primarily to make

sure that during a transition period, the qualified staff of any con-
solidated committees or subcommittees would still be present to assist
the committees in their work.
The select committee also had in mind the need of Senators who

were affected by the transition, and third, the main considerations for
Senate staff effective.
What this section does is establish a transition period which

roughly ends around July 1, in order to give the Rules Committee'
sufficient time to reexamine the needs of new and consolidated com-
mittees for staff.
It also defines, displaced staff, as those, and I am sorry that the

draft is a little—I think the chairman will agree, is a little weak on
that point, but I will come back to it, if I may.

But. the intention of the committee was that a displaced person be a
staff person, either professional or clerical, displaced by the commit-
tee reorganization. It would primarily be in two classes.
One: Staff people working for the committees which were consoli-

dated in other committees and; second, staffs of subcommittees, which
because of the subcommittee membership limitations, or chairmanship
limitations, where consolidated within a committee, and the basic
provision of this title is that those displaced staff on the effective date
of the resolution, would be automatically but temporarily transferred'
to the staff of the new committee.
During the transition period, such staff would either seek a place-

ment on the staff of that new committee, or other positions.
At the end of the transition period, if they had made a valid effort

to seek employment, and had not secured it, they would then be granted
severance pay, basically on the same principle employed in the execu-
tive branch, which would be 1 week's pay for each year of Federal-
service, up to 10, 2 weeks pay for each year of Federal service above
10, and 2 weeks pay for each year of Federal service above 10, and it
is further drafted to require that such severance pay be granted on a
monthly basis, as if it were a salary, and if that person had gainful'
employment during that period, the severance pay would be lessened
by that same amount.
The CHAIRMAN. OK, with that explanation, we have requested Mr.

Ridgely to come over.
I think he wanted to comment on that, and if he could go back now

to the matter we held up for Senator Byrd.
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Senator Byrd, the proposal on section 402, was under discussion,

and under that proposal it would amend subparagraph (a) of para-
graph 7, of rule 25 of the standing rules, and would permit a committee
to meet for 2 hours after the Senate is in session or until 2 o'clock in
the afternoon, no later than 2 o'clock, and Senator Allen has proposed
an amendment to strike the provision, unless consent therefore has
been obtained from the majority leader and minority leader, or their
designees.
This proposal also would strike 134(c) of the Legislative Reorgani-

zation Act, which in essence provides that a committee shall not meet
while the Senate is in session, unless the majority and minority leaders
have approved.
We wanted—Senator Griffin wanted to have the benefit of your

views before we acted on the amendment.
Senator BYRD. I have not heard Mr. Stevenson on this.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I would personally oppose this

amendment.
I believe it is inconsistent with the recommendations of the select

committee. The select committee, first of all, had no intention of
repealing any authority in the leadership under the Legislative Re-
organization Act, and in this—and in this provision, substantially
restated that authority. To require advanced notice, my concern is
that it would be possible for one, or a few Members of the Senate to
tie the Senate up, and by doing so, effectively prevent all of the com-
mittees of the Senate, except for the Committee on Appropriations
and the Committee on the Budget, from acting.
I think, far from our recommendation giving too much authority to

the leadership, selected by the Senate, this would give far too much
control to one, or a handful of Senators, who act on no authority
except their own.

Senator GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I might just say, as I said before,
when Senator Byrd was not here that it seems to me that the pro-
vision as amended by Senator Allen, would actually provide more
flexibility for committees than is the practice now. As it is now, there
is no guarantee that a committee can meet for 2 hours after the Senate
convenes, except by unanimous consent.

This would still mean that by unanimous consent committees could
meet beyond the 2-hour period. So this is liberalization, if you want
to use that term, or at least making a more flexible situation than we
have had.
My own feeling is that while I will go that far, that it goes in the

wrong direction. I do not think we should have committees meeting
while the Senate is in session.
This would, however, certainly give committees more latitude, and

more flexibility than they have had.
Senator BYRD. Could we move to something else while I go over this ?
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I was wondering, it is about time to break

for lunch. If we are all going to be here right after lunch, maybe you
could have a chance to think about that, and we could recess now for
lunchtime, and be back at 2 o'clock.
Would that be agreeable?
Senator PELL. Is it the intention of the chairman to finish up

tonight?
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The CHAIRMAN. We will recess until 2 o'clock, and this will be the
pending business, and this will give Senator Byrd the opportunity to
review it. We would hope that we could finish tonight, whatever time
we have to go to, so that we would have the opportunity then to get
it printed by Monday, and then Monday we could go over the final
print, and 

b
o-o over the proposed report, and do any further refining

that we think would have to be done.
All right, we will recess until 2 o'clock.
[Whereupon, at 12:33 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at

2 p.m. the same day.]
AFTERNOON SESSION

The committee reconvened at 2:21 p.m., Hon. Howard W. Cannon
( chairman ) presiding.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
I wonder if we could first go to the matter that Senator Clark has

before we start on the 
Senator CLARK. Well, Mr. Chairman I would like to offer an amend-

ment that has just been prepared, but I think it has been printed and
circulated to all of the Members, which would do as follows: On page
41, in subparagraph 703(e), in the second sentence—I will wait until
you turn to it—in the second sentence, after the phrase "clerical funds
of the committee" insert the phrase "other than those funds deter-
mined by the chairman and the ranking Member to be allocated for the
'administrative and clerical function of the committee as a whole."

Now, the intent of this amendment is simply to specify in somewhat
more detail what we were discussing with regard to this issue yester-
day afternoon.
The problem, briefly put, was that there are many specific duties

that fall under the administrative and clerical work of the committee
that ought to be set aside before we divide up all the professional staff
and their clerical help. And that is the intent of this amendment,
'simply to make certain that the minority does indeed have one-third of
all the professional staff and clerical staff associated with their efforts,
but that those very routine things that the majority does, preparing
the printing—there are a whole list of items—would first be consid-
,ered as a separate group by full agreement of the ranking minority
member and the chairman.
I think this is fairer to all concerned. I think that it does not disturb

the intent of the amendment that the Senator from Michigan and the
'Senator from Oregon offered. And I frankly think it is more equi-
table to do it in this way. So I therefore move its adoption.

Senator GRIFFIN. We discussed this earlier, Senator Clark. I men-
tioned the fact that while the strength of the minority now is 38 per-
cent, and we are only asking for 33 percent, therefore, there was 5
percent or so that was available for this purpose, and your point here
is that 5 percent may or may not be the right percent in a given situa-
tion, and there should be more flexibility here. That could be decided
and agreed upon by the chairman and ranking Member.
I think that makes sense, it is reasonable. I would not object to the

amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. So that what you are saying by this amendment is

that you would agree on the people that are working, doing the job of
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the committee, the essential routine job, and not the legislative type of
action that is sometimes getting into the partisan matter?

Senator CLARK. That is essentially it. In other words, we believe that
the minority ought to receive its representation in terms of all of the
significant substantive matters that are done on a committee. They
would have one-third, which is roughly equivalent to their present
representation in the Senate.

Senator GRIFFIN. This is a decision that would be made every year,
as the budget of the committee is proposed?
Senator CLARK. Absolutely.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Is there further discussion?
All in favor of the amendment say "aye." [Chorus of "ayes."]
Opposed? [No response.]
The amendment is agreed to.
Senator Byrd, now, if we can come back to the pending Allen

amendment and your discussion on it.
Senator BYRD. I think the intent of the Stevenson committee was to

assure the committees that they would be able to meet for 2 hours after
the convening of the Senate, without getting special leave to do so.
And that they could only meet after that 2-hour period, or, in any

event, if the expiration of the 2 hours came at 2 p.m., or earlier-2
p.m. or later, they would then need special leave of the Senate, or they
could get the consent of the two leaders and be able to meet.
At the present time, no standing committee may meet after the

morning hour, which is the first 2 hours of the session, or after the
Senate has proceeded to the consideration of the unfinished business,
or to the considering of pending business, whichever is the earlier.
Unanimous consent is required then for them to meet. This means

that every day the leader has to ask unanimous consent that the com-
mittees may be authorized to meet during the session of the Senate.
In many instances, committees will have summoned witnesses to

appear, and those witnesses may have been forced to travel great dis-
tances. If consent of the Senate cannot be gotten, and only one objec-
tion would prevent the committee from meeting, then the witnesses
have been discommoded. The committees cannot hear those witnesses
until the Senate goes out of session or is forced to schedule the hear-
ings in early mornings before the Senate convenes, or in the evenings
after the Senate has adjourned or recessed, or on Saturdays when the'
Senate is not in session.
So I can see that the intent of the resolution is to assure committees.

that they will be able to meet for 2 hours without having to get the
consent of the Senate.
If the Senate should go in session at 10 o'clock in the morning, the

committees would be able to meet until noon if the Senate goes in
session at 12 noon, the committees could meet until 2 o'clock. If the
Senate goes in session at 2 o'clock in afternoon, the committees would'
not be able to meet at all, except by the consent of the majority ancr
minority leaders.
At the present time, the committees would have to have the consent

of the whole Senate, and one objection could keep the committees from
meeting.
T do not see any objection to this language. I think, from the stand-

point of the committees, it does give them some degree of assurance,
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although not complete assurance, that they. would be able to meet for
2 hours after the Senate has gone into session, unless the Senate goes
into session after 2 p.m. in which case that would have to be by spe-
cial leave of the Senate or with the consent of the two leaders.

It is my intent to meet when we can in the Senate no earlier than 12
noon, possibly coming in at 1 or 2 o'clock as we have been doing. Until
such time as the business of the Senate requires otherwise. And of
course that could come at any time, certainly when we reach the
months of March and April, and the calendar is loaded, we will have
to come in before 12 o'clock.
I think perhaps, Mr. Chairman, that, in summation, that the lan-

guage beginning with line 6 on page 34, down through the word.
"Budget" on line 15, is probably an improvement over the present sit-
uation, under the present standing rules.
I would point out that the language to which I have referred covers

all committees, not only standing committees but select committees
and special committees, whereas the present rules cover only standing
committees. Select committees and special committees under the cur-
rent rule may meet during the session of the Senate without leave.
I would suggest that the language in the resolution be amended to

continue that present practice.
For example, we have the Special Committee on Standards Conduct,

which will be chaired by Mr. Nelson. That committee is mandated to
report back to the Senate no later than March 1, so, obviously, that
committee may have to meet during Senate sessions, beyond the first
'2 hours.

So I will propose that the word "standing" be inserted between the
words "no" and 'committee" on line 6 of page 34 of the resolution.
Also I will propose that the words "except when the Senate is not

in session" comma, be placed after the comma, the first comma on line
7 of page 34. So that it would read, "No standing committee of the
Senate or any subcommittee thereof may meet, except when the Sen-
ate is not in session, without special leave, after the conclusion of the
first 2 hours after a meeting of the Senate has commenced" and so on.
Otherwise, it could be interpreted as meaning that after 2 o'clock

on any day, whether the Senate was in session or not, no committee of
the Senate or any subcommittee thereof could meet.

Senator ALLEN. Will the Senator yield just a moment there?
Senator Brim. Yes.
Senator ALLEN. That makes that a double negative, I believe, when

you could accomplish the same thing if you said "may meet when the
Senate is in session, without special leave," instead of having a double
negative.

Senator BYRD. Yes; that would be all right.
Now, I understand that Mr. Allen wishes to strike the language

"unless consent therefor has been obtained from the majority leader
and the minority leader (or in the event of the absence of either of such
leaders, from his designee)". I would object to the striking of that
language.

Conceivably, there will be times when it will be necessary for a
committee or certain committees to meet after the first 2 hours, or
'after 2 p.m., as the case may be.
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This language requires the consent of both the majority leade
r and

the minority leader. And if the consent of the minority leader 
cannot

be gotten, it could not be gotten under the present rule, which re
quires,

unanimous consent for a committee to meet during the session of
 the

Senate, any time.
And so, in contemplation of the necessity for some committee or 

some

committees to meet at some time while the Senate i§ in sessio
n, and

beyond the parameters of the language expressed herein, at the
 time,.

I feel that the majority and minority leaders ought to retain t
he au-

thority that this resolution would give them, to give consent to 
such

committees to meet.
I will cite again the Nelson special committee, if we leave this la

n-

guage in, which Mr. Allen proposes to strike, I am not too concern
ed

about having the word "standing" up above inserted, because as 
long

as the majority and minority leaders can give consent, then the 
Nelson

committee would be allowed to meet at other hours.
I am using that committee, that special committee as an exampl

e.

Now, finally, Mr. Chairman, I would propose to strike the language

beginning on line 15, with "The Senate Members of" and going thr
ough

the word 'from his designee)" on line 24. This deals with the Sena
te

Members of joint committees, and joint committees, or recommen
d, at

least, that they be eliminated, by -putting certain restrictions on the

Senate Members thereof, I do not believe that we ought to enact th
is

language. If we do, we are imposing the will of the Senate on the

other body. Now, we are saying the Senate Members cannot—this,
 in

effect, is saying that the committee cannot meet.
House Members—I think it would be in vain for them to meet, if t

he

Senate Members could not meet with them. And certainly the Senate

ought to be in the position to protect itself, if it wants its own M
em-

bers to be at any joint meeting. So rather than attempt to impose t
he

will of the Senate on the other body, I would suggest that that
 lan-

guage be stricken.
Now, those are my comments. Mr. Allen has an amendment pending,

and I have already addressed myself to his amendment. And I would

respectfully move to table the amendment, or—I would just as soon

have the vote up or down on the amendment, it would be all right with

me, so I will not move to take it; but I will object to the amendment as

proposed.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pell.
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman for the reasons I mentioned earlier,

in the absence of Senator Byrd, I support this viewpoint as being a

way of moving on more expeditiously with the work of the Senate.

The CHAIRMAN. Any further discussion?
The vote would occur then on the amendment proposed by Senator

Allen.
• Senator ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, may I be heard from?
The CHAIRMAN. Oh, certainly. I thought you had 
Senator ALLEN. I had not commented in Senator Byrd's presence. He

was not here when I commented before.
The CHAIRMAN. Excuse me, Senator.

• Senator ALLEN. When the distinguished majority leader made his

opening remarks on the amendment, one would have thought that—

or I thought that he was going to guarantee that a committee could
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meet for the first 2 hours after the start of the session, and pointed out
that a committee, under this, could meet in no case after 2 o'clock unless
consent therefor had been obtained from the two leaders.
So I have got no objection to leaving the first 2 hours in there, and

I think you could accomplish that by stopping with the words "has
commenced" on line 9, and not have the exception that it could not
meet after 2 o'clock, so that even without any action being taken by
the leaders, if they met at 3 o'clock, say, they would have—or at a
later time —they would have 2 hours, and the 2 o'clock provision then
would not have any application, would not have any place there.
But then as he continued talking, it seemed that he wanted to go be-

yond the 2-hour situation. Is that correct, Senator Byrd?
Senator BYRD. I said that—
Senator ALLEN. You are not interested only in guaranteeing the first

2 hours? I think we have no difficulty at that point.
Senator BYRD. I said that there would undoubtedly be instances in

which it would be an urgent necessity for a committee to meet at a
later time than that which is provided for in the resolution if your
amendment were to be adopted.
And for those urgent situations, I think the language should be re-

tained so as to give the majority and minority leaders the authority to
allow such a committee to meet after the 2 hours.
Senator ALLEN. Well, as I understand the purpose of Senate Resolu-

tion 4 is to streamline procedures in such a way as to schedule com-
mittees so they know how much time they have, and they can get the
work in in the appointed time, and that it would not then be necessary'
to meet and to have committees competing for this special dispensa-
tion, and they would know that they could meet for 2 hours after the
Senate started, and that any exception from that would take unani-
mous consent.
And I recall, I am sure the distinguished leader does, in the closing

days of the last Congress, the majority leader, Senator Mansfield,
decreed that there would be no meetings of committees during the time
that the Senate was in session, yet requests were made, numerous re-
quests, and he would, each morning, request several, possibly as many
as 10 committees, or subcommittees to have the right to meet.
So we are going to get back in the very situation that we had before,

with committees meeting all over the place at the same time that the
Senate is in session. So it seems to me that it runs counter to the
thought of streamlininfr.
Second, it encourages laxity by the committees and the committee

chairmen if they know that they do not have to get the sessions over,
the committee sessions over, prior to the expiration of 2 hours after
the convening of the Senate. If they know that all they have to do is
go to the two leaders and get special dispensation for their committees,
I think you are going to have committees meeting during the entire
time that the Senate is in session.
Furthermore, it seems to me that this puts considerable pressure on

the leaders to respond and acquiesce in requests made by the various
chairmen for committees to meet. Whereas now that is left up to the
membership of the Senate.
And Senator Pell suggested that this right of any Member of the

Senate to object to a committee meeting has been abused. Possibly he
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feels it has. As far as I know, I never have objected to committees

meeting at any time, so I do not know who the abuse has been by.

And I just do not feel that there has been a whole lot of abuse. It

has been my observation on unanimous-consent requests by the lead-

ership, that at least 99 times out of 100 permission has been granted

for the committees to meet.
Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, I believe my distinguished friend.

from Alabama overlooked the provision in the Legislative Reorg
a-

nization Act which, at the present time, gives the majority and minor-

ity leaders the power to issue consent to the standing committee, to

meet for any purpose while the Senate is in session.
Senator ALLEN. No, sir, I had not overlooked that. I am mindful of

that.
Senator BYRD. And I will read it:

Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, no standing com
mittee of the

Senate shall sit without special leave while the Senate is in se
ssion. The prohibi-

tion contained in the preceding sentence shall not apply to
 the Committee OD

Appropriations or the Committee on the Budget of the Sen
ate. Any other stand-

ing committee of the Senate may sit for any purpose whil
e the Senate is in

session if consent therefor has been obtained from the maj
ority leader and the

minority leader of the Senate.

So we already have that provision at the present time.

I am simply trying to go a step in the direction of giving com
mit-

tees some additional degree of assurance that they can call a meetin
g,

have witnesses appear, and be assured of 2 hours of meeting time, with-

out having to get the unanimous consent of the Senate to do so.

Now, this does not mean that they will be able to meet the 2 hours,

there may be a rollcall in the Senate, there may be quorum calls in the

Senate that will require them to break up the meeting. But, on the

other hand, there may not be.
Now, suppose the Senate meets all day, goes in at 10 o'clock in the

morning, meets until 6 o'clock in the evening, and there is not a roll -

call. This sometimes happens. Maybe just debating a matter, you see.

Yet a single objection on the part of any Member at the present time

can prevent any committee from sitting that day, unless the majority

leader and the minority leader give consent, under the present rule.

But under this rule, consent of the Senate would not be needed for

the first 2 hours, consent of the leaders would not be needed for the

first 2 hours, an committees could at least meet 2 hours and accom-

modate witnesses who had been called from long distances, at least to

the extent that the Senate did not interrupt them with some quorum

calls or rollcalls.
I think it is probably an improvement over the present situation.
Now, I can foresee times when it might be in the majority leader's

interest to object to any committees meeting during that time, but that
is something I would have to live with. Because from that standpoint
this language is a disadvantage. Could be a disadvantage to the major-
ity leader, if he wanted to have all the—as many Senators on the floor
as possible, to stop committees from meeting. But the majority leader
is not going to do that except in very extenuating circumstances be-
cause he has to keep in mind that those committees have called
witnesses.
But while he does not do it, any single objection on any part of any

Senator can do it now, and stop committees from meeting. So, while
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there may be some disadvantages, I would come down on the side of
supporting the first part of this paragraph that I referred to.
Senator ALLEN. Well, if all it sought was to get the first 2 hours

clear without getting permission from anybody, just knock out every-
thing after the words "has commenced," because that guarantees 2
hours.
Senator BYRD. Senator, we went over that once before.
Senator ALLEN. Well, that was what you came right back and made

a statement you were just trying to guarantee the first 2 hours.
Senator BYRD. Well, that is what the language here is trying to do.
But now, the Senator—I want to go further and be able to contem-

plate and deal with those situations that might arise, when it is ab-
solutely urgent for a committee to meet beyond those 2 hours, and the
Senator's language, my friend from Alabama's language, would stop
the majority and minority leaders from dealing with that contingency,
should it arise—and it will arise.
Senator ALLEN. But it would not come within the first 2 hours.
Senator BYRD. Not only would the Senator amend that resolution,

but he would amend the language in the Legislative Reorganization
Act, which can be done, of course, but he would amend that language
which we have had now for several years.
Senator ALLEN. Has it ever been used?
Senator BYRD. I do not know that it has. It may have been.
Senator ALLEN. I do not recall.
Senator BYRD. But even if it has not been, it may have to be used

next week.
The CHAIRMAN. Any further discussion?
The vote occurs on Senator Allen's amendment.
All in favor of the Allen amendment say "aye." [Chorus of "ayes."]
Opposed "no"? [Chorus of "noes."]
The noes have it. The amendment is not agreed to.
Now, Senator Byrd, did you wish to offer some other amendment

now in connection with this?
Senator BYRD. Yes ; the language on line 7, page 34, in accordance

with Senator Allen's point about the double negative, "No committee
of the Senate or any subcommittee thereof may meet when the Senate
is in session"—"may meet" comma "when the Senate is in session"
comma.
The CHAIRMAN. Did you want to insert the word "standing" after

"no" also?
Make it, "No standing committee of the Senate or any subcommittee

thereof may meet, when the Senate is in session, without special leave."
You said earlier you wanted to insert "standing."
Senator BYRD. Yes; I did say earlier that I wanted "standing" in

there. So I would propose that amendment also.
The CHAIRMAN. You propose to insert the word "standing" after

"no" on line 6, and after the word "meet" add the following: "when the
Senate is in session."
Is that correct?
Senator BYRD. I am not so concerned about the word "standing."

Now that Senator Allen's amendment has been voted down, I do not
mind leaving it like it is. "No committee." Leave out the word "stand-
ing." No amendment there. Just that on line 7.

85-254-77-17
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The CHAIRMAN. All right.
All in favor of the Byrd amendment on line 7, say "aye." [Chorus

of "ayes."]
Opposed? [No response.]
The ayes have it, the amendment is agreed to.
Senator BYRD. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would propose to strike—

sorry to do this when Senator Stevenson is not here, because he may
have some other reasons that I do not comprehend at the moment for
having that language in. But I do not suppose he is going to be back

this afternoon?
The CHAIRMAN. He may be back a little later, but Ken Gray is here,

his staff man, if you want to ask him any questions on it.
Senator Brim. Mr. Gray, did you hear what I said a moment ago?
Mr. GRAY. Yes, sir, I have been following closely.
I think the select committee's intent was to have a regular expecta-

tion on the part of committees in the scheduling of their business, and
on the part of the leader with respect to the floor, and that if you were
going to have select and special committees now covered, that the
Senate Members of joint committee ought also to be covered, similarly.
That is the limit of it.
Senator BYRD. Well, do you not agree that if this language remains

in, the Senate is imposing its will on the House with respect to the
meeting of joint committees?
Mr. GRAY. Yes, sir.
Senator BYRD. And do you not feel that we would be putting ourself

in an awkward position in that regard?
Mr. GRAY. That does not make any difference.
Senator BYRD. I move to strike that language, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. That is starting with the words "The Senate" on

line 15, and ending with the word "designee" on line 24 ?
Senator BYRD. Yes.
The CHAIR-MAN. Page 34. That is the prohibition as to meeting of

the joint committees.
All in favor of the amendment say "aye." [Chorus of "ayes."]
Opposed? [No response.]
The ayes have it, the amendment is agreed to.
Senator BYRD. The joint committees, I point out for the record, are

not now covered in the present rules. Consent does not have to be given
for Members to attend joint committees now. So we are not going
backwards in that.
May I ask you one question? Mr. Gray, do you feel that the word

"standing committee" should be written in on line 6? Or do you feel
that it should be left as it is?
I had said something about inserting the word "standing commit-

tee" so as to relieve select and special committees from this language.
Mr. GRAY. I believe the select committee was aware of the problem

that some select committees have of having to act in a very quick
way, but it felt, I think, on the other hand that the assurance of the
regularity of meeting times for committees was important, and that
the select and special committees should be treated the same way as
standing committees. That is, that they must have consent, in order
to meet when the Senate was in session.



257

The CHAIRMAN. I think it would be just as well to leave it the way
it is. •
Senator BYRD. All right.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. If we go to page 35, the first full para-

graph, line 4, Senator Byrd, do you have any comments on that?
Morning meetings of cnmmittees of the Senate and subcommittees thereof

shall be scheduled for one or both of the periods prescribed in this paragraph:
The first period shall end at 11 o'clock antemeridian. The second period shall
begin at 11 o'clock antemeridian and end at 2 o'clock postmeridian.

Senator BYRD. No I think that language is an attempt to comport
with the language that we have talked about, so as to give Members
who may be serving on two committees, which otherwise would be hav-
ing conflict in meeting time, an opportunity to meet on the one com-
mittee for 2 hours and then go to their second committee assignment
for the second 2-hour period. I find no fault with that.
The CIIAIRMAN. Is there objection, to that. amendment?
Without objection, it will be agreed to, then.
And section (c) "section 134 (c) ) ef the Legislative Reorganization

Act of 1946 is repealed." I think that is consistent with the action we
have already taken.
Is there is 
Senator ALLEN. Mr. Chairman 
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Allen.
Senator ALLEN [continuing]. In this announcement by the leaders,

it is not clear when that announcement has got to be made. I wonder
if we can clarify it? With the idea that no committee could meet un-
til the announcement had been made.

It also appears here they could be meeting for 2 or .3 hours and then
have the majority leader announce that the consent had been given.
It ought to say they should not meet until after the Majority leader

has made the announcement. Otherwise, you are going to have a great
big loophole there.
They could be meeting and then, meet starting at 2 o'clock, and the

majority leader get around, at 4 o'clock, to be making the announce-
ment, it would be perfectly valid. The Senate ought to know which
committees are meeting.
Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, I believe that the important thing

here is that the majority and minority leaders give consent and that
the Senate be informed of such consent.
Now, if the majority and minority leaders have given their con-

sent, the committees may have started meeting. I do not feel that it is
absolutely necessary that either the majority or the minority leader,
or both, go direct to the floor and interrupt another Senator who has
the floor, just to state that they have given consent for such-and-such
committee to meet.

It is perfectly agreeable with me. I am willing to announce that con-
sent at the very earliest moment, but I do not think that we should
hammer into this proposal some language that would hamstring the
committee from meeting, for which consent has been granted by the
majority and minority leaders until such time as one of the leaders has
been able to so announce.
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I think the fact that the leaders have consented
, and the fact that

they do announce it and have made it public shoul
d be sufficient with-

out putting that additional time restriction on t
he meeting.

Senator ALLEN. On the other hand, Mr. Chairma
n, under our "sun-

thine" laws and rules, it is anticipated that ther
e would be some sort

of notice or knowledge of the meeting of commit
tees, so that interested

parties could go to these open meetings, Senators o
n the floor might be

interested in what was taking place in the commi
ttees.

The committee could be meeting over there and tra
nsacting its busi-

ness as a star chamber committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I think we could rely on th

e majority leader

to announce that to the Senate at the earliest pra
cticable time. I do

not—I agree with Senator Byrd, I do not think we
 ought to make it so

that the committee could not meet until it is ann
ounced. I think we

could certainly rely on the representation of the
 majority leader that

he would expect to make any announcement of c
onsent at the earliest

practicable time.
Senator ALLEN. Well, I am not questioning the ma

jority leader in

this case but a committee might need only 2 min
utes to rubbersta,mp

a bill, and without some sort of notice to the pu
blic or to the Senators,

that could be done, and by the time he made t
he announcement that

they were meeting, they could be through. Nobod
y would ever know

what took place, until it became apparent by thei
r handing in the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you offer an amendment, Sena
tor Alien?

Senator ALLEN. Well, let me see what language I
 would want to sug-

gest, before I offer an amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. While you are thinki

ng about that, let me

ask, is there objection to the approval of subsect
ion (c) on page 35,

which would repeal 134(c) of the Legislative Reorga
nization Act?

Without objection 
Senator ALLEN. Wait, wait. Are you repealing it or n

ot repealing it ?

The CHAIRMAN. Repealing 134(c) of the Legislative 
Reorganization

Act. Because we have taken care of—
Senator ALLEN. Yes you are repealing it, inasmuc

h as you have al-

ready put more permissive language in the resolutio
n, is that right?

The CHAIRMAN. The Senator is correct.
Without objection, then subsection (c) will be appr

oved.

If we could, Senator Allen, and we will give you permi
ssion to come

back to this when you have some language drafted—
we have here now

a submittal from Governmental Affairs and Judici
ary on the problem

that we discussed earlier.
The suggestion has been made that we write the gene

ral statement

"government information" under the jurisdiction
 of Governmental

Affairs, and that same term under Judiciary, and t
hat we include in

the report a statement along this line: The referenc
e to "Government

information" does not necessarily imply the joint refer
ral of all Gov-

ernment information legislation, but recognizes bot
h the unique and

shared responsibility of the Governmental Affairs an
d the Judiciary

Committees in the area of information policy. Thus th
e Judiciary Com-

mittee jurisdiction would continue to include respo
nsibility, for the

Freedom of Information Act, electronic surveillance, an
d shared juris-

diction of the Governmental Affairs Committee o
ver executive

privilege.



259

The Governmental Affairs jurisdiction would include responsibility
for the Privacy Act, Government Under the "Sunshine" Act, Federal
Advisory Committee Act, information policies relating to the National
Archives, Census, and the collection of statistics, Federal records man-
agement programs, and shared jurisdiction with the Judiciary Com-
mittee over executive privilege.
Do I understand correctly that that is the agreed-upon statement

on the part of both the committees?
I am also advised that the words "Federal Reports Act" should be

included in the report language, after the word "programs," in the
next to the last line.
Is there objection'?
Without objection, then, that will be approved.
Now, if we could 
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman, I 'have got an 'amendment at some

point in title II, but I do not know 
The CHAIRMAN. Well, we have got Mr. Ridgely here standing by on

this staffing situation, and I wonder if—could you go down here with
Ken Gray 'and—now, Mr. Ridgely, we 'had explained to us the commit-
tee's 'proposal with respect to committee staffing, and I wonder if you
could comment on that now?
Mr. RIDGELY. All right. Under title VII, the subject matter of which

is the committee staff, there are some technical and clarifying amend-
ments I would like to recommend to the committee.
But, before going into that, I would like to raise some questions in

connection with—it is on page 39, line 15, subsection 703(b). "On the
effective date, each eligible staff member of each consolidated commit-
tee is transferred to the new committee which has the jurisdiction,"
et cetera.
In the transfer of these employees, our concern is the top positions

for each of these committees, which is authorized by law; for instance,
on a standing committee, we are authorized two positions at $41,'T50;
four 'at $39,412: and two at S37,742. And when this authorizes a trans-
fer, if some of these committee staffers 'are at, let's say, the top six
positions. it would mean that the receiving committee then would have
more 'positions than there would be 'authorized by law 'at these rates,
which would mean that these people would be transferred 'at what is
known as the committee general level of $37,742.
The Lep,4islative Reorganization Act, of course, on the standing com-

mittees, limits it to 12 employees. And where a standincr committee is
involved with—then that would seem to be in conflict with the number
of positions authorized by law.
The CHAIRMAN. Was it the select committee's intention that those

people would be transferred in exactly the same situation and then
would have—there would be a period until what date for adjustment?
Mr. GRAY. Until no later than July 1.
I think we were aware of the problem of amendinff the statutes in

the resolution. We had hoped that, as 'a temporary solution, that would
be possible. Perhaps even in legislative appropriations bill, or some
other aPpropriations bill.
Mr. %MELT. Well, that can be done, while it is my feeling that a

resolution could not override the law in this respect, that maybe some
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language could be written in here that could authorize the
se commit-

tees such additional positions. But once again we have the 
salary limi-

tations that comes into the picture, which we do not seem to b
e able to

override with a resolution.
If we have one standing committee whose staff was co

nsolidated

and transferred to a committee that was taking up the ju
risdiction of

the committee that is being abolished, let's say, and if they h
ave two

staff people on at the top rate, of $41,750, and if the receiv
ing com-

mittee already 'has two at $41,750, under the law you could not 
have

those four at that top rate.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, what are you telling us would be n

ecessary

for us to do here?
Mr. RIDGELY. Well, it would 'actually take statutory authority

 to

change that, to change not only have more 'at this high level, bu
t to

have the additional positions, too.
Now, there are some committees of the Senate, as you know, 

who

have gotten additional 'professional staff members, 'additional 
clerical

'assistants, than authorized by special resolution—several of them 
ha

that authority there. And maybe some—once 'again, this would 
give

them the additional position, but it would not change the pictur
e as

far as the top salaries are concerned.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Senator Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Ridp:ely, have you gone through the la

test

draft of our proposed consolidation and committee listing?

Mr. RIDGELY. No. sir, I have not. The only copy I have is the bi
ll

that was—the resolution that. was introduced.
Senator HATFIELD. Of what date?
Mr. RIDGELY. This was January 4 copy of the resolution.
Senator HATFIELD. Well, I wonder if it would be possible to go

through and see what the latest modification of that resolution rep-

resents, and find out how many people are actually affected. Do you

have a summary there of how many, and who?
Mr. GRAY. Yes, sir, that summary has not been—in checking with

Mr. Ridgely, we believe that is approximate. That is the select com-

mittee staff.
Senator HATFIELD. Would you interpolate that for us, please?
Mr. GRAY. It is my understanding, if you include the—I think Joint

Printing now has to be eliminated from that.
Senator HATFIELD. First of all, let me tell you what I really want

to know. I want to know how many positions are actually affected by

the statutory limitations?
Mr. GRAY. We do not have that information.
Senator HATFIELD. How long would it take to get that?
Mr. RIDGELY. I would have to know which—I would have to look at

the new rundown of the committees and how they • are going to be

consolidated.
Senator HATFIELD. I think it might -be a great deal easier to deal

with the problem if we knew precisely how many are involved, and

at what level and how the statute affects them. Because we may not

be dealing with as big it problem as appears on the surface.
Mr. RIDGELY. I see. Senator Hatfield, on these, listing here of these
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committees, it could be as many as six employees on each com-
mittee, because there are six positions at a rate that is higher than
what is normally called the committee general maximum.
Senator HATFIELD. Six times what?
Mr. RIDGELY. Seven of these committees here, three standing com-

mittees
' 

one special, one select, and two joint committees which are
funded through the Senate. Seven of them. Oh, six of them, Joint
Committee on Printing is not included. One joint committee.
Senator HATFIELD. Yes: but we are not really dealing with the joint

committees at this point. Because that does not become effective until
there is a mutual 
Mr. RIDGELY. Then there are three standing committees, one select,

and one special.
Senator HATFIELD. And you look at that District of Columbia. There

is only a total there of five, so it could not be six on that one, could it?
Five professionals.
Mr. RIDGELY. Those could be in that—well, it could be the five of

them; I do not know what their salaries are, but they could be affected,
all of them could be.
Senator HATFIELD. Well, it seems to me that again we ought to get

this down to a precise figure, because I do not think we really have
to try to amend the law. It. seems to me that we may have vacancies
on some of those committees anticipated. We might also check with
the chairmen. I know one or two committees that I am on, which have
some existing vacancies, because it is anticipated in the very near
future at those levels, and it may be that we are dealing here with
only a handful of people.
Mr. RIDGELY. We can check this out.
Senator HATFIELD. Can we?
Mr. RIDGELY. Yes, sir.
Senator HATFIELD. I think that would be very good.
The CHAIRMAN. No; I would agree, but if it requires legislation, we

will have to have legislation. We still should not hold up this resolu-
tion, the action on this resolution as I see it.

Senator HATFIELD. In fact, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that if
there are such numbers of people you bring in to us a draft of the
amendment to the law that is required to do that and how we can
accomplish it.
Mr. RIDGELY. All right.
Senator HATFIELD. The point is, we want to accomplish it, so your

job now is to try to show us how.
Mr. RIDGELY. All right, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. What else do you have now?
Mr. RIDGELY. On page 41, on lines 7 through 9, this concerns a transi-

tion period for: "The staff of the new committee shall receive com-
pensation at a rate not less than the rate of compensation such staff
member was receiving on January 4." The question came to our minds,
what about someone who is on the payroll at a lesser rate now than
they were on January 4? This would mean that someone would be
transferred, and their salary would be mandatory at the January 4
rate, rather than the rate they are being paid now.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I do not assume that you would have any-
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body that got a reduction in pay between January 4 an
d now, do you?

I have not heard of anything like that.
Mr. RIDGELY. Well, I do not know of any, Mr. 

Chairman, but it

could happen. And the intent—we know exactly what
 it means here,

but we wanted to be sure.
The CHAIRMAN. I cannot imagine such a thing happeni

ng. I have

never heard of anybody having a pay reduced up her
e on any of these

staffs. Usually it is quite the opposite.
Senator HATFIELD. I will draft the language on that. If tha

t occurs,

you will not have to do that.
The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Mr. RIDGELY. Now, sir, to page 43, on line 3, on subsec

tion (c) (1),

dealing with severance pay. This would be the first 
experience we

would have had with any severance pay, and we have 
some questions,

and also want to recommend a couple of changes there
 to clarify the

payment of this severance pay so that it will conform wi
th our statu-

tory pay periods.
The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Mr. RIDGELY. First of all, in section (c) (1) (A) and (B)

 —that is

on line 8 through line 13, and determining the time 
that is used to

determine eligibility, the question that is raised in our m
inds is: What

employment is to be used in determining somebody's 
eligibility for

severance pay? Is it to be Senate service only? Is it to be
 all Govern-

ment service, including possibly military service? And
 even what

about maybe former members who may be on the payr
oll who are

involved in this?
And of course the question. does the committee want to 

place any

limitation on how long a period that person could be paid 
severance

pay?
Based on the wording here, we determine that somebody that 

had 30

years of service, they could get, I believe, as much as 50 we
eks sever-

ance pay, based on 30 years of service.
The CHAIRMAN. Ken?
Mr. GRAY. The select committee did not touch that specific questio

n.

I think—to the extent that it is setting an overall limit. The way 
this

is established is, we understand, roughly comparable to what woul
d

be imnletnented in the executive branch, if they have such a situation.

That is the 1-week pay for each year. And as to whether it should be

Senate service or Federal service, Senator Stevenson and Senator

Packwood recommended Federal service, for example, as I under-

stand Senate retirement benefits you do include military service for

that period.
We realize there might be a question, but that was their recom-

mendation.
The CHAIRMAN. And you recommended going to your 7 days rather

than 1 week; is that for pay purposes?
Mr. RIDGELY. Yes, sir, because our pay periods are twelve 30-day

months, and of course, normally, when a week is referred to, a person

will refer to their workweek of Monday through Friday, but our pay

is computed on the basis of 30 days, which includes Saturdays and

Sundays. So the wording there, we want to recommend the use of 7

days and 14 days, instead of using 1 week or 2 weeks.
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The CHAIRMAN. And so the committee then would have to make the
determination: Do we accept the recommendation of the select com-
mittee on Federal Government service, which is used in other branches
of Government.
Is there discussion on that point?
All in favor of the committee's recommendation say "aye." [Chorus

of "ayes."]
Opposed, "no"? [No response.]
That is agreed to.
All right, what else?
The question of a limit, does the committee desire to place an upper

limit?
Senator HATFIELD. To review again, Mr. Chairman, what is the

practice that we have up to this point?
The CHAIRMAN. We have no provision for severance pay at all.
Senator HATFIELD. No; I know, but I mean in the executive

branch 
Mr. RIDGELY. I think they pay up to 1 year, 52 weeks.
Senator HATFIELD. I would think that conforming to the present

practice anywhere in the Federal Government, rather than setting
forth new bases, would be preferable. What is your recommendation?
Mr. RIDGELY. Well, I guess there is a lot to be said about it; 52

weeks, that is a whole year to retain somebody on the payroll, and
pay them for maybe services rendered to the Senate. I guess I am
a little tight on that. I mean, my own feeling is I think that is a long
time.

Senator HATFIELD. What would be a good time?
Mr. RIDGELY. Well, I would say, it seems to me that 6 months would

be at least adequate for a person to be able to locate a position, to get
a position somewhere.
Mr. GRAY. It might be worth noting that the executive branch

policy includes an age factor, which we did not put in here. So this
is not as liberal as the executive branch policy.
The CHAIRMAN. What are the wishes of the committee?
Senator HATFIELD. Well, Mr. Chairman, I again would like to see

us informed where there has been a precedent established. I would say
1 year, if that is what the practice is in the executive branch.

Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman I do not think we ought to necessarily
follow the practice of the execUtive branch. I agree with Mr. Ridgely
that 1 year is too long.
Senator HATFIELD. What is the practice in private industry?
Mr. RIDGELY. I do not know, sir.
Senator BYRD. I think a year is too long in the executive branch, too.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Ridgely.
Mr. RIDGELY. Yes, sir?
Senator HATFIELD. Is there not a clause in here that once they ob-

tain a job, then those payments cease, do they not?
Mr. RIDGELY. There is a provision in here, and I think it is the one

on page 44 you are referring to, where they have to give notification
of their earnings, and that any severance pay so to be reduced by
earnings, by whatever they may earn 
Senator HATFIELD. Then it is not a guaranteed period of payments,

as such, but it is related to their finding new employment?
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Mr. RIDGELY. Yes, sir. in other words 
Senator HATFIELD. Like in unemployment compensation, they have

eligibility there, do they not?
Mr. RIDGELY. Well, that is a question I wanted to raise with the

committee as to what is to be included in the reduction factor of the

severance pay, and I was going to address myself to that.
Senator HATFIELD. If they have severance payments, then they are

not then eligible, hypothetically, for unemployment compensation,

and they have to be reduced if they find new jobs. It seems to me that

all those factors are restrictive to the possibility of a person just en-

joying "rocking chair money" of severance pay. Do you not think so?

Mr. RIDGELY Yes, sir, I had several items—we had determined there

are several areas that could become involved, where an individual

could be receiving severance pay and have income from other sources

in addition to that, unless the wording was changed to include such
an item, such as—
Senator HATFIELD. It seems to me that if we tighten up those other

areas which you refer to, and I think I mentioned one or two others,
and make this pay strictly severance pay, contingent, of course, upon
new employment, and so forth, a year is not terribly unreasonable.
Mr. RIDGELY. I gather that the purpose of this, of the intent of this

language was to—T use the word "subsidize- an employee between- what

they ha earned otherwise, and at the rate of salary they were earning
when they left the payroll, had they 
Senator HATFIELD. In terms of service?
Mr. RIDGELY. Yes, sir.
Senator HATFIELD. Years of service.
Mr. RIDGELY. Yes I have not touched on the amendments I wanted,

I was just going through this and checking out some of these items I
would like to bring to the attention of the committee before I brought
these amendments to your attention.
On page 44, still on the severance pay, on line 11, which brings in

the question of the certification by an employee of whether or not he
was employed or engaged in self-employment during the preceding;
month, and the amount of gross compensation received. And our ques-
tion is: What is to be included in this gross income ?
For instance, there is employee's compensation, there is retirement

income, unemployment compensation, social security, other Govern-
ment service. Of course, on other Government service, that would
bring the dual compensation laws into effect, which would stop it
right there.
But we did want to bring it to your attention that—what about

someone who does leave the payroll under the change of the commit-
tee structure by this resolution, and they lose their job? That is an in-
voluntary separation. And if they have bit a certain level of service
and age, they are entitled to an immediate annuity under the civil
service retirement laws. And this would mean that if somebody had 25
years of service at that time, and were participating- in the retirement
program, they could receive an annuity under the retirement pro-
gram. Likewise, if they had 20 years of service and had attained age
50, they could also get an immediate annuity. It would be reduced, but,
nevertheless, it would be income.
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So when we talk about the amount of compensation, we are referring
to personal services

' 
more or less, and we felt that this should maybe

be qualified, to include these other types of income that would possibly
occur to a person.
You mentioned unemployment compensation as being one of them.

Well, that is not considered gross compensation. Unemployment com-
pensation is not considered that.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I do not think a person can draw severance

pay and unemployment compensation at the same time, can he?
Mr. RIDGELY. I do not know what the unemployment laws are in

connection with that, Mr. Chairman. I really cannot answer that.
But it may be that the severance pay aspects for unemployment

would be like under the retirement laws. Now, severance pay is not
subject to civil service retirement deductions nor life or health insur-
ance, and it may be—I do not know—they may apply this to the un-
employment laws in the same direction.

Senator, HATFIELD. Well, we can restrict our severance pay system
to exclude unemployment compensation, if we so desire, can we not?
Mr. RIDGELY. Yes, sir, you could indeed.
Senator ALLEN. The other way around. In my opinion if you are

getting unemployment, they not get this, rather than exclude unem-
ployment.
The CHAIRMAN. Did the committee consider these matters?
Mr. GRAY. Not in that detail, sir. I wanted to mention that since

there is this transition period, if you read on the principle of this,
that the severance pay could not start, in any case, before July 1. There
would be time, at another time, to decide these details.
Senator HATFIELD. You are really talking about 18 months, if we

should decide then on 1 year's severance pay.
Mr. GRAY. No I mean in the next 4 months, prior to July 1, under

the transition period you could decide these detailed matters with re-
spect to severance pay, if you decide the principles today, because Mr.
Ridgely certainly has shown us many difficulties with regard to that.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman it seems to me that we are not

going to be able to work out such details at this point, and that the
staff's recommendation makes a lot of sense. These points have been
raised and must be answered, and probably others that we have not
even thought of, until we get into an actual case by case on severance
pay, if there is such to develop.

Possibly we ought to establish some broad guidelines and then move
ahead with the implementation on an actuarial base, rather than on a
legislative base.
Mr. GRAY. If you like, the select committee could give you more

detailed examination.
The CHAIRMAN. I would like to suggest to the committee here that

we ask the select committee to consider that question of severance pay
in connection with Ridgely and our counsel, and try to come back
with some recommendation to us at a later time, and that we take the
severance pay issue out of this resolution right here.
We could act on the broad general principles here, and as long as

we have got a transition period, let's act on that, and let the committee
come back with recommendations for us on this severance pay, because



266

this is obviously very, very complicated, and we do not have all the
answers to it right now.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I move that we delete this sec-

tion, and that we insert in the report language of the committee some
-broad statement to cover the area, to indicate that we are addressing
(ourselves to it and to be determined in the near future.

Mr. RIDGELY. We could find out some answers on how the unem-
ployment compensation would be affected by this.

Senator HATFIELD. Right. I would like to know of some general idea
of how severance pay is handled by industry, and some other
comparisons.
Senator GRIFFIN. And how much is it likely to cost.
Mr. RIDGELY. Unless we know maybe an exact number of people and

how much their salary is—the reduction fact, I think, would preclude
you from—you could maybe get a maximum cost idea. But then, how
many people would be involved in this is something we would not
know until after the transition period. Is that correct?
Mr. GRAY. Yes we would have to know a lot more of the individual

process than we know at this moment.
The CHAIRMAN. Would we need to strike anything other than sec-

tion 705 to completely eliminate the question of severance pay from
the resolution at this time?
That is midpage 42 and runs down to midpage 45.
Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, could I ask Mr. Ridgely this question?
What provision is there for severance pay now, for employees of the

Senator who is defeated or who retires after his term expires?
Mr. RIDGELY. None.
Senator BYRD. Who is defeated, or who retires after his term expires.
Mr. RIDGELY. For a Senator who is defeated, or decides to retire,

there is none. For a Senator who resigns before his term expires, we
have a permanent resolution of the Senate that continues employees in
his office on the payroll for not more than 30 days, and that cannot
extend beyond the end of his term.
Then in the case of a death of a Senator, we have a 60-clay period,

and then in the case of a Senator who is appointed to the Senate, and
who is defeated in the election, or if he does not decide to run for the
short term, or the unexpired term, let us say, then his employees may
be retained on the payroll not to exceed 30 days.
So we have three situations where the maximum is 60 days.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to striking section 705 in the

resolution?
Without objection then, section 705 will be stricken.
Mr. RIDGELY. Mr. Chairman, can I address myself to these technical

and clarifying amendments that I have?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir.
Mr. RIDGELY. The first one is on page 40, on line 15.
I would strike out the word "is" at the end of the sentence, and in-

sert "shall be."
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, that will be approved.
Mr. RIDGELY. Then on page 42, line 16—well, that has all been taken

care of by striking the section 705, all those that we had for—that cov-
ered the severance pay. Page 44, also.
The last one I have is on page 45, beginning at line 23.
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When Senate Resolution 60 was agreed to in 1975, the language in
the resolution prescribed certain methods by which a Senator got an.
allowance for legislative assistance, and in that resolution it men-
tioned that a chairman, a ranking minority member, and so forth.
In dealing with this allowance, and administering for the Members

of the Senate, we have been basing everything we do so far as the
chairman and ranking minority members are concerned, on the intent,
which was defined on the colloquy on the floor, when Senate Resolu-
tion 60 was being considered, and then when the Legislative Branch
Appropriations Act for 1976 came along, the subcommittee picked up
the language from Senate Resolution 60 and made it a matter of law,
and Senate Resolution 60 then was suspended, that part of Senate
Resolution 60 was suspended, and in Senate Resolution 60 it had a
provision in there that you could not diminish the allowance, or what-
ever was in Senate Resolution 60.
So it was written at that time exactly as Senate Resolution 60.
Once again, in the reduction factor, chairman and ranking minority 

imember s recognized, and each Senator who had staff on the commit-
tee, that he recommended for appointment to the committee staff.
This language that we have here to present to the committee, clari-

fies and puts into real language the intent that we have been working
with rather than continuing with the intent.
We would have this language that would definitely say that in the

case of a chairman or ranking minority member, he would not get any
funds from that committee of which the is a chairman or ranking mi-
nority member.

All that says here, the first part of this amendment that we have
here, it says that the amount referred to in subsection (a), which es-
tablishes the 100, the allowance of $113,226, it shall be reduced by the
'amount referred to in section 105 (e) (1) of the Legislative Branch
Appropriations Act of 1968, which is $37,742.
It would be, in the case of a Senator who is the chairman or ranking

minority member of a,ny committee or subcommittee that receives fund.-
ing to employ staff assistance separately from the funding authority
of the standing committee.
This would mean if a Senator had three committees, and was either

the chairman or 'ranking minority member of a standing committee,
or even a select or special committee, or was the chairman or ranking
minority member of a funded subcommittee, then he automatically is
reduced down to zero, because of that one committee.
So if he has the $113,226, that would be reduced by $37,742.
Now, this would then put into bill language, as I say, the intent that

we have been working toward.
The CHAIRMAN. What you are doing here is just having us put in

the resolution what you are carrying out as a policy matter now, based
on the historical or 'legislative history of the Senate Resolution 60?
Mr. RIDGELY. Yes sir, that is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. And that language would go on page 45?
Mr. RIDGELY. Starting with line 23, we would strike all the languagethrough line 24 on page 46, and insert this new language.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there discussion on it?
Senator Hatfield?
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Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, does Mr. Gray 
have any comment

on it?
Mr. GRAY. As I understand, this would codify th

e current practice.

Mr. RIDGELY. Yes • that is true.
The CHAIRMAN. All in favor say "aye." [Chorus 

of "ayes."]

Opposed? [No response.]
It is agreed to.
Do you have any others?
Mr. RIDGELY. No, sir, that is all I have on this, Senat

or.

We will develop these papers on the committees.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Allen, do you want to give 
your amend-

ment?
Senator ALLEN. Yes turning back to page 34, in the ma

tter of the

timing of the announcement by the majority leaders, t
he leaders of

the consent that they have given to the committee to mee
t beyond the

first 2 hours of the meeting of the Senate, or after 2 o'clo
ck, as the case

might be.
At the bottom of page 34, in the sentence reading t

he "majority

leader or his designee ''shall announce to the Senate, w
henever con-

sent has been given under this subparagraph." I wante
d to add, and I

would like to discuss it just a moment, these words, mak
e a semicolon

instead of the period, and after such announcement t
o the Senate,

such committee shall be permitted to meet in accordance
 with the terms

of such consent."
Now, it 'appears to me that this 'announcement of the co

nsent could

be given at the start of the legislative day, when it 
seemed likely, on

advice from the committee chairman, that they migh
t meet beyond 2

o'clock that that announcement could be made at that t
ime, in order

that the public and the Members of the Senate would un
derstand that

the committee is going to meet.
Now, I do not—in any sense, charge that there would be an

y holding

back of the announcement purposely by the leadership, bu
t this could

be used in this fashion, that in order to do away with our pres
ent sun-

shine rules in the Senate, whereas the public is permitte
d to attend

committee meetings, and not only the public, but interested Sen
ators.

You could have a hotly contested issue, where Senators
 possibly

would not be anxious to take a stand before the public
 meeting, and

they could carry the meeting on up to 2 o'clock, and after
 adjourning

the meeting, and then get permission to meet, and meet in
 chamber,

with the President not present, only Members of the Senate
 having

knowledge of the meeting, and take such action as they want
ed to,

and the announcement be made, and action would have be
en com-

pleted without any people outside the committee knowing wha
t had

happened.
So all this amendment that I am suggesting, and I would

 rather

imagine it would receive no more support than any other sug
gestion

in this connection but after the announcement is made, it co
uld be

made 5 hours in advance, if they wanted to, but after the announceme
nt

to the Senate has been made that such committee shall be permit
ted to

meet in accordance with the terms of such consent.

So all the majority leader would have to do is get up, come in
 at 10

o'clock, and say, consent has been given. That committee X be pe
r-
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mitted to meet today after 2 o'clock, and that is all that it would re-
quire. I cannot see a great deal of harm in making the announcement
prior to the meeting.
So if you want to make the announcement after the meeting, that

would serve a very useful purpose.
Senator WILLIAMS. Could I ask a question?
Senator ALLEN. Yes.
Senator WILLIAMS. Prior to the meeting, the first meeting, or the

adjourned meeting?
Senator ALLEN. All this would say is that they could meet after 2

o'clock. That is all this would say. The consent is that they could meet
after 2 o'clock, or after 2 hours beyond the convening of the Senate.
Senator WILLIAMS. And if the meeting ended at 2 o'clock, and then

permission was granted, then they could go back at 2 :30?
Senator ALLEN. Yes.
Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, it is not quite this simple.
In the first place, the leader may not know at 10 o'clock in the

morning that there is such a need for a committee to meet beyond
the 2 hours set forth in the rules. It is conceivable that a law is about
to expire at midnight. It is conceivable that a committee would have
to meet beyond the first 2 hours, or beyond 2 o'clock, in order to com-
plete its considerations of legislation that would be necessary because
of the time deadline of the expiration of the law.
It would be possible for any Senator who wished to defeat the legis-

lation simply to get to the floor, and to get the floor, and hold it
and refuse to yield to the majority leader for him to make such an
announcement.
To that extent, the consent of the majority leader and minority

leader is negated, to the extent of the time required for the majority
leader to make that announcement. So it would be some matter for a
Senator, as I say, to hold the floor past midnight, refuse to yield, or if
he offered to yield, another Senator could object to his yielding, by
saying it would count as a second speech, and another situation could
arise in which the Senate had met during the morning, had recessed
at 2 o'clock in the afternoon.
So the Senate would be in recess for 2 hours. The chairman of the

Committee on Labor and Public Welfare comes to the majority and
minority leaders and says it is absolutely urgent that our committee
meet, continue to meet until 4 o'clock today, 5 o'clock today, let us say
until 4 o'clock today in order to get language for the law, so that we
can get a report written, and get that report filed at midnight.
Well, if we are in recess until 4 o'clock, his committee will not be

able to meet, even though Senator Baker and I consented to its meet-
ing at 2 o'clock. He will not be able to meet until 4 o'clock when the
Senate goes back into session, and the majority leader will be able to
announce it.
Mr. Chairman, I really think we are quibbling over a splitting of

hairs, or something here. The majority leader is going to make the an-
nouncement if such an announcement is necessary, and it will only be
necessary when the majority leader and minority leader have agreed
to give consent.
The majority leader is going to make the announcement at the very

earliest. I do not think it should be written into this resolution that
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the committee cannot meet until such consent is given. Because if we

write that in, we put a qualification upon the language that allows the

committee to meet by such consent.
It is very innocuous language, but it can, under certain circum-

stances, be used to the advantage of a Senator who wishes to thwart

a committee's desire to meet.
Senator ALLEN. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Allen.
Senator ALLEN. I believe Senator Byrd does credit to the committee

chairman, and has much foresight when he says that some law might

be on the verge of expiring at midnight. I rather imagine that the

chairman would know at noon that that law was about to expire at

midnight, and he would not certainly wake up at 4 o'clock and find out

that the law is about to expire. Also, on the matter of not getting recog-

nition for the purpose of making the announcement, I wonder if it

would remove the Senator's objection if we provided that such an

announcement would have the same priority as a petition which could

be filed even though a Senator is speaking. That would remove that

objection, it would seem to me.
The CHAIRMAN. Further discussion?
The question is on the amendment of Senator Allen.
All in favor say "aye." [Chorus of "ayes."]
All opposed, "no." [Chorus of "noes."]
The noes have it, and the amendment is not approved.
If there is no further amendments to title VII, without objection,

title VII will be approved as we have it now.
Senator Clark.
Senator CLARK. Yes; I would like to offer an amendment on title II,

and ask that it be distributed for all the Members.
I will read the paragraph that is significant. It is not very long.
The CHAIRMAN. What page is it on ?
Senator CLARK. It is on page 23, line 20, strike the period after

Member, and insert the following:

Provided, however, That no Senator serving as chairman of a standing com-

mittee of the Senate shall serve at any time as chairman of more than one sub-

committee of any standing committee of the Senate.
Provided further, That no Senator serving as chairman of a special, select,

or ad hoc committee of the Senate, or joint committee of the Congress, shall

serve at any time as chairman of any subcommittee of such committee.

Now, the other two paragraphs are really designed to clarify other
iparts of the bill. That s the substance of it.

And just briefly, Mr. Chairman, it is my judgment that this amend-
ment would do more than almost anything possible to share the respon-
sibility of the work of the Senate, because the Members that I have
spoken to about this amendment, and I know it was considered a num-
ber of times, this would be the kind of change which would effectively
give junior Members an opportunity to chair subcommittees.
The fact now obviously is, committee chairmen are burdened with

extremely heavy duties. I think they would be the first to say that their
responsibilities are enormous, as full committee chairmen:
The second point I want to make is that it helps to achieve the charge

of—or at least the goal of the select committee, particularly because it
will help to limit the number of subcommittees.
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Right now the maximum number of subcommittees that could exist
in the Senate under the changes that we have already made is 124.
Now, it could be limited to 112. So it limits the number of sub-

committees, it helps share the responsibility, and lastly, just to make
that point, right now, several committee chairmen have numerous sub-
committee chairmanships, while several junior members have ab-
solutely none on any committee.
Now, under Senate Resolution 4, committee chairmen will still hold

as many as three subcommittee chairmanships, two on major, and one
on minor, and this amendment would increase the likelihood, I think,
therefore, that junior members would get to chair subcommittees.
What it really does, in short, Mr. Chairman, is to say that chairmen

of full committees would have their chairmanship considered as,
counting as, a subcommittee chairmanship, and therefore a full com-
mittee chairman would, like everyone else in the Senate, still hold two
chairmanships, one full committee, and one subcommittee, and I think
that could do about as much to really distribute the responsibility as
anything could.
I yield.
Senator HATFIELD. Would the Senator yield for a question?
Senator CLARK. Yes • I am finished.
Senator HATFIELD. You have just indicated that a person who is

serving as a chairman of a full committee could serve as a subcom-
mittee chairman?
Senator CLARK. Yes.
Senator HATFIELD. On the parent committee?
Senator CLARK. Well, either on the parent committee, or on an-

other one, whichever his choice might be.
In other words, it would not limit a full committee chairman from

serving as a subcommittee chairman on his own committee. My amend-
ment would not—
Senator HATFIELD. Or any other?
Senator CLARK. Or any other subcommittee.
Senator HATFIELD. It limits him to total committee assignments.

One parent committee chairmanship, and one subcommittee chair-
manship.
Senator CLARK. That is correct.
Senator HATFIELD. What is nonchairman's limitation?
Let us say a Democrat that you are talking about, a Democrat per-

son here. He is not a chairman of a parenecommittee. What is his
limitation there?

Senator CLARK. Two.
Senator HATFIELD. Two subcommittees?
Senator CLARK. Two subcommittees, the same as here.
Senator HATFIELD. Must they be on the same committee, or different

committees?
Senator CLARK. Well, I think they may be—do they have to—I think

they have to be on different committees. One chairmanship per
committee.
Senator HATFIELD. I see, one subcommittee chairmanship?
Senator CLARK. Yes ; now, this gives the full chairmen a little bit

more flexibility than all other Members, because they may have only

85-254-77----18
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one subcommittee chairmanship on each major committee, but this

would allow a full chairman to also hold a subcommittee chairman-

ship on that same committee, if he desired to do it in that way.

Senator HATFIELD. Thank you. This does not involve ranking mi-

nority member limitations?
Senator CLARK. No; we cannot, because there are not enough to go

around, as I undrestand it.
Senator HATFIELD. Yes; that is corning back to the fundamental

question.
The CHAIRMAN. First, I think—I do not believe that Senator Clark's

response to you was quite correct.
As I read this now, you said that a Senator who was not a chair-

man could chair only two subcommittees?
Senator CLARK. Two subcommittees of the major standing com-

mittees. He may also have a third subcommittee.
The CHAIRMAN. That is right, so he could have three. He could have

chaired three subcommittees, and yet a man who is the chairman, you

are limiting him to only one subcommittee chairmanship, if he is the

chairman of the committee?
Senator CLARK. No; I think he may serve as a—he may serve as a

chairman of a third committee. That is, you do not limit—he is not

limited in terms of the so-called third category committees in any

way that any other Member is. He is treated in the same way.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I do not think I—either I am not understand-

ing you, or you are not understanding me.
But if a person is a chairman of a standing committee, then accord-

ing to your amendment, he would be or would not be eligible for

chairmanship on a subcommittee, on any other subcommittee, on only

one subcommittee?
Senator CLARK. No; I have not explained this well, then.
He may also be a chairman of a subcommittee, on any—I cannot

think of the language
' 

a third committee, a nonstanding committee.
He is not prevented from also holding a subcommittee chairman-

ship on a—what do we call them, minor committee, third committee?
Nonmajor committee?
In other words if I were a full committee chairman, I could also

have another subcommittee, either on my committee, or another, and
in addition I could sit as a subcommittee chairman on my nonmajor
committee.
The CHAIRMAN. But this amendment of yours would not permit that;

would it?
Senator CLARK. Well, it says certainly my intent, maybe I am—you

notice that it refers only to standing committees, the amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, how do you define standing committees?
I think the way we have listed the committees now, we have in a

group, 1, 2, and 3.
Senator CLARK. Well, we might have to make a technical change,

and say that these are major standing committees then. That certainly
is the intent.
The CHAIRMAN. That is why we grouped them, so that we could

get from that major-minor situation.
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Senator CLARK. Well, group 1 committees is a better way of
expressing it.
In other words, we have made a very careful distinction in Senate

Resolution 4, between group 1 committees and the other committees,
so that we could serve on both of them, and I am referring only to the
major committees.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, let me ask you a specific question. Myself,

for example, as chairman of the Rules Committee, if the amendment
was passed, does that mean that I could not chair a subcommittee on
Armed Services, and also chair a subcommittee on Commerce?
Senator CLARK. ; it would not. It would not affect you in that

way.
In other words, the fact that you are a chairman of the Rules

Committee would not prevent you from serving as a subcommittee
chairman on both Armed Service sand your other committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Where do you see that?
Senator CLARK. Well, there is nothing in here that would prevent

it, because on page—the second paragraph of my amendment, it says
on page 24, line 4, after the period, insert the following. "For purposes
of subparagraph (e) (2), the Committee on Rules and Administration
shall be considered as a special, select, or ad hoc committee of the
Senate," just as it would be in the case of the next paragraph, Budget.
Because they are considered third committees.
The CHAIRMAN. If I can carry that a step further then. What you

are saying is that I could not be chairman of the Subcommittee on
Rules, of which I am now chairman.
Senator CLARK. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. And 
Senator CLARK. Except for—that is correct, except for those com-

mittees that are exempted for other reasons like Joint Printing, or
any other of those. I think Joint Printing, what else have we ex-
empted—Joint Library, Joint Printing, and Joint Library would not
be affected by those.
The CHAIRMAN. How many—what is the net difference of this now?
Senator CLARK. The net difference would be that a chairmanship, in

effect—
The CHAIRMAN. In other words, what you are trying to say is that

for some certain Senators, you want to make space available, and
this is the way to get them involved in chairing a subcommittee. How
many would this make available?
Senator CLARK. Well, it could make 12, I would think.
The CHAIRMAN. Twelve, and does it have a listing of what those 12

would be?
Senator CLARK. What?
The CHAIRMAN. Do you have a listing of what those 12 would be?
Senator CLARK. One for every major standing committee.
In other words, the goal here is to say that the chairmanship shall

count as a subcommittee chairmanship would count for any other
Member. Every other Member of the Senate under Senate Resolution
4 may hold two chairmanships, both subcommittee. A full committee
chairmanship under Senate Resolution 4 may hold full chairmanship,
plus two subcommittees.
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I am just saying you count the full chairmanship—

The CHAIRMAN. But not on that same committee. You cannot 
hold

them on the same committee.
Senator CLARK. Yes;  that is correct, because under Senate Resolu

tion

4, each of us may hold one subcommittee chairmanship on each
 major

committee.
Under my proposal, a full chairman, the chairman of a full com-

mittee, could hold one subcommittee, either on his own, or the 
other.

In other words, he still holds two chairmanships, just as everyo
ne

else would. The advantage to it is what you anticipate. Namely, that

there being a number of Members at the bottom end who receive n
o

chairmanships on any committee, would then be given a greater oppo
r-

tunity to receive one.
Senator BYRD. I would like for Mr. Gray to indicate the distinction

between the Stevenson resolution proposal and the proposal by

Senator Clark.
Mr. GRAY. Yes, sir, the select committee's recommendation was that

each Senator, regardless of whether he is a full committee chairma
n,

could serve as a chairman of one subcommittee of each committee on

which he serves.
Senator BYRD. And?
Mr. GRAY. Senator Clark's proposal, as I understand it, would say

that each Senator who is chairman of one of the—either 12 or 13 com-

mittees in group 1, that is, the major standing committees, could not

serve on more than one subcommittee as chairman of the two

committees.
He could elect whether or not that subcommittee that he chaired is

on his committee that he so chairs or on his other major committee.

Senator PELL. The full committee chairman, in other words, an indi-

vidual has a choice. He could be chairman of the subcommittee and

resign the chairmanship, or chairman of the full committee and give

up the subcommittee.
Mr. GRAY. Yes; some full committee chairmen do not now chair

subcommittees on their committees.
Senator BYRD. All right. Let us take Senator McClellan, for example.

The reason I am taking him is because he is chairman of the Appro-

priations Committee on which I serve. He also serves on the Judiciary

Committee on which I serve.
Under the Stevenson resolution and on Appropriations he is chair-

man of, I believe, and I am not sure of this—
Senator CLARK. Defense Intelligence.
Senator BYRD. Defense. Defense Subcommittee. On Judiciary he is

chairman of 
Senator CLARK. Criminal law and procedure, and patent trademarks

and copyrights.
Senator BYRD. He is chairman of three subcommittees there and

under the Stevenson proposal, what happens to a Senator in Senator

McClellan's position ?
Mr. GRAY. He would have to give up two of his subcommittee

chairmanships.
I understand he has three now. Does he have two or three?
Senator CLARK. Two.
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Mr. GRAY. He gives up one.
Senator BYRD. I thought he had three.
Senator CLARK. No; criminal law and patents, trademarks and

copyrights.
Senator BYRD. All right. So, he would be allowed, he would be per-

mitted one chairmanship of one standing committee plus one chairman-
ship of one subcommittee on each of the two committees, is that
correct?
Mr. GRAY. Yes, sir.
Senator BYRD. So he would indeed have three chairmanships.
Mr. GRAY. Yes, sir.
Senator BYRD. One the committee, and two of subcommittees.
Mr. GRAY. Yes, sir.
Senator BYRD. But he could not be chairman of two subcommittees

on either of the committees on which he serves?
Mr. GRAY. That is correct.
Senator BYRD. Could he be appointed as chairman of this Select

Committee on Conduct, let us say, which Mr. Nelson is chairman of at
the moment?

Senator CLARK. Yes; because we exempted that from a fourth
committee.
Mr. GRAY. Yes • because it is exempt.
Senator BYRD. Why is it exempt?
Mr. GRAY. Because the Rules Committee exempting it 
Senator Blum. I am talking about the special committee that was

just created.
Mr. GRAY. No.
Senator BYRD. That is exempt only because it was exempted in the

resolution but now suppose in the future it is important that another
select committee be appointed for some reason.
Can a chairman, say Senator Cannon or Senator McClellan, of a

standing committee, be appointed as chairman of that particular select
committee?
Mr. GRAY. No, sir, unless there was an exemption made in the Rules

Committee, because the Stevenson recommendation is chairmanship of
one full committee of any sort.
Senator BYRD. It prevents a chairmanship of any other full

committee.
Mr. GRAY. Yes.
Senator Brim. In other words, Senator Ribicoff, for example, who is

chairman of the now—presently called Government Operations Com-
mittee, could not serve as chairman of the Select Committee on Stand-
ards and Public Conduct.
Mr. GRAY. That is correct, as Senate Resolution 4 stands now.
Senator CLARK. Well, from one point of information on that—of

course, my amendment does not change that one way or the other.
But just significantly to this point, however, the resolution that the

leader introduced, specifically did exempt and that would be the case
in any new committee, or ad hoc select committee that would be
appointed.
Chairman Nelson, for example, is chairman of a standing commit-

tee, the Small Business Committee, but he may serve on the other
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committee as chairman because the resolution itself 
exempted that

and each time a new select committee is introduced, as 
was with the

Watergate Committee, and so forth, that could be inclu
ded if it was the

wish of the leader of the Senate, really.
Senator BYRD. Yes; so now under the resolution by Mr.

 Stevenson,

a Senator may serve as chairman of a committee and as 
chairman of

two subcommittees, not on the same committee but on 
one, one sub-

committee on each of two committees. So he can have thr
ee chairman-

ships, right?
Mr. GRAY. He may have a third subcommittee chairmanshi

p on this

third committee.
Senator BYRD. He can have the third subcommittee chair

manship?

Mr. GRAY. Third.
Senator BYRD. Now, under your proposal, what do we hav

e?

Senator CLARK. Under my proposal you count the full 
chairman-

ship as one subcommittee chairmanship, so that he would no
t only be

full committee chairman, but he could hold one other su
bcommittee

chairmanship on major committees, and one other as with th
e Steven-

son resolution on a minor.
Senator BYRD. You just could have one chairmanship 

and one

subcommittee.
Senator CLARK. That is right, the simplest way to put it is 

the full

chairmanship is now counted as a subcommittee chairmanship
 in ful-

filling that requirement.
Senator HATFrELD. If the gentleman will yield.

You are only one less subcommittee than the Stevenson

recommendation.
Senator CLARK. One less for each major committee. It is conceiv

able.

Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I thought we considered this matter 

pretty

well when we acted on the limitations earlier and T, perso
nally, am

opposed to this limitations provision.
Senator CLARK. I was not here to offer that, that was my pro

blem.

That is why I'm taking it up now.
Senator BYRD. May I ask one further question, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator BYRD. Under your proposal, a Senator could be chai

rman

of a committee and that counts as a chairman of a subcommittee.
 He

could be chairman of a committee and he could be chairman of
 each

of two subcommittees.
Senator CLARK. No.
Senator BYRD. One?
Senator CLARK. One on major committees.
Senator BYRD. All right. He can be chairman of a committee an

d

chairman of one subcommittee, that is it?
Senator CLARK. That is right. On a major committee. He can

 be

another chairman on a minor committee, on a third committee
, a

nonm ajar committee.
Senator Brim. All right. Suppose we take a Member who is no

t a

chairman. How many subcommittees can he chair?
Senator CLARK. Two.
Senator Brim. Possibly one on the—so he could chair three

subcommittees?
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Senator CLARK. That is right. The idea is to have the same number
of chairmanships for full committee members, chairmen and non-
chairmen, that is. Everyone would have two on major committees.

Senator BYRD. All right. Let us take a Senator like Harry Byrd of
Virginia and there is another Senator or two who is only on two
committees.
Does this mean that a Senator who only has two committee assign-

ments can serve as chairman of three subcommittees?
Senator CLARK. No.
Senator Brim. He can only serve as the chairman of two

subcommittees?
Senator CLARK. Because, in accordance with Senate Resolution 4,

each Member of the Senate may have only one subcommittee chairman-
ship on each standing committee, and my resolution would not affect
that.

Senator BYRD. Is this a motion or amendment?
Senator CLARK, I moved it.
The CHAIRMAN. This is an amendment offered by Senator Clark.
Senator CLARK. I think I would like a rollcall vote if I can get one.

I assume that it is going to be a close vote.
The CHAIRMAN. The clerk will call the roll.
Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, there is a technical question with respect

to the status of the budget by the action of the Rules Committee this
morning. It could be inferred that the Budget Committee should be
considered as it would be after this Congress as the group 1 committee
for the purposes of this amendment.
Senator CLARK. Yes; that is the intent.
Mr. GRAY. It is a group 1.
Senator CLARK. After this Congress.
Mr. GRAY. After this Congress.
Members appointed to the Budget Committee-
Senator CLARK. New Members.
This would not stand in contradiction to that. That would be a clear

understanding.
The CHAIRMAN. The clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd.
Senator BYRD. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen.
Senator ALLEN. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark.
Senator CLARK. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
Senator HATYIELD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator GRIFFIN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower.
Senator HATFIELD. Aye, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. No.
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The CLERK. That is four ayes and five nays.

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is not agreed to.

Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman, I 'have
Senator BYRD. For the record, what impact would this 

have on rank-

ing minority members?
Senator 'CLARK. Well, it would not have any because 

there are not

enough to go around.
Senator GRIFFIN. Give us some more Members.
Senator CLARK. Mr. Chairman, I have a second propos

al.

Senator BYRD. I wondered why all the minority members 
were vot-

ing for the amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Percy has—I understand he ha

s a point

that he wants to present to us. I wonder if we could do t
hat before we

go with the next one.
Senator Percy?
Senator PERCY. Mr. Chairman, despite the size of my exhibit

, I would

think that in two subjects that I respectfully bring before
 this com-

mittee, I could take 3 minutes on the first one and 2 minut
es on the

second one, and dispose of what I have to say.
The first deals with nuclear jurisdiction. Obviously, the actio

n has

been taken on the Joint Atomic Energy Committee.

We have members here, of the Foreign Relations Committee,
 Sen-

ators Griffin, Clark, myself, and Senator Pell.
We do not all argue with the fact that in nuclear 'prolifer

ation, one

has a deep interest and responsibility. What we feel very s
trongly

about is that the Government Operations Committee has by the
 very

nature of the basic two authorities given to it, organization and
 reor-

ganization of the executive branch of Government first and, se
cond,

intergovernmental relations, clear responsibility in the field or 
organiz-

ing the Federal Government with respect to the problem of 
nuclear

proliferation and what we are so concerned about is what is 
'apparent

to 'all of us, that is happening- in the world.
We held a naive impression for a number of years that y

ou had to

have a sophisticated developed society in order to have capabi
lity of

building nuclear bombs and the other developing country, Chi
na, ex-

ploded a bomb.
I do not think we have a peaceful nuclear explosion. India went o

ff

and it was immediately followed by application by Pakistan to
 fur-

nish a goal, nuclear capacity.
A group of Senators has just returned from the Middle East becaus

e

we know that Israel has atomic bombs and we know that Erryp
t and

other countries want the capacity to build atomic energy plant
s and

God knows what Libya will want to do if they have the money
 and re-

sources and the desire. We do not know what they will want to
 do.

We do know that South Korea was on the verge of hav
ing the

capability and there is a tremendous worldwide competition an
d the

salesmen are winning over those who are looking for world safet
y.

If South Korea could have the total capability, then North. Ko
rea

could bargain from the Soviet Union or China. Argentina and B
razil

are asking for it and France and Germany are out-bidding each 
other

to see which one can build the most complete system, each of 
which

would provide the capacity, to build bombs.
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So, therefore, we held a series of extensive hearings in Government
Operations as to what was happening.
What was happening to atoms for peace when it was leading to this

kind of danger?
This. is just one exhibit as to the kinds of hearings we held.
David Lilienthal, the chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission,

was one of our first witnesses and he said in a question I put to him,
"I am• •glad I am as old as I am. I would not want to be as old as my
children or grandchildren, or as young as them. The world is too dan-
gerous for that."
And we know what is now happening.
And so, after these very extensive hearings, after carrying on and

putting out a report on facts on nuclear proliferation which is the first
handbook ever put out, after hearing from Senator Symington, who
is the only Senator to serve on Armed Services, Foreign Relations,
and the Joint Atomic Energy Committee, that the Government Oper-
ations Committee builds the first attempt to really put a stop and use
the leverage and clout this country now has.
To stop the arms, this kind of proliferation—when we have that

kind of testimony, Senator Ribicoff and Senator Glenn and myself
are fulfilled to reorganized the Federal Government, and we came
very close in passage of that bill. Working with our House Members,
working with Robert Fry, working with the White House, President
Ford, we came within a matter of days, I would say, of almost passing
that bill.
We built up a body of expertise and knowledge in the committee

that I think is extraordinarily important. It would be our intention
to not lose what we did in the last Congress, to move forward and.
certainly Senator Allen has worked intimately with us, and is ac-
quainted with our work.
The 'Government Operations interest really grew out of the 1974

Energy Reorganization Act in which we created ERDA and NRC.
The nuclear export policy is now a patchwork of conflicting responsi-
bilities cutting across several agencies, States, NRC, ERDA, ACDA,
Comnlerce we have absolutely no coherent policy in this country. It
is little wonder that anyone can do almost anything and get away
with it.
No one has any sense of responsibility, and that is what we really

try to pinpoint and put our finger on.
Government Operations is the only committee that can examine the

entire structure, looking at the mutual controls, the interaction of
agencies, the balance of responsibility.
Here is what we are not interested in having any jurisdiction over

whatsoever. It is not our business.
Agreements, for instance, for cooperation submitted by con-

gressional review. This is clearly Foreign Relations Committee
responsibilities.
We are not interested in the financing aspects and that is banking

finance. This is the Banking Committee's responsibility. Government
Operations recognizes the new Public Works and Environment Com-
mittee would have the principal jurisdiction over NRC.
We support that. We do not quarrel with it one bit. But this is a

classic case in which Government Operations should establish and
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oversee a coherent intergovernmental approach to a problem a
nd

other committees then have the primary responsibility over the vari-

ous parts of it.
What I am respectfully asking on behalf of Senator Ribicoff, Se

na-

tor Glenn, and myself, we have given you, Chairman Cannon, a letter,

and Senator Hatfield, and all we ask is that you add to rule 25, page

13, these words:
The organization and management of U.S. nuclear export policies s

o far as

the Government Operations Committee is concerned.

That is the completion of my comments on that portion.
I would be happy to answer any questions.
Senator GRIFFIN. Senator Percy, do you not have that specific

jurisdiction now, under the rules of the Government Operations

Committee?
Senator PERCY. Government Operations has had it, we felt, assumed

Senator GRIFFIN. You had no express words like that?
Senator PERCY. No this wording would now clarify what we have

been doing and doing in really cooperation with the Joint Atomic

Energy Committee.
They worked intimately with us, we testified before them, and we

worked with their staff over a period of months and you will recall

the final bill that was put in, was not our bill at all. It was the Pastore

compromise in which Senators Glenn, Ribicoff, Percy, Symington.

and others, joined as cosponsors.
We simply felt it a fitting climax to his career, that he be the author,

but the basis for the origin, of all the hearings, really grew out of

the original bill that we created after these hearings.
Senator GRIFFIN. What I am looking at is on page 13, a specification

of the jurisdiction of the Government Affairs Committee, item 2.

"Organization and reorganization of the executive branch of the Fed-

eral7Government."
To the extent that your effort was involved, you would have as

much jurisdiction over the reorganization of part of the executive

branch of Government, under the proposed Stevenson resolution as

you have had.
Senator PERCY. We feel, Senator Griffin, that so, to date, the only

jurisdiction that really clearly has rested has been with the Joint

Committee.
It was only really after several months of soul searching nego-

tiations that we began to work with them cooperatively on this and
they welcomed us, particularly when Senator Symington said, we
have since passed Senator Pastore's origin of the test ban treaty, the

Joint Committee did nothing.
He said not until Government Operations got into this had anyone

done anything to arrest what was the most dangerous trend the world
has ever seen.

Senator CLARK. I just wanted to make sure that in the legislative
history, we make it very clear that Senator Percy's proposed lan-
guage, that the proposal would give the Committee on Governmental

it
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Affairs jurisdiction over the "Organization and Management of Nu-
clear Export Programs."
The record should be very clear that this does not in any way di-

minish the jurisdiction of the Committee on Foreign Relations over
nuclear export policy.
The resolution now reads—as the resolution now reads, the Foreign

Relations Committee has exclusive jurisdiction over "international
aspects of atomic energy," over all executive agreements other than
reciprocal trade agreements, and over relations with foreign nations
generally.
So, its jurisdiction already encompasses agreements for nuclear

cooperation as well as policy principles on which those agreements
are based.
So, when we give the Government Affairs Committee jurisdiction

over organization and management of nuclear export programs, we
give it the power to organize the agencies that manage these programs,
but we do not take away jurisdiction from ForeignRelations Com-
mittee on these other items, is that your understanding?
Senator PERCY. The one thine, that I have asked for is a little bit

different than you have given Senator Clark. We have asked for the
organization and management of U.S. nuclear policy.
But I clearly stated that it did not infringe upon clear jurisdiction

and responsibility of the Foreign Relations Committee that has re-
sponsibility for agreements of cooperation submitted for congressional
review.
The particular agreements that are worked out of the executive

branch and any country, come right to Foreign Relations Committee,
for their action.
The CHAIRMAN. Further questions?
Senator Pell?
Senator PELL. I just want to be sure that I understand what we

are doing. We are reversing an action that we took this morning,
which let this authority, as I understand it, between the foreign rela-
tions and with Foreign Relations Committee, basically.
We are now moving it over to Government Operations, is that

correct?
Senator PERCY. That is so far as the organization and management

of export policies, yes.
And what we felt we had been doing and carrying out effectively

for, we hope these past several years, but having worked out after
many months of negotiations this arrangement and agreement with
the joint committee; the Foreign Relations Committee never has asked
for this authority.
But, making—because it did have foreign policy implications, we

asked that our bill be referred for 30 days to the Foreign Relations
Committee, then the Foreign Relations Committee.
We, after the Government Operations bill, went back and asked that

instead of adopting our bill, they adopt and support and report out
to the Senate, the compromise bill, which was the Pastore bill. But
we did so with the authority, we felt clearly in the Government Opera-
tions Committee, worked out with the joint committee.
Senator PELL. But should not question dealing with the export 
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Senator PERCY. I do not think the Foreign Relations wants to get

into the job of overseeing the organization, structure, and management

policies that relate to the whole export of technology, materials, et

cetera. They do get into every single country agreement that has been

worked out.
Senator PELL. Have you discussed this with yourself. wearing your

other hat as a member of the Foreign Relations Committee?
Senator PERCY. I think Senator Javits would support it. He is the

second ranking on Government Operations, although I cannot really

speak for him.
Clearly, so far as I can see, the Foreign Relations Committee has in

the language you have worked out, clearly what the Foreign Relations
Committee wants. But I do not see that Foreign Relations Committee
really wants to get into management of executive branch power
authority, which really gets into our basic power in Government
Operations, the organization of the executive branch of Government.
and intergovernmental relations.
The CHAIRMAN. What specifically are you proposing that we

change?
Senator PERCY. Just simply add language on page 13, that would

provide for the Governmental Affairs Committee, the authority, to
have authority for the organization and management of U.S. nuclear

export policies.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator.
Senator HATFIELD. Senator Percy, under the assignment to the

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, we have an item, the

nonmilitary development of nuclear energy.
Then on the Committee on Environment and Public Works, we have

the assignment of nonmilitary and environmental regulations and con-
trol of atomic energy.
Now, how do those assignments fit into what you are proposing here

and have you discussed the matter with Chairman Jackson of the

District who will probably be committee chairman of Energy and
Natural Resources and Senator Randolph who will probably be the
chairman on Environment and Public Works?

Senator PERCY. All I am simply saying is that the Government,
Operations or the Government Affairs Committee, should not specifi-

cally be excluded in the nuclear field from doing and having responsi-

bility for doing what it does and in every other area of Government.
There is no area of Government that we did not somehow conflict

with the whole idea of Government Operations, it has an overall view

and a reorganization initiating a responsibility.
Let us just take drugs. Drugs are involved in HEW, certainly in

the Justice Department, and God knows how many other areas of
Government. But what we finally decided, that it was such a hodge-
podge, it made no sense whatsoever the way we were operating, no one
had full responsibility and the President of the United States said
it is the No. 1 domestic enemy we then held oversight hearings and
reorganized all the drug areas, and pulled together the Drug Enforce-
ment Administration in the Justice Department now, which pulled
together out of Customs, out of every, you know, a lot of judiciary
fights, but DEA now has the responsibility and authority.
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But the Government Operations Conimittee had to have that au-
thority to do it in the field of drugs.
I do not want to see by our actions overlooking the fact that Gov-

ernment Operations should have an overall interjurisdictional area
only from the standpoint of organizing and then having oversight
over the management of nuclear export policy.
We have a body of expertise in the committee and a background.
I hope this committee would not want to just go away and start us

all over again on something that President-elect Carter has said is one
of this most urgent priorities, and that President Ford gave a major
campaign speech on, saying we must do something about this problem.
We are ready to go; Senator Allen and others of us are ready to go

with a piece of legislation now very soon, and to hold hearings very
soon.
To start all over again, to put parts of it in a Foreign Relations,

parts of it in Public Works, I just do not think is the right way to run
the Government or the Senate.
Senator HATFIELD. I certainly would not preclude the Government

Affairs Committee from this kind of involvement. The only problem
I have is the wording that you propose tends to imply a certain ex-
clusive jurisdiction. If we should adopt that language, we would, I
think, have to go back and sort of review the intent that we had be-
hind the assignment to these other committees.
Those items which I recited, and as well, Foreign Relations.
Senator PERCY. Senator Hatfield, let me state my understanding of

what the committee tried to do and very wisely in connection with
the Energy Committee.
It is my understanding that this committee created the Energy

Committee to be concerned essentially with domestic energy resource
development rather than have in mind nuclear export controls.
That was not the purpose, the function of what you are trying to go

after.
This language that I propose, would in no way infringe upon the

Public Works and Environment areas.
Primary jurisdiction over the Nuclear Regulatory Control Commis-

sion. We do not want that control in our Commission. That does not
belong in our bailiwick but we feel that now this hodgepodge has to
be put together into one coherent package and the Government Af-
fairs Committee clearly should have responsibility and authority to
reorganize the executive branch of Government so that we can make
some sense out of the overlapping and duplication that we now have.

Senator HATFIELD. Would you read again your proposed language?
Senator PERCY. Yes simply add to rule 25 someplace on page 13,

under "Government Affairs," this language:
The organization and management of U.S. nuclear export policies.

Senator HATFIELD. Export policies.
Senator PERCY. Export policies. That is nuclear proliferation abroad..
Senator HATFIELD. How did you delineate that between what we as-

sign to the Foreign Relations Committee?
Senator PERCY. Once, you see, we now have agreements with all the

countries in the world.
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Our feeling, after this body of testimony from every expert
 witness

we can bring, is that the existing agreements we have right
 now are

terribly dangerous. They were done under conditions none
 of us en-

visioned.
We now know that India used our heavy waters. We did 

not even

slap their wrist. We know that these agreements are not now a
s strong

and binding as we should and can make them and the peopl
e of the

world expect us to.
When we start to put pressure on countries as we did on 

South

Korea and France
' 

eyeball to eyeball, they blinked. They knew they

were wrong. They knew how dangerous it would be to go ahe
ad with

what they had intended to go ahead with.
But until we stop the salesmen having the control and out

bidding

each other to see who can build the most of these plants with 
the least

safeguards on them, we are never going to end this prolife
ration. We

are never going to end the danger and that is what we ar
e on the

verge of getting and what we almost got from the last Congr
ess.

We just want to have the authority to keep doincrb 
what we have

been doing and do not want to have it so that some other 
committee,

not even interested perhaps in the problem will lose sight of it.

If we do not do a, thing, the old Joint Atomic Energy Co
mmittee

would have picked our bill and run with it as a Pastore bill

immediately.
That does not really belong in the new Energy Committee.

Senator HATFIELD. Senator, is that what is behind the assig
nment to

the Foreign Relations Committee?
Is not that what is expected of the Foreign Relations Committee

?

Senator PERCY. No, sir, I do not envision us doing that. Once w
e start

the process of renegotiating every single agreement we have g
ot in the

world and we are going to have to do it, Panama can do it wi
th us, we

can do it with all these other countries.
Any agreement is subject to renegotiation and all we are sayi

ng is

now, in light of what we now know, how easy it is with a c
opy of

Popular Mechanics and a handful of fuel that can be stolen and
 we are

missing enough fuel that it cannot be accounted for, for bomb
s to be

put together, as these agreements are renegotiated.

And the executive branch has that responsibility, they are refe
rred

to the Foreign Relations Committee. Would you not want them i
n the

Government Operations?
What we want is to lay the framework that will then cause them

 to

go back and give them the authority of, that is to say, Congress is s
ay-

mg we must renegotiate these agreements.
But what is in them, what happens to them, is none of our business

.

That is the Foreign Relations Committee.
Senator HATFIELD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Does the committee staff have anything to offer on

that point?
Mr. GRAY. Senator, as you know, this is an issue that arose only 

in

the last few hours and I do not believe that we have anything to add.

The CHAIRMAN. I really do not believe that we gave Foreign Rela-

tions anything that they did not already have.
Certainly, the international aspects of atomic energy is a foreign

policy matter and I do not think by delineating that to Foreign Rela-
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tions we are taking anything away from Governmental Affairs if they
actually had it.
Senator PERCY. Senator, again, and I am happy with the legislative

history that was made by you, it is good, but I feel, I think the commit-
tee, Senator Ribicoff and myself, and the entire committee, would feel
better. Just put it right in our jurisdiction and write it right in there
so it is unmistakably clear.
The CHAIRMAN. Your language there, it seems to me, gets right flat

to the area of foreign relations policy matters, so I 
Senator PERCY. I am advised and rightfully so that the language

that we figured here, all we did was lift out of the language of the
Atomic Energy Commission, it was never in the Foreign Relations
( '.)mmittee, never in there.
We brought Foreign Relations in when we felt—because it would

mean new agreements, we felt we should refer our reorganization bill
to Foreign Relations for them to study. But they never had that
authority.
I do not think anyone on the committee really seeks it today. It

would be quite out of character for them to start reorganizing the
Government. They do not have the staff to do it as a matter of fact.
We have an expert staff in this field.
The best that can be put together Foreign Relations just rebuilding

our staff. We do not have a soul on there that would be able to go to
work on this right now.
But so far as reviewing their agreement, that the Foreign Relations

Committee should do and will be doing but it has no authority that
they have ever had.
Well, I have nothing further to add, Mr. Chairman.

FSenator GRLYIN. Are we going to finish today, Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. We are going to finish today, hopefully, if we can.

I think we are not too far from it.
But we are not going to be able to spend all of our time on these

matters.
Have you checked with either Senator Randolph's committee or

Senator Jackson's committee with respect to this issue?
Senator PERCY. I have not. I will have to ask if the staff has.
Would it be all right for Mrs. Evans who has talked with them to

simply state what their reaction is?
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any staff directors of any of those com-

mittees here?
Do you have any comment, John?
Mr. VAGOE. Mr. Chairman, Senator Randolph is out of the office

today but we have made contact with the offices of several members of
our committee who have experience in this field and have particular
interest in it.
And of those three, that I have contacted on that basis, they, with

all due respect, Senator Percy, would not support your proposal.
Senator HATFIELD. May I ask one more question?
Senator Percy, do you not have the authority to make reorganiza-tion proposals, recommendations of any of the parts of the Govern-ment that you should select?
In other words, you have some generic overall authority—do youhave to have each agency specified or each program spelled out?
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Senator PERCY. We are afraid that the redistribution of th
e au-

thority of the Joint Atomic Energy Committee did not que
stion it

before 
Senator HATFIELD. You have done it without this specific lan

guage

in the past?
Senator PERCY. It would simply be a matter of personalities. We 

all

know how the Joint Atomic Energy Committee grew up and th
e way

it was operated and it was magnificantly handled but, and o
ut of

consideration for our colleagues and being a House and Senate, 
we sat

down with John Anderson, we sat down with John Pastore, just to

make certain that they knew, but at no time did they ever quarrel wit
h

our rights or jurisdiction to do it.
The only thing worries me is that language that was in their bill,

we think, ought to go someplace else.
Senator HATFIELD. But the Senator-
Senator PERCY. And we went ahead and we did and ultimately with

their cooperation, introduced this legislation and held all these hear-

ings on it.
Senator HATFIELD. It seems to me, Senator, you have a far stron

ger

position by the precedent that you have already embarked upon this
.

You already have done this, and then to raise the question at t
his

point with this language
Senator PERCY. Well, I am simply testifying because Senator Ribi-

coff wrote the letter and sent it to the two of you and John Glenn

signed it and I signed it and I simply want to submit myself to ques
-

tioning as to our reasoning for it.
We just feel more comfortable. We intend to go ahead. We want t

o

go ahead. We think it is urgent that we want to go ahead.

I think that President Carter would be aghast if one of his

principal programs, there was confusion, delay, indecision, down her
e

as to who has the authority or did we sit around and wait for a brand

new committee to get started on something that we are ready t
o

reintroduce legislation on in a week.
Senator GRIFFIN. Senator Percy, my concern is your use of the word

"policy." It seems to me that nuclear export policy ought to be a

function of the Foreign Relations Committee. I will have to concede

that we have not done it, and your committee has done a good. job.

I think the traditional concept here is governmental affairs, Govern-

ment Operations Committee deals with the organization and reorgani-

zation of agencies and bureaus of the Government.
The Foreign Relations Committee would generally, however, handle

the policy aspects and that is what raises the problem.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you very much, Senator Percy. We ap-

preciate your being here.
Senator PERCY. Mr. Chairman, I did say I had two subjects. I think

if I could take 1 minute I could dispose of the other one.
The subject is so well known to you that I will not have to-
The CHAIRMAN. All right. You are using your 1 minute.
Senator PERCY. The Rules Committee has decided not to consolidate

foreign economic policy and the Banking Committee.
The original idea to move from the finance trade, from financing

and general economics, from JEC, was defeated.
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The third aspect of this plan, moving foreign economic policy to
Banking from foreign Senate was logically defeated on Wednesday.
However, this morning this last decision was reversed.

Jurisdiction over the way institutions has been moved to Banking
Committee, leaving the Senate Foreign Relations Committee with
general oversight and foreign aid.
This action, really, in a sense, Senator Clark, you are a key to this,

guts the Senate Foreign Relations capability to effectively handle
foreign policy.

Foreign policy is a three-legged stool, really, politics, national se-
curity, and economics.
This morning's decision cripples the capability of the committee to

carry its function. Certainly the Senate has special roles in foreign
policy. It must be able to carry out this role. It created legislation, was
put in, and we created an Under Secretary of State, permanent, full-
time, for economic policy economic issues are now key in our alliances.
The United Kingdom, Italy, Portugal, International Monetary

Fund, underpinning $3 billion to Great Britain, a major foreign policy
issue, but an economic issue, and I just simply feel to have the Foreign
Relations Committee not having jurisdiction over this area, with the
world in which we are living now, with more and more political pol-
icy governed by economics, when we take into account the oil fact,
the oil cartel, bauxite cartel, foreign policy and economics are in-
tricately wound together now and I just really feel the action taken
this morning would undercut the ability of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee to really carry out a major function of the Senate.
Senator ALLEN. I am impressed with Senator Percy's statement, his

division of jurisdiction and I hope that we will go along with his
recommendation.

Senator PERCY. Would it be possible to hold this decision open until
Monday?
The CHAIRMAN. We are going to try to finish tonight and have a

print ready to go over on Monday and, of course, that would not mean
that we could not—
Senator HATFIELD. Senator Percy, before you leave, on that last

point, our action was predicated this morning when the amendment
was offered on the information of both Senator Church and Senator
Proxmire, we worked out this kind of agreement.

Senators Clark and Griffin, were you in the meeting this morning?
Senator CLARK. NO.
Senator PERCY. That decision was not concurred in by the rest of

the committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, it was represented to us as if it were—
Senator CLARK. With those two people: Senator Church and Prox-

mire and Stevenson—three people.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Senator Clark.
Senator CLARK. Are you ready for another amendment?
The CHAIRMAN. There is no amendment pending now.
Senator CLARK. All right. I have an amendment that has been

circulating.
I know the hour is late and I will not take more than 2 minutes.

85-254-77 19



288

I will just read it. It does not deal with chairmen.
Page 27, after line 8, "it is the sense of the Senate," and I emphasize

that point, we are not mandating,

It is the sense of the Senate that in adopting rules, each 
committee of the

Senate will include a provision to insure that assignment 
of Senators to sub-

committees will occur in an equitable fashion, namely, th
at no member of a

committee will receive assignment to a second subcommitte
e until an order of

seniority, all members have chosen assignments to one s
ubcommittee.

No member shall be assigned to a third subcommittee until a
ll members of the

committee have chosen assignments to two subcommittees.

That is it.
Just, one word of explanation. The intent here is that the senior

Member gets first choice in the subcommittee and that the next senior

Member their choice, all the way through until everyone has chosen

a subcommittee. Then we go back and do it again for the second com-

mittee and back and do it again for the third committee.
Now, the difference obviously is that. if we do not follow such a

policy, a senior Member may pick all three of his subcommittees first,

and the next senior Member all three of his subcommittees second, and

on down.
So, you get to the bottom, and automatically all of the people at

the bottom get all the bottom, only those that are left.
Senator HATFIELD. Senator Clark, will you yield?
I do not want this to be a crippling comment to your proposal, but

I want you to know that this is what the minority has been doing for

some time.
We find it a very practical system.
The CHAIRMAN. The minority did that by caucus; is not this a mat-

ter for caucus?
Senator CLARK. Well, I am only suggesting it as a sense of the Senate

and I am not mandating it, just saying that we would put language in

here that it is the sense of the Senate that they do that.
I think it would be better to do it this way than by caucus, but it

certainly could be done either way.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Byrd.
Senator BYRD. No.

• Senator CLARK. I must say some committees have done it before and
other committees do operate on that basis even now.

Senator ALLEN. I wonder if Senator Clark has considered that since
Republicans favor this, and you might have a divided vote among the
Democrats, you would have the Republicans dictating what the
Democrats-

Senator CLARK. It is no more true on this vote than any other vote
in the U.S. Senate.

Senator ALLEN. I am sure that there is somewhat of a difference
there. They are solid on their position and I am sure there would be a
division among the Democrats.
Senator CLARK. Well, I would not feel that that partisan position

ought to outweigh the merits of the matter. I think the merits are on
the other side.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion?
All in favor of the amendment, say "aye." [Chorus of "ayes."]
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Opposed, "no." [Chorus of "noes."]
The ayes have it. The ayes appear to have it.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I have great hesitation in bring-ing up the subject of the Indian Affairs again.
It is with great reluctance that I bring up Indian Affairs again.Mr. Chairman, we took action this morning to provide that thechairman or the ranking minority member of the Indian Affairs Com-mittee could not be restricted to the limitation. Because of the tempo..rary character of the committee, it would be difficult to get addi-tional members now.
Senator Abourezk has done a little checking and he finds that it isgoing to be difficult to get three Members to fill out the committee withfive Members. He suggests reducing the size of the committee to three,two Democrats and one Republican, and in order to get membershipon that committee, because the general reaction has been that peopledo not want to give up their third committee selection privilege bygoing onto a temporary Committee of Indian Affairs.
So, I think practicality may dictate that we move to do either one oftwo things: Exempt all five from that limitation or reduce the sizeof the committee from five to three, two Democrats and one Republican.The CHAIRMAN. What are the wishes of the committee,
Senator HATFIELD. I would like to try first, Mr. Chairman, to ex-empt all five members of the committee. Then, if I fail on that, I willoffer as a second amendment the reduction of the committee to three.The CHAIRMAN. So that it would be considered as a third committee.Senator HATFIELD. The exemption would then provide people withthe opportunity to select this committee without giving up their thirdcommittee rights.
The CHAIRMAN. Make it a fourth committee.
Senator HATFIELD. That is what we did for the ranking memberand the chairmanship this morning. We have given them a privilegeof a fourth committee.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment proposed bySenator Hatfield.
All in favor say "aye." [Chorus of "ayes."]
Opposed, "no." [No response.]
The ayes have it.
Senator HATFIELD. Now, Mr. Chairman, one more point if I could.We have exempted the Budget Committee thus far.
Those proposals are on that Budget Committee now, but we did notapply this to the freshman Members. So we have here a bit of a discrim-inatory situation where the. freshman Members have to select theBudget Committee when it comes their turn, and we will have two onthat Budget Committee.
I say we, the Senate will have two. They will be required to selectthe Budget Committee only as one of their committee assignmentsand we have blanketed in or grandfathered in all the existing Membersof the Budget Committee.
It seems to me that would be a bit discriminatory and I would movethat we will provide that exemption for all the Members when thatcommittee is finally constituted.
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The CHAIRMAN. We specifically considered that problem. We 
had

Senator Stevenson's testimony on it; Senator Muskie does not su
p-

port your proposal.
Senator HATFIELD. For the two new Members?
The CHAIRMAN. That is right. We wrote specific language bec

ause

they did not want the exemption to extend beyond the people current
ly

on there. The new people, then, would have a chance to make that selec-

tion and have it considered as one of the committees.
The language was written and drafted here, specifically to cover th

at

on page 24. He addressed himself to that, is not that correct?

Mr. GRAY. The chairman's statement is correct as to Senator Steven-

son and Senator Muskie's intent.
Senator HATFIELD. What was the rationale behind two new

Members?
Mr. GRAY. It is my understanding from Senator Stevenson and from

the staff of the Budget Committee who are here, that Senator Muskie

does not have the entire Budget Committee resign in the 96th Co
n-

gress, because it then reverts to one of the 13 committees and ea
ch

Member could serve on only one other major committee in addition 
to

the Budget.
Senator HATFIELD. Is there a practical problem, too, of guaranteei

ng

some continuity of two memberships for existing Members that would

continue on beyond the grandfathered ?
Mr. GRAY. I am not sure I understand the question.
The CHAIRMAN. Let me read you the memo that we have, a draft 

of

the present grandfather, and this was earlier, provision of Senate R
eso-

lution 4 which would allow any Senator, including those joining t
he

Budget Committee for the first time in the 95th Congress, to 
treat

Budget as a third committee.
That threatens to leave the Budget Committee without any Mem

ber

2 years hence, since each would also have a stake in two other stan
ding

committees, which is one of the very reasons grandfatherin
g was

advocated.
The thought was that by limiting grandfathering to the pre

sent

membership of the Budget Committee for 2 more years, some 
senior

Members would be retained during the 95th Congress, while the
 newly

assigned Members would have seniority to carry over into su
bsequent

years.
This purpose was substantially impaired by the present langu

age of

section 201—G. Senator Muskie would like to insure that new Me
mbers

coming on to fill vacancies on the committee must elect Budget 
as one

of their two major committees, to make sure that we have some e
xperi-

enced Members in the 96th Congress.
Senator HATFIELD. That is the point that we have to guarantee 

con-

tinuity by adopting a different standard for the two new Me
mbers

-than we have for the others.
Mr. GRAY. Yes, sir, Mr. McEvoy is here.
I am not an expert on that, but my understanding—

Senator HATFIELD. What makes you think that you will get the
 fresh-

man Senator to make that kind of selection without that r
estriction?

Mr. GRAY. I am not competent to answer.
Senator HATFIELD. I understand.
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I wonder if any of our people around would have any comments to'
make about whether there is any kind of feedback from freshmen
people?
Mr. Kimmitt, do you have any comments to make?
Mr. Kimmrrr. May I bring John McEvoy up with me?
Senator HATFIELD. The only reason that I have offered this, because

there is some concern that they would get no two people to accept this.
Mr. Kanurr. Mr. Chairman, first of all, there is no guarantee that

there will be four freshman Members, two Democrats and two
Republicans.
As a matter of fact, on your side of the committee, Senator Hatfield,

there is a rather senior Member who has asked for Budget and under
this he would have to give up one of his two existing committees
whereas the other Members would not.
There is also no guarantee that at the end of this Congress the re-cently acquired Members, who will join, will opt to stay there again.
Now, if everybody above them left, they would probably stay and

maintain their seniority.
Nor is there any guarantee that the current Members of the Budget

Committee will not opt to give up another committee to stay onBudget.
I can fully appreciate Senator Muskie's viewpoint on it and hewants continuity and freshman Members and training and particularlycontinuity after that.
It gets a bit more complicated, in that you previously selected the

Budget Committee to be a category 2 for this Congress as a thirdcommittee.
Now, I think you are going to have to bring it up into category 1committee again for at least those four Members who are going onbecause they can only have one category in one committee and youwill be grandfathering the others.
I have no personal strong feelings either way.
I think the committee should be aware, however, when the com-mittee assignments are made, that those four Senators, regardless oftheir seniority, are going to feel that they have been militated againstby having only one other committee whereas the other members of theBudget Committee have had two other major committees and Ithink you will have a problem at the time of assignment possibly,on the floor on this, but I can fully appreciate Senator Muskie's view-point in wanting to provide this continuity but I just do not know ifit is going to work that way.
Right now, we are looking at 207 seats, exclusive of the Budget Com-mittee, to take care of everybody, break it up.
If you apply this criterion that—criteria you just have, then youautomatically go down to 203 seats on the major committees or re-quire some adjustments.
I have read Senator Muskie's memorandum and from the chair-man of the Budget Committee's viewpoint, it makes good sense if youcould insure that those Members will remain on there in the 96thCongress.
Mr. McEvoy. Mr. Chairman, if I might add a footnote, SenatorMuskie—one of his concerns is one of the esteemed Senators, to whom
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that grandfathering is most important, is those who do not find them-

'selves able to elect, to join the full committee and surely would not

-2 years hence.
The very people most advancing, by relaxing as we did this morn-

ing, will be the very ones most likely to leave and defeat the purpose

:for which grandfathering is advocated in the first place, and that is

otitinuity of membership.
senator Muskie has put a high premium on the senior Members

that we now have and that is why he is willing to go along with the

temporary grandfathering for 2 more years.
The CHAIRMAN. Further discussion?
No further discussion, then let us turn to the committee sizes.

Stan, do you want to give us a presentation on that?
Mr. Kim3firr. Yes, sir, do I assume, then, that the—that the action

you took this morning on the Budget Committee will pertain?
The CHAIRMAN. No one has—
Senator ALLEN. Before we get to that, while we are leaving possible

amendments to vote, sometimes bring up the vote on the matter of

the priority of the chairman and ranking minority members of the

joint committee—I would like a vote on it.
Here on page 27, the top of the page, it provides that as to chairman

and ranking minority members of standing committees, whose juris-

diction transferred to other standing committees, that the chairman

and ranking minority members of the joint committees would have

priorities just as the members of the standing committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Then you would act on joint committees, is that

correct?
Senator ALLEN. Members of standing and joint committees.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion on that point?
'The Clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd.
The CHAIRMAN. No, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen.
Senator ALLEN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark.
Senator CLARK. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield. [No response.]
Mr. Griffin.
Senator GRIFFIN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower. [No response.]
Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. No.
The CLERK. Two ayes and five nays.
The CHAIRMAN. Stan, go over the committee sizes.
Mr. Kimmirr. As I say, I am not too sure how you are going to

handle that budget thing. That letter started the beginning, the break-

out prior to the budget action, and look at it.
You have 12 category A committees—Agriculture, Small Business,

Appropriations, Armed Services, Banking, Commerce, Energy, En-
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vironment, Public Works, Finance, Foreign Relations, Governmental
Affairs, Human Resources, and Judiciary, and Budget was to be a
third committee assigned in category 2.
You need 207 seats of your major committees in this instance, 128

to the Democrats and 79 to the Republicans. You get those 207, for
example, on the Democratic side, two per Member, and that is 124,
and you excluded or you continued the grandfather for Senators
Jackson and McClellan—
Senator PELL. Excuse me for interrupting.
Did you list Small Business as a major committee ?
Mr. Kimmrrr. Agriculture and Small Business is one committee

under the current proposal. Excuse me. I apologize.
The Democrats need two per Member, which is 124 seats. You need

two seats for Senators Jackson and McClellan, who will continue on
Government Operations for one more Congress, and you need two
seats for the ranking or the chairman of the D.C. Committee and the
Post Office Committee that are going on to Government Operations.
The Republicans need two per Member, 76, one for Senator Javits,

who is continuing as third committee for next Congress in Govern-
ment Operations and their ranking minority man on Post Office and
District of Columbia, going on Government Operations.
Within these 207 seats the Democrats need 24 vacancies, two per new

Member, 20. One for Post Office and District of Columbia makes it 22,
and then we have to provide for Senators Bumpers and Ford, who
are—when you abolish the Space Committee—have to move to other
committees.
On the Republican side, two new Members, 16, ranking minority

for Post Office and District of Columbia are two, which is 18. They
have four Senators on the Space Committee that have to be movedto other committees.
As a result, to begin with, we established Agriculture as 16 with a10-6 ratio, leaving one Democrat and one Republican vacancy onAgriculture.
The Appropriations Committee is recommended 
Senator ALLEN. You say we are going to pass on these as we goalong ?
The CHAIRMAN. Let us go over them and then we can act on themindividually.
Mr. Kimmrrr. Appropriations Committee is recommended to be 24,as a result of recommendations of the chairman of the AppropriationsCommittee and other discussions. That would leave the Democratswith three vacancies on Appropriations. It would be a 15-9 ratio, threevacancies for the Democrats and one for the Republicans.
On Armed Services, it would be established at 16 with a 10-6 ratio.One Democratic vacancy and one Republican vacancy.
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs at 16, with a 10-6 ratio, twoDemocratic vacancies and one Republican vacancy.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 18, with an 11-7 ratio,three Democratic vacancies and two Republican vacancies.Energy and Natural Resources would be a 17-man committee withan 11-6 ratio, two Democratic and two Republican vacancies.Environment and Public Works would be a 16-man committee, witha 10-6 ratio, two Democratic and two Republican vacancies.
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The Finance Committee at 18, with an 11-7 ratio, with 
two Demo-

cratic and two Republican vacancies.
Foreign Relations, 15 members, with a 9-6 ratio, two D

emocratic

vacancies and one Republican.
Governmental Affairs—I am not sure of the new title, but

 Govern-

mental Affairs would be 20, with a 12-8 ratio, and three D
emocratic

vacancies and 4 Republican.
I point out that four of that 20 are the Members who 

are coming

from the Post Office and Civil Service and District of Columbia
. So, in

effect, you really have one new Democratic vacancy and two 
new Re-

publican vacancies.
Human Resources at 16, with a 10-6 ratio, giving one Demo

cratic

vacancy and two Republican and the Judiciary at 15, with a 9-
6 ratio,

two Democratic vacancies and three Republican vacancies.

Now, as that sits right there, Mr. Chairman, everything fits. 
You

get 207 seats, and the proper ratio applies.
But I now must point out that if the Budget proposal, Senator 

Mus-

kie's proposal, is applied, we have got to go in there and take ou
t four

seats from this ratio, because the two Members who opt for Bud
get,

Democratic side and Republican side, can only have one of thes
e com-

mittees. You will have to decide where to reduce—probably G
overn-

mental Affairs is one. Possibly Finance.
But you will have to take those out because they can only have

 one

of these and the other.
The other alternative, and at the same time, in doing that, you would

probably move the Budget Committee up to a category of one com
mit-

tee again for this particular Congress.
Another alternative which Senator Muskie would not agree 

with

would be to give all the members on Budget the third committee
 for

this Congress only and have it as a category 2 committee or a thi
rd

committee, and then everything fits across.
But that is the problem that you would have 
Senator HATFIELD. Would that act alone do that, that one actio4 of

grandfathering in all the budget Committee?
Mr. KIMMITT. Yes; But I must press that Senator Muskie made a,

good argument from his viewpoint to only giving them the one com-

mittee. I think Mr. McElvoy said he felt the chairman of the Budg
et

Committee would prefer that this matter be settled on the floor if ne-

cessary, if it is brought up, rather than in the Committee, because it is

going to be controversial either way.
Senator HATFIELD. May I ask a question?
The CHAIRMAN. Sure.
Senator HATFIELD. Why do we have a 17-member Small Business

Committee?
It seems to me that is an awfully large number to be carrying the

general responsibilities of that committee. Seventeen was established

when it did not have legislative authority, when it was basically a hear-

ing kind of operation.
Last year, we established legislative authority, restricted legislative

authority to the committee. It seems to me that we could well adjust

the size of that committee. Would that have an impact on this

problem?
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Mr. KIMMITT. It would not. That would be category 2 committee or
third committee category. You can adjust that size as you see fit.

Senator HATFIELD. I will bring this up when we get to that commit-
tee again. I did not know whether or not that would have an impact on
this overall problem.
Mr. KIMMITT. It does not have the major committees.
The CHAIRMAN. We have one of two alternatives, as I see them here.

If you want to settle this tonight on sizes, we can go right through them
one by one. Or, if you would prefer, we could have the print done with-
out filling in the committee size and think about that over the weekend
and decide in committee on Monday if there is a preference.
Senator HATFIELD. May I ask one more question?
The CHAIRMAN. Sure.
Senator HATFIELD. Could you tell me why you increased the size of

these committees? Was it with reference to expected increased work-
load?
For instance, you jump from 16 to 20 on Governmental Affairs. Is

that because of the transfer of these other subcommittees?
Mr. KIMMITT. Yes, sir, that added four more. When you decided to,

bring those four Members over, you had to go to 20 Members.
Senator HATFIELD. What about Environment and Public Works,

that was increased was it not?
Mr. KIMMITT. I guess the simple answer, Senator Hatfield, is that

you must come up with so many seats to take care of all these Mem-
bers. It is a question of just adjusting the size of each committee to
provide for the seats.
Now, on that particular one, the question was Environment and

Public Works, did you say—we just arbitrarily went from 15 to 16 to
provide a seat on that committee as we took Appropriations down by
one from 25 to 24.

Senator HATFIELD. The point is now we have four too many.
Mr. HILDENBRAND. As a result of your action on the Budget Com-

mittee, that is right, sir.
Senator HATFIELD. Do we know, for instance, that all those people

want to move over to that Government Affairs Committee?
Mr. KIMMITT. From the District of Columbia and Post Office, I do

not know that, Senator.
Senator HATFIELD. If they did not want to move over, then we would

not have to accommodate that?
Mr. KiNnurrT. I think I may speak for the Democratic Members that

they did indicate an interest in moving over. I think Senators Eagle-
ton and Burdick were interested in assisting the chairman of the
Government Operations Committee in that field.
Mr. HILDENBRAND. We have one Member—I have not checked the

second, but at least one of the two desires to make the move.
Senator ALLEN. May I ask a question?
How many Members do you have for Agriculture?
Mr. Kimmirr. Agriculture, recommended to be 16 Members-10

Democrats and 6 Republicans.
Senator ALLEN. What is the membership now?
The CHAIRMAN. Fifteen.
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Senator ALLEN. It would be an increase of one?
Mr. Ku/num Yes, sir.
Mr. HILDENBRAND. Many of these memberships are due to the fact

that the ratio of 15 to 16 breaks out in order to give the Democrats
the 20 seats at the 15 level—there the Democratic size is reduced,
whereas the Republican size stays the same.
So to provide for 20 seats they need for their new Members, well,

those were increased by 1 in order to give them that 1 seat.
Senator ALLEN. Ten to six now. Under the resolution—well, what

is it now?
Mr. HILDENBRAND. It would have been nine and six under the reso-

lution that was originally adopted last year or presented last year,
but that does not provide the sufficient seats for Mr. Kimmitt and for
the Democratic Members.
Mr. KIMMITT. You see, Senator Allen, you can establish the com-

mittee of 15, but being very partisan about it, if you do that, you would
only have 9 Democrats and 6 Republicans.
If we just go to 16, we (Yet 10 Democrats and the Republicans. It

does not always work that way, but it provides a vacancy for those
new Members and other Members who wish to go on Agriculture
Committee, so we generate the vacancy.
Senator CLARK. If the Senator would yield on that point.
You would not get any change or any loss, as I understand it, if

you switch, let us say, Agriculture from 6 to 15, and move, say, For-
eign Relations from what you recommend here, 15 to 16, because you
would simply move the extra Democrats from one to the other. The
ratio would stay the same.
It seems to me that that would make some sense in view of the fact

that the Foreign Relations Committee is obviously going to be more
active than the Agriculture Committee.
Mr. KIMMITT. On the other hand, if I may say, Senator Clark, the

committee chairmen specifically recommended and has recommended
on the Foreign Relations Committee for the last several years to get
clown to the size of 15. They were up to 17.

Senator CLARK. This is true, under the Legislative Reorganization
Act, but if we wrote it in here at 16, then that really replaces that—
we would not be one over if we wrote it in at this time?
Mr. Kunrrrr. If you put it in one committee and take it away from

another, you could do that. I would caution that when the steering
committee meets, they may again adjust these schedules. So what you
are putting in this resolution may not hold in the end.

Senator PELL. If the Senator would yield.
As Stan says, the chairmen for the past few years has tried to get

the Foreign Relations Committee down. It seems to me that a smaller
committee works more efficiently.

Senator CLARK. I understand your point. The same is true on.
Agriculture where you have got a little less jurisdiction and responsi-
bility, but where you have even a higher number.
Senator PELL. And a little more inefficient.
Mr. Knimrrr. By doing that, you now have two vacancies on the

Foreign Relations Committee and one on Agriculture. If you went
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that route, you would have three vacancies on Foreign Relations, and
a Senator who wanted to go on Agriculture would be foreclosed that
possibility.
Senator CLARK. But the demand for Foreign Relations—I have got

the demand, in fact, in front of me—is greater in Foreign Relations
than it is in Agriculture. It happens this time, for example, that we
have five people, either first or second choice, for Foreign Relations,
and only two for Agriculture. I think the demand would be greater.
The CHAIRMAN. What are the desires of the committee?
Senator PELL. Why do we not put in the print we are going to

make—well, why do we not have these recommended numbers—
The CHAIRMAN. We could have it printed with the understanding

that we have not taken any action, any final action on them, and then
we could look at this on Monday. And if we can have a print of this
Monday morning, then I would suggest we meet at 2 o'clock Monday
afternoon and that would give us a chance to go through it. And we
may find other problem areas.
Senator HATFIELD. I do not want to delay the meeting tonight, but

I would just like to make one simple point, and that is, Whatever fig-
ures we work with here, this is an arbitrary situation. We are trying
to set up an arbitrary figure.
As much as I respect Senator Muskie's objective, we can accomplish

this whole thing on the basis of principle. That is to treat all Members
of the Budget Committee the same rather than have a two-class mem-
bership, by giving them all the same kind of treatment on the Budget
Committee. Then we do not get into this arbitrary fixture of commit-
tee sizes.

Is that an accurate statement, without making a judgment on the
value of the position
Mr. Kimmrrr. Yes, sir, that would do it. Everything would do it.
We could prepare for you working with Dr. Riddick, an alterna-

tive proposal if you followed Senator Muskie, where we take seats
out, and how you would readjust them.
So my recommendation, Mr. Chairman, is that we give you this

under one condition, and another set on another condition, and you
can make your decision on Monday.

Senator ALLEN. Could I suggest that the print have the number,
and parenthetically the party split, and another number outside of
the parentheses being the present size and the party split so we have
the whole thing before us?
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, that will be done.
If we could turn to title VIII, some miscellaneous sections there,

I do not believe there is anything controversial. I believe title VIII
is all procedural matters.
If there is no objection, we will have title VIII approved tentatively

and have it restated in the new print.
Senator HATFIELD. Were we going to consider the sizes of these

other groups of committees for instance, this question I raised on
Small Business?
Should that not be given a guideline if we are going to take action

to reduce the size of that committee?
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The CHAIRMAN. He does not have Small Business listed.
Senator HATFIELD. I am talking about the Committee on Small

Business.
The CHAIRMAN. Make a motion.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I would like to go to that one

category, again bringing up the Select Committee on Small Business,

page 20, point 5.
That is the only committee that falls into this particular situation.

I would say we ought to reduce the size of that committee. That is 17.

That is more than we have on Appropriations or Foreign Relations or

a lot of the others. May I move that we establish it as a committee of

nine?
The CHAIRMAN. You have heard the motion.
Senator PELL. Which committee?
The CHAIRMAN. Small Business.
Senator CLARK. Just one question. How many people would be put

off that?
Senator HATFIELD. I do not know how many vacancies there are

under Small Business.
Mr. Kminfrrr. Three.
Senator CLARK. What is the size of it now?
Mr. KIMMITT. Fourteen. Fourteen returned.
Senator HATFIELD. Why can we not say a nine-member committee

and then, through attrition
' 

have this achieved in 2 years?
Mr. Km/num If you go to a nine-member committee, you are going

to remove involuntarily a number of Senators from the committee.
Senator HATFIELD. That is what I say.
But I think it is ridiculous holding that a 17-member committee at

this point when it is no longer a basic select committee without legis-
lative jurisdiction.
Mr. Kimmrrr. Consider going to 14, and letting the existing members

stay.
Senator HATFIELD. How does that work out ratiowise ?
Mr. KIMMITT. I think that is all right. The ratio would be all right.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I change my motion to say reduce

the Small Business Committee to 14 members and, in 2 years, to indi-
cate review of the size of the committee again.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?
Without objection.
Senator GRIFFIN. I would raise another point with respect to Small

Business. The title here is Select Committee on Small Business, and
the staff member has questioned whether that should be entitled "Select
Committee."
Senator PELL. I thought we knocked that out.
Senator HATFIELD. It should be knocked out.
Senator GRIFFIN. Does it have legislative authority now?
Senator HATFIELD. Yes, limited.
Senator GRIFFIN. Should it not be put on page 20.4 with the Rules

Committee and the Veterans' Affairs Committee?
Senator HATFIELD. That would be true of Intelligence then also.
Senator GRIFFIN. Yes.
Senator HATFIELD. Yes; those two.
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Senator GRIFFIN. Then we would knock out the word "Select" in each
case.
Senator HATFIELD. Why do we have Veterans' Affairs and Rules

Committee separate?
Dr. RIDDICK. Do you want to make them standing committees?
Senator GRIFFIN. I do not know why Small Business is in a differ-

ent category than Veterans.
Dr. RIDDICK. The main reason is the committee voted to retain it,

and you did not change the name.
Senator HATFIELD. We are hung up on semantics.
I would think we ought to handle Veterans' Affairs and Rules and

Administration and Intelligence and Small Business all in the one
category, make them standing committees, third committee appoint-
ment.
Senator GRIFFIN. I second.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion on that point?
Without objection, that is agreed to.
Mr. Knuvrirr. May I ask a question?
How about the Joint Economic and the others?
Senator HATFIELD. Those are joint committees.
The CHAIRMAN. Those are separate categories.
Mr. KIMMITT. OK.
Senator HATFIELD. We do not have full jurisdiction over that. The

same is true with the Temporary Committee on Indian Affairs, the
Special Committee on Official Conduct. Those are ad hoc in a sense,
those two.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there anything further then?
Senator CLARK. One other question I had.
Page 25, listed here in terms of the size of the Special Committee on

Official Conduct, which we now call the Ethics Committee, 15.
The CHAIRMAN. That is the committee that has already been

appointed.
Senator CLARK. That is the ad hoc. I am sorry.
The CHAIRMAN. Before we recess, may we have authority for the

staff to make such technical changes as may be required and that they
recommend?

Senator HATFIELD. One last thing. In all deference to our colleague,
Senator Percy, the committee really did not act on his request concern-ing the adding to Governmental Affairs the organization and manage-ment of nuclear export programs. I think we ought to at least takesome formal action on that request, because he did present it to thecommittee as such.
The CHAIRMAN. You are offering that?
Senator HATFIELD. I would offer it as an amendment.
Senator CLARK. What is the amendment?
The CHAIRMAN. He is offering the Percy amendment on nuclearexport policies organization and management-
Senator CLARK. We looked at it more carefully since he was here. Iwould think it would be agreeable.
The only thing we were concerned about was the language in thereport and language here accompanying the action be very clear withregard to where the present jurisdictions are.
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I understand Senator Percy is agreeable to this accompanying state-

ment. At least he has indicated to me that he is.
It says this:
I think the record should be clear that this does not—in any way—diminish

the jurisdiction of the Committee on Foreign Relations over 
nuclear export

policy. As the Resolution now reads the Foreign Relations Committee
 has ex-

clusive jurisdiction over "international aspects of atomic energy,'. over 
all exec-

utive agreements other than reciprocal trade agreements, and ov
er relations

with foreign nations generally. So its jurisdiction already encompasse
s agree-

ments for nuclear cooperation as well as the policy principles on whi
ch these-

agreements are based.

I think if that is understood, then I do not think there is any que,s -

tion or any, problem. And Senator Percy agrees with that statement
as well.
Senator HATFIELD. Then I would include the statement with my

motion, my offering of this amendment, tying the two together.
The CHAIRMAN. Any further discussion?
The clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd.
The CHAIRMAN. No by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen. [No response.]
The CLERK. Mr. Williams. [No response.]
The CLERK. MT. Clark.
Senator CLARK. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator GRIFFIN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower.
Senator HATFIELD. No by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. No.
The CLERK. Four yeas and three nays.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is agreed to with the accompany-

ing language.
All right, gentlemen, that finishes it for tonight, and we will try to

have the print first thing Monday morning.
We will meet at 2 o'clock Monday afternoon.
[Whereupon, at 5:32 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at

2 p.m., Monday, January 24, 1977.]
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U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION

'TV a8hington,D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 2:13 p.m. in room 301,Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Howard W. Cannon (chairman)presiding.
Present: Senators Cannon, Pell, Allen, Williams, Clark, Hatfield,Griffin, and Tower.
Staff present: William M. Cochrane, staff director; Chester H.Smith, chief counsel; Floyd M. Riddick, professional staff member;Jack L. Sapp, professional staff member; Larry E. Smith, minoritystaff director; Andrew Gleason, minority counsel; Ronald Hicks,senior analyst; Subcommittee on Computer Services; and Peggy Par-rish, assistant chief clerk.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.We now have the committee print which has been passed out to themembers of the committee, and I hope they have had a chance to reviewit this morning.
In going over it, there are a few changes that I would like to recom-mend, and the bulk of these are not controversial; I would like tohurriedly go through those, and, if there is no objection to them, wewill try to act on them.
Senator ALLEN. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes; Senator Allen.
Senator ALLEN. Before we get to that, Mr. Chairman, if you wouldexcuse me. On Friday, after Senator Percy-1 am not sure it wasFriday—
The CHAIRMAN. It was Friday.
Senator ALLEN. At any rate, Senator Percy made his presentationon the matter of the nuclear export policy and the transfer of thatjurisdiction over to Governmental Affairs. I stated in committee thatI favored his position; and then I had to go over to the Capitol forabout 20 minutes and I found, when I got back, that the committeehad already acted on that proposal.
Since the motion of Senator Clark did carry by a 4 to 3 vote, I wouldlike for the record to show, since it would not change the outcome,that I voted "aye" on that motoin of Senator Clark.Could that be shown in the record? Could Dr. Riddick and thereporter handle that?

(301)
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The CHAIRMAN. If there is no objection, that w
ill be so indicated in

the record.
Senator ALLEN. I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. If we could turn to page 18
, subparagraph 11 on

line 10—that is in the jurisdiction of the Rul
es Committee; it reads:

"Parliamentary rules and floor and gallery rules
."

That is little indefinite; I would like to sug
gest that that read:

"Congressional organization and Senate rules and
 regulations, includ-

ing floor and gallery rules."
I think that delineates a little more clearly the au

thority of the Rules

Committee as it has existed.
If there is no objection, that will be approved.

On page 36. line 5, the suggestion has bee
n made that the word

"hourly" should be stricken, where it says "and 
shall be updated

hourly," ' and insert: "immediately upon receipt o
f notice from the com-

mittee." So that there would be no hourly requiremen
t, but immediately

upon notice being received from the committees th
e terminal would be

updated.
As I said, that would require striking the word

 "hourly" and insert-

ing the following words: immediately upon
 receipt of notice from the

committees."
Is there objection? Without objection, that

 will be approved.

I wonder also if we could have permission fro
m the committee to

authorize the staff to make any technical and cler
ical corrections. Is

there objection? Without objection, that will be app
roved.

Now, I would like to make one further suggestion
. Under the juris-

dictional items of each standing committee, they
 do not appear in.

alphabetical order; and it would make it much easi
er to track, I be-

lieve, if the jurisdictions of each standing committee
 appeared in the

resolution in alphabetical order, if and when the reso
lution wa,s ap-

proved by the Senate.
So, is there objection, then, to having the st

aff rearrange those

jurisdictional items under each committee so that th
ey appear under

the committee in alphabetical order? Without obje
ction, then, that

will be authorized.
Also, I believe that when we report the resolution to

 the Senate

with an amendment in the nature of a substitute for
 the resolution, I

would like to ask that the substitute be considered 
as having been

agreed to and that it be treated as original text for 
the purpose of

further amendments. I think procedurally that might be he
lpful.

If there is no objection, that will be approved.

Now, Senator Stevenson, I think you have some questi
ons.

Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hatfield.
Senator HATFIALD. Mr. Chairman, I think on page 29 ther

e needs to

be a bit of clarification. On page 29, beginning line 13,
 is this the pro-

viso that we incorporated to grandfather Senator McClella
n, Senator

Javits, and Senator Jackson into the third committee?

The CHAIRMAN. The Senator is correct.
Senator HAT.r.LELD. It seems to me that I recall we put a li

mitation

of a 2-year period on that and in this wording—it is sort of op
en-

ended, or maybe I haven't read it correctly?
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The CHAIRMAN. I would say that I raised that question myself withthe staff this morning. when I went over it, and it was pointed out to methat on line 5, it takes care of imposing the limitation: "Until thatdate occurring during the first session of the 96th Congress upon whichthe appointment of the majority and minority members of the stand-ing committees is initially completed * *," and then it goes on to a,limitation provision; in other words, that limits it until the appoint-ment of the majority and minority members of the standing committeesin the 96th Congress.
Senator HATFIELD. All right, thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. I had raised the same question myself and the staffpointed it out to me this morning.
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, could I go back to just one thingyou mentioned?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator WILLIAMS. The alphabetical listing. On page 15, the Com-mittee on Human Resources, No. 1, I think should remain as the firstitem that describes the universe of that committee, and then the par-ticulars that follow in that order.
The CHAIRMAN. So that you would request that No. 1 be listed asis, and then the alphabetical listing to follow thereafter?Senator WILLIAMS. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? Without objection, that will beapproved.
Senator WILLIAMS. And National Science Foundation is not in-cluded I believe it was our understanding that it would be retained.And that would be No. 21.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, may I respond on that?The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. The intention was to make that clear in the re-port, because the rules do not refer by name to agencies. There may bea few historical cases, but we believe that we can, for the sake of con-tinuity and proper draftsmanship, accomplish the Senator's result inthe report.
Senator WILLIAMS. I guess that was discussed, wasn't it, earlier?The CHAIRMAN. The jurisdiction is there, but it was thought thatthe language in the report would cover it.
Senator WILLIAMS. It would be clearly described in the report?All right.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I have a question about thelanguage that starts on page 29 on line 23, continuing through line 9on the following page. It says:
In any case in which the jurisdiction of an old committee is vested in twoor more successor standing committees, a Senator may select which of suchcommittees shall be treated as the successor standing committee for purposesof subparagraph (2).

If that goes beyond the individuals that have been mentioned andin effect gives any Senator a choice of vacancies on all the committeesinto which jurisdiction may have been transferred from a committeeof which he had been a member, it would be mischievous, to say theleast. Now, that has never been discussed; so far as I know, it hasnever been suggested, and not intended by the committee.
85-254-77 20
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I don't know quite why that language is there, and without some
reason for it, I would suggest that it be deleted.
The CHAIRMAN. So that you would suggest that we delete, starting

with the words "In any case" on line 3, down to and including "sub-
paragraph (2)" on line 7?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, that is the offending 
The CHAIRMAN. It is my recollection that we did not intend to

broaden the transfer authority, and we were talking only about the
chairmen and ranking minority members of the committees.

Is there objection to striking that provision, starting "In any.
case * * *" on line 3, page 30, and ending with the words "subpara-
graph (2)" on line 7? Ithink that would clarify actually what the
discussion of the committee has been.
If there is no objection, that part will be stricken.
All right, Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. Now, I understand, Mr. Chairman, that there

was to be some further consideration of the number of subcommittees
for the Appropriations Committee. The resolution at present provides
for no limitation at all; it is the only committee so treated. And while
the select committee had originally recommended a limitation of three
as to the other committees, we can see that it might be desirable to
increase that to four; but I don't know of any reason for making it
open-ended.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hatfield?
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, it seems as though we had dis-

cussion on this particular point before and had a vote on it. And I
didn't understand the Senator's reason for bringing that up at this
time.

Senator STEVENSON. I wasn't here at the time,but I had heard that
the matter was to be taken up again with members of the Appropria-
tions Committee, including its chairman. I don't have a report. Our

hope was that the committee might agree with the limitation of four.
Senator HATFIELD. That was an expression on the part of Senator

Byrd that he might take this matter up with Senator McClellan, but

that was the only indication the matter might be reconsidered.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, I have nothing on that, and apparently

the committee doesn't either.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, unless someone wants to sponsor a proposed

change in that, we would have to leave it as is. If that is explored

with the Appropriations Committee members and they are willing

to go to a limitation something more than three and less than com-
plete exemption, perhaps that could be raised on the floor.
All right, Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. It was the intention, I believe, of the commit-

tee to provide for staggered terms on the Ethics Committee. This is

page 22. To carry out that intention, I believe language is necessary to

provide for staggered 2-, 4-, and 6-year terms for the initial appoint-

ments to that committee.
I don't have language, but that is the intention perhaps, Mr. Chair-

man, the staff could be instructed to---
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The CHAIRMAN. We originally acted on the proposal that SenatorClark raised that did include this language:
There would be a new six-member Select Committee on Standards and Con-duct, and the membership would serve staggered six-year terms and would bebalanced both by party and seniority.
I wonder, would there be objection on the part of the committee topermit the staff to make a technical addition after line 17 on page 23to make it clear that the initial appointments should be made on thebasis of staggered terms?
Is there objection? Without objection, then, that will be approved.All right, Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. The committee might wish to—I would hope—give some further consideration to its action upon the Joint Libraryand Printing Committees. The other joint committees—with respectto the other joint committees, the relevant standing committees areinstructed to report legislation providing for their consolidation. Thatwas not done in connection with these two committees for the sake ofconsistency, and I would hope that the intention of providing for afurther consolidation of committees, that the committee might applythe same language to those two joint committees as it has to the otherjoint committees, strengthening it to require legislation providing fortheir consolidation.
The CHAIRMAN. In the discussion of that, Senator Stevenson, it waspointed out, as I recall, that there was some indication from the Houseside that they would not be amenable to dissolution of those two jointcommittees.
I personally would have no objection to us including those twocommittee,s under the first paragraph in (d) (1), to follow as items(D) and (E), if that is the wish of the committee.
Senator ALLEN. What would be the effect of that, then, as to

those 
The CHAIRMAN. Well, if they were put there, that would require

the appropriate standing committee to report legislation terminatingthe statutory authority of those committees and transferring the func-tions to the appropriate standing committees in the Senate and the
House.
Now, I think that could well raise a problem if the Members of theHouse make it clear that they are not willing to go along on a ter-

mination of those two committees. That could put us in the position
of having a legislative proposal reported, but no action on it unless
the House were to concur.
Is there discussion?
Senator Hatfield?
Senator HATFIELD. Did the select committee come to any conclusion

as to ability of one House to unilaterally abolish a joint committee?
Where do we stand on the legal aspect of that?
Senator STEVENSON. Well, I do not think there is a clearcut answer

to that question. To change the law, of course, requires the concur-
rence of both Houses.
But the House has recently acted effectively to abolish the Joint

Atomic Energy Committee, not to refer any legislation to that com-
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mittee. So that while the committee cannot be abolished as a matter
of law, the committee that is established by law, it is short of statute,
possible to deprive one of much if not all of its jurisdiction.
Senator HATFIELD. The situation with Library and Printing, if I

am not mistaken, is that the joint committee primarily is an oversight
committee, whereas the Rules Committee presently handles the legis-
lative functions of both the Printing and 
The CHAIRMAN. Both the Library and Printing. There is no legis-

lative jurisdiction presently existing in either the Joint Committee
on the Library or the Joint Committee on Printing. As a matter of
fact, the Joint Committee on the Library does not even have a staff;
the Joint Committee on Printing does have a staff, and oversees the
printing matters in connection with the Public Printer.
Senator STEVENSON. That is why, Mr. Chairman, we argue that it

is more effective to exercise the oversight jurisdiction in the standing
committee. All of the committees—only one of all of the joint com-
mittees proposed for consolidation exercise any legislative jurisdic-
tion. In fact, there is only one committee, and that is the Joint Atomic
Energy Committee, and it has now been deprived of that.
Senator HATFIELD. Would it not position us in a stronger role if

we could work out the language as the Senate mandated, that is, that
the Senate participants or the Senate Members of these two joint com-
mittees or the Senate Rules Committee move toward abolition, rather
than what we are, in effect, doing here inviting those committees to
come up with some proposal in the future?
I would like to see us in the strongest role that we can assume, which

would lead to the abolition of the two joint committees and the con-
solidation of those functions in the appropriate committee of the
Senate.
This language seems to be sort of a copout. I do not know what

language could put us in that strong a position, but that is the role

I would like to see us take.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, our objections are the

same, and we have attempted to come up with such language.
Senator ALLEN. Well, did you say that you would not—that you

would mandate that no legislation be referred to this joint commit-

tee? Was that the statement?
Senator HATFIELD. No; they do not have legislation now.
Senator ALLEN. I know they do not, but I thought that was the

statement that you were going to mandate that nothing could be

referred to it.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, that is just not applicable here, because

no legislation would go to them. We are suggesting that they be
treated the same way as the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and
the Joint Committee on Congressional Operations and the Joint Com-
mittee on Defense Production on page 31, where, starting at line 11.
it says:

Appropriate standing committees shall report legislation terminating the stat-

utory authority to the following joint committees of the Congress, transferring

their functions to the appropriate standing committees.

Senator ALLEN. I do not see the advantage of having separate com-
mittees in this area, since it is not legislative in nature, and it is merely
policymaking as regards the GPO and the Library.
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What is the advantage of having your subcommittee in the House
agree on some sort of policy and your subcommittee in the Senate
agree on something, and they might be working at cross-purposes;
whereas, if they are meeting as a joint committee, they might thrash
out this matter of policy.
So I do not see that it takes anybody's time, to speak of, on either

of these committees. I believe they are rendering a useful function.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, the solution we are sug-

gesting is the standard operating procedure for the Senate; it is, in
effect, a bicameral legislature. This one, as the Senator well knows, is
standard for each of the bodies to have committees with jurisdiction
over agencies in the executive branch. And there is nothing to prevent
those committees from coming together, holding joint meetings if
they wanted to, and if their duties would be better fulfilled that way.
This would simplify our problems with respect to limitations on

assignments. It would be getting down the number of committees and,
I think, making it easier to wrestle with some of the subsequent ques-
tions as to the size of the committees.
Senator ALLEN. I believe you are losing efficiency, rather than

gaining efficiency, because, as it is now, I t'believe Senator Cannon
possibly—the chairman rotates year by year. But one chairman can
call a meeting of the joint committee, whereas you have to have a lot
of consultation as between the House chairman and the Senate chair-
man as to when you might meet. And I just do not believe that—
when they meet, then, they are in effect acting as a joint committee,
which you are here doing away with. I just do not feel like it is very
practical what is being done here.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. I would like to comment on my experience on

one of these two joint committees, namely the Joint Committee on
Printing.
In the period of time that I have been on that joint committee, I

think we had three scheduled meetings, none of which took place,
because they could not get 
Senator ALLEN. Well, it is not too much of a hardship on the Sen-

ator, then. [Laughter.]
Senator HATFIELD. And I feel it is all the more argument that it is

silly to continue. Why continue an anachronism of this kind, which
was being run out of the vest pocket of Wayne Hays, as chairman,
and in the meantime the staff ran everything.
I think it is incumbent upon Senators to be in control and

responsible for the committees to which they have been assigned, and
not for staff. And I think what we have done is abdicate to the staff
some of these joint committees—on printing especially—the responsi-
bility that we should maintain.
And I feel there is no visible or practical purpose for the retention

of the Joint Committee on Printing. And I speak only for that com-
mittee, because that is the only committee I have served on.
Senator STEVENSON. I might point out that these are importantcommittee assignments for the members of the Rules Committee,and in the termination of committee assignments in the future theycould disadvantage members of the Rules Committee.
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The CHAIRMAN. What are the desires of the commi
ttee?

Senator HATFIELD. Senator Stevenson 
Senator STEVENSON. And unfairly. By that I mean

 very unfairly

for just the reasons that you have mentioned, Senator
 Hatfield.

Senator HATFIELD. Senator Stevenson, then you feel t
he strongest

language we can incorporate is the language on page 31, 
beginning on

line 23, over to page 32, ending on line 4; is that corr
ect?

Senator STEVENSON. That is correct, unless you would 
like to do it

sooner. We have a July 1, 1977, date there.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson, Senator Hatfield as

ked you if

you thought that was the strongest language we could have, 
and you

said that is correct. I do not think that is what you ha
ve been

representing here. What you have been representing is 
that the

language, starting on line 11 through line 18, ought to apply t
o the

Joint Committee on Library and the Joint Committee on 
Printing.

Senator STEVENSON. I misunderstood the question, Mr. C
hairman.

I thought Senator Hatfield was referring to the language on page
 31.

That is the strongest language, you are quite right.

Senator HATFIELD. Just list then the two committees as (D)
 and

(E) ?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir.
Senator HATFIELD. And strike the language, then, on line 2

3

through line 4 on 32?
Senator STEVENSON. That is the suggestion.
Senator HATFIELD. Well, I would so move, Mr. Chairman, that on

page 31, beginning on line 23, we strike that language through line 4

on page 32, and insert therefor "(D) Joint Committee on the

Library; and (E) Joint Committee on Printing."
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion?
No further discussion. All in favor of the motion say "aye."

Senator HATFIELD. Aye.
The CHAIRMAN. Opposed?
Senator ALLEN. No.
The CHAIRMAN. Tie vote. [Laughter.]
One to one. Should we have a revote?
Senator PELL. If we have a revote, what is the issue once more.

[Laughter.]
Senator HATFIELD. The revote would be the same as the first vote,

which would be that we would incorporate on page 31 the Joint Com-

mittee on the Library and the Joint Committee on Printing as a part

of the categories now listed as (A), (B), (C), by adding (D) and

(E) , and striking the other language.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion?
So I will call for the vote again. All in favor of the motion of

Senator Hatfield say "aye." [Chorus of "ayes."]
Opposed "no"? [Chorus of "noes."]
The noes have it. The language is not stricken.
Senator ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, could I bring up one matter for

clarification? Then I have got to go to the floor.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator ALLEN. On page 23, this could be academic, but the service

on the select committee, "No member may serve on the select commit-
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tee for more than 6 years of continuous service." Does that mean from
the date of the adoption of the resolution? That would not apply to
past service, would it?
The CHAIRMAN. Well, the way this is drawn, legislatively I think it

would apply from the date of the resolution, but I would hope it
would be applied to past service as well.
Senator ALLEN. Well, I do not think we ought to rule the present

members out. I do not serve on the committee, I hasten to say, but
I just fell like they ought to be.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, this is a new committee, a different name, ex-

panded authority. The Chair would rule that that would not preclude
service by persons in the past, it would be effective as of the date of
this resolution, when it is passed.
Senator ALLEN. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. The resolution requires an effective date, andthe suggestion is that it be set 5 days after its approval by the Senate,so as not to delay appointments to the committees. That would be onpage 51. In section 801 at the top of that page, at the present time itsays that the resolution takes effect "on the 30th day after" it is agreedto. It is just that we change "30th" to "5th."
The CHAIRMAN. Is there discussion on that point?
Senator Town. Change it from "30th" to what?
Senator STEVENSON. On line 4 on page 51, "30th" to "5th." The fifthday after approval, in order not to delay appointments.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion?
Did you put that in the form of a motion, Senator Tower?Senator 'RAVER. I so move.
The CHAIRMAN. So that line 4 on page 51 would read "such titlesshall take effect on the fifth day after the day on which this resolutionis agreed to."
Is there further discussion?
No further discussion. All in favor say "aye". [Chorus of "ayes".]Opposed? [No response.]
The ayes have it, and it is amended to read "the fifth day."Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, on page 26, line 23, the sug-gestion is to add the following language after (b) : "and any othernew committee subsequently created shall be subject to the provisionsof said paragraph 3 (a) or (b)."
The purpose here is to simply make it clear that for purposes ofcommittee assignment limitations, committees in the future, createdin the future, unless otherwise specified, will be third committees forpurposes of assignments.
The CHAIRMAN. What was the language you proposed? "or anyother committee subsequently formed?"
Senator STEVENSON. "And any other committee subsequentlycreated shall be subject to the provisions of said paragraph 3 (a) or(b)." That may need a little clarifying, technical clarifying.The CHAIRMAN. The intent there being that if any committee iscreated after this date, the limitations as to assignment would apply,
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so that creation of a new committee would not exclude 
assignment be-

cause of the committee limitations?
Senator STEVENSON. Precisely. It would not be auto

matically ex-

empt, yes. It, of course, could be exempted from the limita
tions if the

resolution creating the committee so provided. Otherwise 
it would be

created as a select committee.
The CHAIRMAN. And if this amendment is approved, I wou

ld like

a—well, let's act on the amendment first.
Is there further discussion?
All in favor of the amendment say "aye." [Chorus of "ayes."]

Opposed? [No response.]
The amendment is agreed to.
Now, may I ask that the staff be permitted to draft that in the ap-

propriate language consistent with the action that we have take
n, if

there is no objection.
All right, Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I believe that exhausts 

our

suggestions.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. We have a vote on, gentlemen, and 

this

vote will be followed by a vote on cloture, so I think we shoul
d plan

on recessing until half past three, and we have the following items
 to

dispose of: one is to determine the committee size and we have re-

quested Mr. Ridgely to report back to us as to the transfer of 
person-

nel, the effect of that, which we would have to consider.

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I have one little item.

The CHAIRMAN. And the question that was raised on Friday, Sen
a-

tor Muskie's recommendation that new members to the Budget 
Com-

mittee must treat Budget Committee assignments as a class A com-

mittee for the limitation purposes.
Senator STEVENSON. The resolution so states now.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, I understood that there was some argument

that arose in connection with determining the size of the committees,

so we can consider that at that time.
Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, there will be presented to us an

alternate plan to Senator 1VIuskie's proposal on how we arrive at the

correct number of committee slots.
The CHAIRMAN. The Senator is correct.
Senator Pell, did you have something?
Senator PELL. Yes; there are two items, very short, and maybe one

could take a look right now. I think one was decided, and that is

whether the Committee on Small Business was, in accordance with

Senator Griffin's motion, it was agreed that it would be a standing

committee, and yet it is not in the list of the standing committees. It

should be here right before the Committee on Veterans' Affairs, and

I would make that suggestion.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, what is the purpose? I mean, we voted to

designate these three classes of committees, and voted to include the

Small Business Committee in that the other day. We tried to classify
them by groups rather than saying a standing or a nonstanding com-

mittee. I do not know of any—
Senator FELL. But I think this would be the Only committee that

had legislative responsibility that was not listed with the standing
committees.
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The CHAIRMAN. No, Intelligence has legislative jurisdiction as well.Senator PELL. It does, you are correct.
The CHAIRMAN. Did you have another point there?
Senator PELL. No, that was it. It just seemed tidier and neater if itcould have been put in there specifically. But—let's see, where is Intel-ligence, what page is that on?
The CHAIRMAN. Page 21.
Senator PELL. I would be very interested in what your thoughts are,Dr. Riddick's thoughts are. Would it not be tidier, maybe it shouldapply to Intelligence, too, that since they do have legislative over-sight and legislative responsibility, they be included in the list ofstanding committees.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, we make it clear as to what their jurisdictionis. I do not see any particular point in doing that.
Senator PELL. Would it not be a tidier thing?
I will not press this at this time.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion at this time?Very well, the committee will stand in recess then until 3 :30.Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, could I get permission now tofile additional views on the Special Committee on Aging?The CHAIRMAN. Certainly.
[Whereupon, at 2:54 p.m., the committee was recessed, to reconveneat 3:30 p.m., the same day.]
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.

STATEMENT OF HON. EDMUND S. MUSKIE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF MAINE, ACCOMPANIED BY HON. HENRY BELL-
MON, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Muskie, in our discussion the other day astO the committee sizes, we were considering the question of whetherthe Budget Committee ought to be made a fully exempt committeefor the next 2 years for new Members coming on; or if it ought to applyonly to the older Members.
Now, I received your letter on it. I wonder if you would give us thebenefit of your thinking on that particular point?Senator MITSKIE. Well, Mr. Chairman, what we tried to achieve withthat proposal is two things; one was to insure for 2 more years thekind of continuity that we could get from the Senators who have beenMembers for 2 years.
Not all of them—perhaps not even a majority of them—are forcedto drop a committee now, which is to say on the Budget Committee—the reason being not that they are disinterested in the Budget Com-mittee, but because they have more seniority on their other committeesand a stake in their other committees that they would hesitate to giveup.
And so it seemed to me that the Budget Committee was at a po-tentially vulnerable point in its development and its existence and thatwe ought to keep those members on for another 2 years.On the other hand, I think it is important that the Budget Com-mittee begin to build the hard-core membership that it will need in thelong haul if it is to become a viable, permanent institution.85-254-77 21
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So to the extent that there are vacancies now, 
I think we ought to

try to fill them from among Members who are 
willing to make a com-

mitment to the Budget Committee at the long-ter
m.

There are three members of the present Budget C
ommittee who are

willing to make that commitment now. I have alrea
dy made it. Senator

Bellmon is ready to make it. Senator Biden is 
ready to make it. Maybe

I should not use his name. I talked to him about 
it today to make sure

of what I have in mind.
With respect to the others, we might lose a subs

tantial majority if

not all of the others because of the reasons I already 
stated.

But I think we have a chance to pick up new Sena
tors either from

those who have been Members for a while or some ne
w Senators to

fill the four vacancies that we have on this side; and I w
ould like to do

so, and get a commitment from them that they are with us
 for a while.

I say that because to fully examine the budget and all of
 its details

and the forces that influence it, I think, is a fulltime job; 
and I think

will require a considerable period of service before we are 
all com-

pletely equipped to do the job as well as the Congress has a
 right to

expect us to do it.
So I viewed the proposal as sort of a compromise between t

he 'pres-

ent law and the initial formulation of the Stevenson proposal.
 And I

discussed it with Senator Bellmon and he agrees.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Bellmon ?
Senator BELLMON. Mr. Chairman, I join with Senator Muskie o

n

the Budget Committee in his position. I feel that the Budget Co
m-

mittee has a vital role to play in the Congress and that the sooner
 we

can get people on that committee who intend to stay there, the quick
er

we will be able to do our job in a way that was anticipated when t
he

Budget Act was written.
It seems to me that allowing those who really want to stay on the

Budget Committee to make that selection now rather than having those

come on who might want to come on for 2 years and then go off, would

be extremely wise. And it is for this reason that I support Senator

Muskie's position.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hatfield?
Senator HATFIELD. Senator Muskie, I am really kind of bothered

by this procedure. I am bothered by it because we are applying a

different standard for the new Members than what we are requiring

of the current Members, if I understand your proposal correctly. It

seems to me that if continuity is our main concern we ought to require

all people to take it out of this particular exemption and let's set
the membership right at this time.
I think that would be a far more equitable way than to set a require-

ment for the two Members that would come from our side or the
Members that would come from your side and require them to make
long-term commitments and not to require that of the existing
Members.
I think the more valuable Members at this point, in the develop-

ment of the Budget Committee, are the existing Members.
Senator MUSBIE. Why don't we say two things?
First, that is not without precedent. When I became a member of

the Government Operations Committee 18 years ago, it was a third
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committee for all members, but then the Government OperationsCommittee was made a major committee, and those of us who hadbeen on since I went on were grandfathered in; all new members whohad come on since have had to make a choice and include GovernmentOperations as one of their major committees. So there is precedencein the Government Operations Committee at least.
The new members coming on Government Operations today mustchoose Government Operations as one of their two major committees.I am still grandfathered in and several other members are still grand-fathered in, and we treat Government Operations as a third commit-tee. I am not sure that is why; but on the part of discrimination, therehas been that discrimination for this time.
Second, with respect to Government Operations, the third commit-tee designation is permanent—no; I mean the grandfathering is per-manent. All we are asking for is another 2 years simply to carry usthrough the—well, through our swaddling clothes period.We have had the benefit of educating 11 or 12 members for 2 years,and we would like to keep those, who would feel disposed to moveoff if they had to make the choice now, for another 2 years to help usthrough these 2 years.
But in the meantime we would like to try building our permanenthard-core membership.
Let me tell you another thing that bothers me, Senator, to be per-fectly frank: You know, if we make this available to everybody, thethird committee choice of the Budget Committee, there is some temp-tation among Senators to get on the Budget Committee, there is sometemptation among Senators to get on the Budget Committee in orderto protect the interests of their own principal committees. And thatis not the function of the Budget Committee.The Budget Committee ought not to be the battleground for chair-men of other committees to have the first crack at their prioritiesbefore they go to the floor.
The Budget Committee ought to be impartial with respect to othercommittees to the extent that is possible by claiming, you know, thefirst commitment of those who are its members. An that is the waywe have operated for 2 years and hopefully can for another 2 years,because our members have appreciated the importance of the budgetprocess.
But as the budget process becomes old hat and the discipline be-comes maybe looser or more familiar, then there is the danger thatpeople will seek membership on the Budget Committee as a thirdcommittee temporarily in order to protect their interests rather thanto serve the principal objectives of the budget process.Senator HATFIELD. Senator, that could occur if they were selectingit as one of their two major committees by protecting the other majorcommittees that they were on.
Senator MUSKIE. Well, that is not my impression of what is goingto happen to the present membership.
The present membership is made up of people who feel morestrongly, about their other committee obligations than this one—much as they appreciate this one—that they all leave when they haveto choose. They are reading when they have to choose. And I cannot
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imagine many chairmen of other committees, ma
ny who would be in-

clined to drop some committee to which they
 have been attached for

many years in order to come on the budget comm
ittee for that purpose.

It could happen; yes. It could happen, but I
 think it is very

Senator HATFIELD. I feel we are getting into the sub
jective area now

rather than the objective.
Senator MUSKIE. I agree. But this is the place to be 

candid.

Senator HATFIELD. But when you get down to the possibl
e situation,

as best we can project at this time from our side, is th
at if Senator

Schmitt and Senator Wallop are the two new Republican 
Members,

there is some possibility you could only end up with Senator
 Wallop

because Domenici is from the same State as Senator Schmi
tt; and,

by our conference rules, would be precluded from serving o
n the

committee. So there is a possibility that at best you would end up w
ith

only one out of the special provision, Senator, from our side 
of the

aisle. I do not know what your situation is on your side.

Senator BELLMON. Senator, if I could—the rule as it now stands

would allow any Member to Choose the Budget Committee as a thir
d

committee and maintain the committee assignments he already has
.

And that rule is likely to make it impossible for any new Members on

the Republican side to get on the Budget Committee. Two more senior

Members have already talked to me about coming on the Budget Com-

mittee if they can have the Budget Committee and keep the assign-

ments they already have. Maybe that is the intent of the Rules

Committee.
But it seems to me the newer, younger Members, who might choose

the Budget Committee as a permanent committee assignment ought

to be given the opportunity.
Senator CLARK. In that connection, Senator Hatfield, if I under-

stand your proposal, what would prevent any senior chairman or

anyone else from taking on that committee for 2 years?
Senator HATFIELD. I do not know what your caucus rules are; but

on our side, any senior Member can bump a junior Member if that is

his desire, provided he has gone through the circle once on any par-

ticular committee.
Now, a senior Member does not have to. In other words, a senior

Member can bump a junior Member of any committee if he is not
already on it.

Senator CLARK. So if chairman X decided he wanted to go on the
Budget Committee for 2 years, he could be grandfathered ?

Senator HATFIELD. That is right. He could take that position and
the junior Member, with whom they are trying to build their perma-
nent committee, would be precluded from going on the committee.
So you do not have any guarantee, Senator Muskie

' 
is what I am

saying. And I cannot speak to your rules; but even if these freshman
Members desire to make this their permanent selection, our caucus
rules give no guarantee of that not happening if a senior Member
decides he wants to take on the committee as a third committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Let me say there is much less likelihood of that

because the senior Member, under the present rule, will have to con-
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sider that as a second committee. And under the rule that you pro-
posed, therefore, he would not exercise that unless he wanted to give
up his membership on one of the major committees.
Senator MUSKIE. That is right. I find them very reluctant to do it.

Senator Magnuson conceivably could leave because he is not that in-
terested and has other commitments elsewhere of much longer dura-
tion. But the simple proposition, gentlemen, is this: Senator Bellmon
and I have the responsibility not only of making this thing work, but
of making it endure. And the fact is, as the Stevenson committee said
in its report, that our problem with respect to making it endure would
be to attract Members who come to a committee, you see, that does
not seem to offer them much opportunity for direct constituent service.
So we concede that we have got a long-term problem of attracting

Members who are willing to make a commitment to the Budget Com-
mittee and, in the process, to the budget process.
Now, to start us off, the Senate said, well, Senators can come onand not lose any other committee. I was asked to make a choice then,and I made it, and left the Foreign Relations Committee, which tookme 12 years to get on, and in order to take on this assignment.So I was not given any grandfather rights. I was asked to make thechoice then so that there would be assurance as to who the chairmanwas goino• to be for a whole. So I made it gladly. But now we havegot to evolve a committee that will end up at some point 2 years fromnow hopefully with a hardcore of committed members who have madea commitment to the committee.
Now, to try to do it 2 years from now with 16 members conceivablyleaving us and starting from scratch, I think is a horrendouspossibility.
On the other hand, to make us a permanent third committee, whichis what I understand is now being discussed, a permanent third com-mittee with the denigration in our purpose that that implies—fromwhat third committees have been regarded as around this place—Ithink is an equally poor solution to the problem.
So what I am proposing is that we grandfather in those who arewilling to take a gamble with us for 2 years with some of them willingto stay and others willing to give us another 2 years of service beforethey make their choice but then let us begin recruiting Senators whoare willing to make their choice now in connection with their firstservice. That seems to me to make imminent commonsense.Senator HATFIELD. Are you suggesting the present membership isnot that interested in the. continuation of service on this committee?Senator MIISKIE. No; I was very explicit on the point a few mom-ents ago, Senator, when I said that every member of this committeethinks highly of the service on the Budget Committee, but when theycame to the Budget Committee. they were already on other committeesin which they had a high stake in terms of seniority and previousinterest.
Senator Bellmon was on Appropriations and others on Appropria-tions and others on Armed Services. They have been on these com-mittees and have accumulated seniority. And if they are forced tomake a choice, many of them have said they would make it reluctantly
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against the Budget Committee because all of them have re
garded

their services as invaluable; but they have to make a choice.

Senator HATFIELD. What does your poll show as to your int
erroga-

tion of existing members as to what they will do?

Senator MIISKIE. I think last year I was the only one who 
was a

sure holdover. We picked up two more since then. Thankfully, Sen
ator

Bellmon has agreed, under my persuasion, to make the commitm
ent.

And today one other Senator did. So I now have three who are wil
ling

to make the choice now.
Senator HATFIELD. You think it will be easy 2 years down the road

to recruit?
Senator MUSICIE. No; that is why I want to do some of the recruit-

ing now.
Senator BELLMON. Senator, if I may?
It may be if the budget process seems to have survived and perhaps

gained some additional following—there have been some concerns that

the budget process is not going to survive in the Senate, as you know.

And a Member would be very hesitant to give up another committee

and take the Budget Committee only to have it fold up after a short

period of time.
Senator HATFIELD. I have more confidence in the survival of the

Budget Committee, perhaps. I have been an enthusiastic supporter

of it.
Senator M-crsKIE. Well, we wish you had confidence in our judgment

on this question.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pell?
Senator Griffin?
Senator Clark?
Senator Tower?
Thank you very much, gentlemen. We appreciate your being here.

Next, Mr. Kimmitt and Mr. Hildenbrand, would you come up and

we will talk about the committee size.
Mr. Kimrrr. Mr. Chairman, you asked us to prepare the charts,

which we laid before you this afternoon, based on two conditions:

One: The condition Senator Muskie just explained, if it prevails.

And we will turn to plan B, which is the second sheet, and that would

establish the sizes of the committees under that condition.
The first page is if you do not require a Senator to give up a major

committee seat but he could have two majors for now and the Budget

Committee for another Congress well, that is the first condition that
would apply. And we recommend that if you cut down by the four

seats, that one Democratic and one Republican seat be taken from the
following committees—not cumulative—but one from Banking,

Housing, and Urban Affairs; one from Environmental and Public
Works; one from Finance; and one from Governmental Affairs.
I think the Finance seat is taken away from the Republicans; the

Governmental Affairs is taken away from the Republicans; and the

Democrats lose a seat on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs and
Environment and Public Works. So it is really up to the Rules Com-

mittee to decide which of the two options they wish to exercise:
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whether they permit every Senator to have two major seats plus the
Budget as a third committee for 2 years; or whether all Senators will
have two committee seats and four Senators may have only one com-
mittee and Budget as their permanent seat for 2 years.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee has already acted on that and no

reversing action has been taken. So give us the figures based on the
actions the committee has taken.
Mr. KIMMITr. All right. If you refer to plan B, then, Mr.. Chair-

man—and Senator Allen is not here, but he asked us to put in what
the 94th Congress was for comparison purposes.
The CHAIRMAN. The sheet that I have says plan A.
Mr. KIMMITT. There is one under it that is plan B. You should

have three sheets, and all attached.
The CHAIRMAN. I have three sheets. Two of them say plan A and

the second says "Category Two Committees."
Mr. KIMMITT. Do all the other members of the committee have a

plan B, which is the second sheet?
The CHAIRMAN. I have it.
Mr. Kimmirr. Under plan B, on the first horizontal column it shows

how you ended the 94th Congress, Mr. Chairman, with the sizes of the
committees and the ratio.
The second horizontal column shows the way we organized tem-

porarily in this Congress. And the third horizontal line shows the
recommendations for permanent organization in the 95th Congress
as follows:
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry would be a 16-Senator com-

mittee with a 10 to 6 ratio, leaving one Democratic and one Republican
vacancy to be filled;
The _Appropriations Committee would be a 24-Senator committee

with a 15 to 9 ratio, with vacancies for three Democrats and one
Republican;
Armed Services would be a 16-Senator committee with a ratio of

10 to 6, with one Democrat and one Republican;
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs would be a 15-Senator com-

mittee with a 9 to 6 ratio, with a vacancy for one Democrat and one
Republican;
Commerce, Science, and Transportation to be an 18-Senator com-

mittee, with a ratio of 11 to 7, with three Democratic vacancies and two
Republican vacancies;
Energy and Natural Resources would be a 17-Senator committee,

11 to 6 ratio, two vacancies for each party
Environmental and Public Works is 15 Senators, a 9 to 6 ratio, one

Democratic vacancy and two Republican;
The Finance Committee to be a 17-Senator committee with an 11 to 6

ratio, with two Democrats and one Republican;
Foreign Relations would be a 15-Senator committee, 9 to 6 ratio, two

Democratic vacancies with one Republican vacancy;
Governmental Affairs is a 19-Senator committee, with a 12 to 7 ratio,

three Democrats and three Republican vacancies, but keep in mindon this one now that two of each party are taken up by the chairmanand ranking minority members of the Post Office and Civil Service
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and the District of Columbia Committees. So really you have only
one new vacancy each.
Human Resources would be 16 Senators, a 10 to 6 ratio, with one

Democratic vacancy and two Republican vacancies;
And Judiciary would be 15 Senators, a 9 to 6 ratio, two Democrats

and three Republicans.
And that will balance out evenly across the board, with the under-

standing that two Senators on each side of the aisle will only have one
of these committees: the two Senators from each party who go on the
Budget Committee.
The CHAIRMAN. They will have one of this group, plus the Budget

Committee?
Mr. Kimarrrr. Yes sir.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. And your recommendation on Budget,

Rules, and Veterans' Affairs is as previously stated?
Mr. Kianetrrr. Yes; as I understand it, the Budget Committee is

excluded for one Congress only; and there we are recommending 16
Senators, a 10 to 6 ratio, two vacancies for the Democrats and two for
the Republicans, and all four of those vacancies will not be a third
committee seat; it is a second committee seat only.
The Permanent Ethics Committee, which is now fixed by law. re-

mains the same as it has, with six members, three Democrats, three
Republicans no vacancies.
The Intelligence Committee remains at 15, with an 8 to 7 ratio and

has its current members. And I am not aware, Mr. Chairman, as to
whether you made a permanent exclusion on Intelligence as a third
committee or only for a Congress.
Oh; it is permanent, I am advised.
Rules and Administration remains as it was with nine Senators, a

6 to 3 ratio and one Republican vacancy.
Small Business, on the motion of Senator Hatfield the other day, if

I understand it correctly, the motion carried to make it a 14-man com-
mittee with a 9 to 5 ratio, which is just the size it is now, without add-
ing Senators to either side.
Is that your motion?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Mr. KIMMITT. Small Business is 14. Veterans' Affairs-
The CHAIRMAN. What was the ratio?
Mr. Kimm-rrr. The ratio would be 9 to 5, and that is with no vacancies

on either side, but just the Senators who are now there. They would
remain there at this time.

Senator HATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, but we did add further language
about reducing further at the end of the next Congress.
Mr. Ictivoirrr. Yes, sir, Veterans' Affairs is established at nine Sena-

tors with a 6 to 3 ratio, with one Democratic vacancy.
The joint committees, which are still pretty well fixed by law, can

be confirmed by the Rules Committee here with Joint Economic with
10 members, a 6 to 4 ratio, one Republican vacancy.
The Joint Committee on Libraries is the same, five members, a 3 to 2

ratio one Republican vacancy.
The Joint Committee on Printing is three members, a 2 to 1 ratio, no

vacancies.
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The Joint Committee on Taxation with five members, with a 3 to 2
ratio and one Democrat and one Republican.
Then we come to the temporary special committees.
As I read it, the Temporary Special Committee on Indian Affairs

will be five members, with a 3 to 2 ratio. And since it has not been estab-
lished yet or filled, three Democrats and two Republicans. And the
recently designated Temporary Special Committee on Official Con-
duct, 15 members with an 8 to 7 ratio, no vacancies.
Now, we have not listed—and it should be added here because it is

going to continue its work—but we have not added Senator Steven-
son's committee, his Temporary Special Committee on the Study of
the Committee System. And I believe there are one or two vacancies
on that to be filled yet.

Senator STEVENSON. They are, but they are filled.
Mr. KIMMITT. Yes; but it should be continued by the Rules Commit-

tee until they finish their work. And we should have added it here as a
temporary special committee for that purpose.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there any need to add your committee here,

Senator Stevenson? As I understand it, it expires by law at the end
of February.
Do you expect to have your work done by then!
Senator STEVENSON. That is correct. And the resolution already

makes membership on the select committee an exception. So I do not
believe any further action is required with respect to that committee.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there further discussion on this?
Senator Clark?
Senator CLARK. I would like to ask whether a proposal I am making

would in any way upset plan B.
It seems to me one change could be made that could be beneficial

and in no way upset the ratio: namely, the differences between Foreign
Relations and Governmental Affairs; if we go with this proposal, we
will have 15 people on Foreign Relations and 19 on Governmental
Affairs.
Mr. Kimurrr. Yes sir.
Senator CLARK. Now, it seems to me that, given the fact that For-

eign Relations is much more in demand and probably a busier com-
mittee, that it may make sense to move one of the Government Op-
erations over to Foreign Relations and thereby, at least, we only have
18 and you can satisfy the grandfathers.
You have 16 in Foreign Relations and it probably ought to be the

other way around; but at least, you see, we offset the ratio somewhat.
So I am recommending going to 10-6.
Now, if it were the will of this committee to increase Foreign Rela-

tions from 15 to 16, and decrease Governmental Affairs from 19 to
18, that would not cause any problems with your projections?
Mr. KIMMITT. It would not cause any problem with me; however,

I am constrained to point out why it was placed this way, Senator
Clark.

First: Senator Ribicoff has pleaded to have more members on his
Government Operations Committee, Senator, who have the time and
interest to work there. Because you do have the four grandfathers
there, you see, including Senators Muskie, Jackson, McClellan, and
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Javits. They—understandably—are not able to provide as much time
to Government Operations as possible. And then you are getting the
four new members coming from Post Office and Civil Service and
the District of Columbia, Senator, in addition to their other
committees.
And they—it was his feeling—may not be able to have the time

except just in that area. So we boosted them up a little bit there. And
coincident with that was the strong plea from Senator Church and
Senator Sparkman that the Foreign Relations Committee be taken
back to 15, as was discussed the last number of years.
But you are absolutely right; this committee can establish what-

ever they want; but I think I can also say that when you get to the
steering committee later on and the committee on committees, even
these may be modified.

Senator CLARK. That would be true across the board?
Mr. KIMMITT. Right.
Senator CLARK. Well, it just seems to me that 18 in Governmental

Affairs would make it the second largest committee in the Congress
and would be adequate for that size committee.
I understand Chairman Ribicoff's position on it. I mean, that makes

a lot of sense. But the fact is that folks are—of all the people who
applied for Governmental Affairs, only one—in other words, of all
the first and second choices of all the Senators who requested it from
the steering committee, only one person requested Governmental
Affairs.
So it seems to me in terms of basic workload and in terms of desire

to serve on the committee—what Chairman Ribicoff was particularly
interested in—that this probably would not do it. In other words,
we would have to take somebody and put them on Governmental Af-
fairs that did not want to serve—we would have to do that in order
to make it 19.
Mr. KIMMITT. Yes, sir

' 
all it will do is close out an opportunity

for a Democrat to go on Government Affairs and provide an oppor-
tunity for a Democrat to go on Foreign Relations.

Senator CLARK. Right.
Mr. KIMMITT. That is essentially what it does.
Senator CLARK. I think that would tend to satisfy more Members

of the Senate. I don't know; maybe there are others who disagree
with it.
Senator HATFIELD. What would it be? It would be a 10 to 6 ratio,

then?
Mr. KIMMITT. It will be 11 to 7; that's 18.
Senator CLARK. No, 16.
Mr. KIMMITT. You are talking about Foreign Relations? That

would be 10 to 6 and Government Affairs would be 11 to 7.
Senator HATFIELD. Foreign Relations would be 10 to 6? What it is

now?
Mr. Kimmrrr. Yes, sir.
Mr. HILDENBRAND. Nine to six now.
Senator PELL. May I bring up the point here that the chairman of

the Foreign Relations Committee—both chairman for the last several
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years, Fullbright and Sparkman, have been doing their best to keepthe committee small. And my own view is it should remain at 15.The CHAIRMAN. Any further discussion?
Did you put that in the form of a motion, Senator Clark?
Senator CLARK. Well, I guess I will; yes.
The CHAIRMAN. If you want to state it now? Your motion is thatthe size of Governmental Affairs be made 18 with a 11 to 7 ratio;that the size of Foreign Relations be made 16, with a 10 to 6 ratio?Is that correctly stated?
Senator CLARK. That is correct.
I so move.
Senator PELL. Can we vote on each of those separately?
Senator CLARK. We cannot do one without the other. In other words,if we move one out, you got to put it some place.
The CHAIRMAN. Are you ready for the question on that particular

issue?
The clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell, did you say "No"?
Senator PELL. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd. [No response.]
Mr. Allen? [No response.]
Mr. Williams. [No response.]
Mr. Clark.
Senator CLARK. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator GRIFFIN. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower. [No response.]
Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. I will vote "aye."
The CLERK. Mr. Williams votes yes.
Three yeas and three nays. A tie.
The CHAIRMAN. The motion is not agreed to.
All right. The matter should occur now on the recommendation

as made.
Are you ready for a vote on that issue?
Senator Hatfield?
Senator HATFIELD. I wonder if we could look at the Small Business

Committee a moment.
If you recall, we voted to reduce it to 14 because that is how many

Senators have returned who served on that committee in the last
Congress. And then we indicated we would like to have it ultimately
reduced down to nine by the next Congress.
But I would like to have that ruling "on or before," because as we

look at the situation, a number among those 13 members on the
Small Business Committee who have returned, will have to make
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ta, selection between that committee and one other third committee
that they are servina on now. In other words they are serving on two
"third committees. And it may be they would not select Small Bus-
iness. And we ought not then to invite new Members to come to that
committee to maintain the 14 members. So it seems to me, we ought
to say "on or before the next Congress," which would then indicate
that we are not inviting new members on the committee if it should
drop below 14 by the time we have a selection.
The CHAIRMAN. Your suggestion, Senator Hatfield, is that we cover

in the report language that membership on the Small Business Com-
mittee should be down to nine on or before the next Congress?
Senator HATFIELD. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN. All of those in favor of that proposal say "aye."

[Chorus of "aye."]
Opposed? [No response.]
The ayes have it. That will be covered in the report.
All right. Ready now for a vote on the committee size as presented

by Mr. Kimmitt.
The clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd. [No response.]
Mr. Allen.
Senator ALLEN. Pass.
The CLERK. Mr. Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark.
Senator CLARK. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
Senator HATFIELD. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator GRIFFIN. Aye.
The CLERK. Senator Tower. [No response.]
Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Aye.
The CLERK. Seven ayes and no nays.
Wait a minute we have Senator Allen.
Senator ALLEN. This is to raise it from 15 to 16?
The CLERK. To approve the numbers on all of the committees now.
Senator ALLEN. All the committees?
T will vote "aye."
The CHAIRMAN. The vote is eight yeas and no nays. The proposal

is approved.
Is Mr. Ridgley here now?
Mr. Ridgley and Mr. Malstrom, would you come up, please?
Mr. RIDGLEY. Mr. Chairman, when I was here Friday before the

committee, the committee expressed an interest in knowim7 to some
degree how many people would be involved in the transfer of the staffs
of the committees that will be absorbed by other committees. We have
made an analysis of these, which I have on this list that was given me
Friday.
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The first one I have is an analysis of the transfer of the staff ofthe Aeronautical and Space Sciences to the Commerce Committee.We find that in order to accommodate the positions and the salarylevels of the positions that would be transferred from Aeronauticaland Space to Commerce, we would need two positions at $41,750;three positions at $39,412; four positions at $37,742; and five positionsat $19,706.
Now this could be accomplished by a transfer of money within theappropriations which standing committees are funded; for instance,Aeronautical and Space is already funded for the staff of a stand-ing committee and, 

likewise, 
Commerce is.

The cost of this would be $451,234 on a full-year basis, but the fundsare already available because Aeronautical and Space has been fundedfor the current fiscal year.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. We will go to the next one.Mr. RIDGELY. Yes; on Aeronautical and Space we do have a fundedsubcommittee, which would have to be taken care of. We find out thatthere are four positions, which would be a total of $67,326, to continuethose positions of the funded subcommittee. This, of course, is un-der the contingent fund of the Senate and could be handled by res-olutions to take care of that, or the funds of Aeronautical and Spacetransferred to Commerce to do that—that which has already beenapproved by your committee and that will expire on February 28.The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Mr. RIDGELY. On the District of Columbia Committee and PostOffice and Civil Service, they are being transferred to the Govern-mental Affairs Committee.
On that we would need three positions at $41,750; four positions at$39,412; six positions at $37,742; and five at $19,706. The total costof that on an annual basis would be $607,880.
Once again, this money has already been appropriated, so it wouldbe a matter of it being authorized to be used for the new committee,Mr. Chairman, once the transfer of the jurisdiction and everythingtakes place on that. So it would not require any additional fundsthere. But once again, both the District of Columbia Committee andthe Post Office Committee have funds by Senate resolutions whichwill expire on February 28. And in both cases it would be in excessof $140,000 on an annual basis to continue those.
The transfer of the staff of the Special Committee on Aging toHuman Resources would require two positions at $39,412; six positionsat $37,742; and 13 positions at $19,706 or less.And the maximum cost of that would be $561,454.In this case, we would need funds—well, funds would have to beauthorized, because Aging is funded through the contingent fundof the Senate; and those positions, going to a standing committee,the funding would have to be authorized for that particular transfer.And the last one I have here is the Select Committee on Nutritionand Human Needs, going to Agriculture Nutrition, and Forestry.And in that case we would need 8 positions at $37,742, and 10 positionsat $19,706 or less. And the total maximum cost on that would be $498,-996. And in this case, as in the case of Aging, we would need theauthorization to use the funds under "Salaries of Officers and Em-
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ployees," to take care of this for the Committee on Nutrition. Those are

the ones that I had been told would be the committees that would be

transferred into other committees.
This would have to be accomplished by legislation. I have talked to

Mr. Littel, the legislative counsel; and he told me that we could draft
legislation which would be specific in the case of each committee by
position or we would draft the legislation where it would be kind of an
open-ended situation. And I would like to point out to the committee
I would recommend the open-ended possibility on this because these
figures I am presenting are as of this morning and they can change
from day-to-day.
The CHAIRMAN. Would you have legislative counsel draft the appro-

priate legislation, making it clear that that authority was only ex-
tended for the transition period?
Mr. RIDGELY. Yes, sir, we discussed that and he told me it could be

limited authority as far as the time is concerned.
The CHAIRMAN. And would you prepare for us a chart showing what

you have told us here for the record, and showing these various re-
quirements and transfers?
Mr. RIDGELY. Yes, sir, I can prepare that and have it for insertion

in the record if you want it.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, I think the other matter was that the proposal

in the resolution here, in relation to Senators who moved from a com-
mittee, was in relation to where they may have appointed personnel;
is that correct?
MT. RIDGELY. You mean under the legislative assistance under

Senate Resolution 60?
The CHAIRMAN. Which is rewritten in this resolution.
Mr. RIDGELY. Well, sir, then if the language is the same as we have

in the law now, Senator, concerning what I would refer to as a "safety
valve," when a Member loses a committee assignment, now if that
language is the same as in the law now, then it would give each Mem-
ber who loses a committee assignment and has appointed someone as
a legislative assistant, it would give him 10 days after he loses that
assignment to find a spot for this employee or to take him off the pay-
roll. Because that is what we have in the law now. And the original
copy of Senate Resolution 4, which I had, conveyed the same language
in there.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, earlier today we amended section 801 to make

it provide that the "titles 1 through 6 of this resolution would take
effect on the 5th day after the day on which the resolution is agreed
to." Do you see any problem there with respect to payroll matters!
Mr. RIDGELY. Five days after the resolution is agreed to?
The CTTAIRMAN. The fifth day after the day on which the resolution

is agreed to. The proposal originally was on the 30th day. And the
change to the fifth day was so we could immediately implement the
assignment to committees. But I am asking you if this would create
any -problems as far as your payroll situation is concerned,
Mr. Rid gely, with some of these transfers.
Mr. RIDGELY. Well, the only one that I can think of that might be a

problem, I understood that one of the committees which was going to

be absorbed that the jurisdiction was going to go to one or two com-
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mittees, or maybe three; and if the transfer of the people—I mean ofthe individuals was subject to the Rules Committee being involvedin that, when the transfer of these—I mean, I don't know whether thatis still in there or not—
The CHAIRMAN. That is in the resolution, I believe. Yes; that is inthe resolution at the present time.
Mr. RIDGELY. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Does anybody have any questions?
Mr. RIDGELY. Well, the transfer, for instance, of a committee likeAeronautics and Space, well, all of those directly to Commerce can beaccomplished all right.
The CHAIRMAN. If I could turn to one other item, if there are noquestions for Mr. Ridgely, on pages 23 and 26, we refer to the "Tem-porary Select Committee on Indian Affairs," and that is section 103.And I am wondering, inasmuch as that is only for the duration of thisCongress, if it might be better to take it out of this resolution, whichwill become a part of the rules, and actually report that position by aseparate resolution so as to go to the floor at the same time, Mr. Ridgely,to be considered immediately after the resolution here.
Senator GRIFFIN. That is all right.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, subject to Senator Hatfield's OK, if there is noobjection, we will follow that procedure. We want to fully protectthem. But it has been pointed out to me that there is no particular bene-fit to leave that in the rules when it is going to expire at the end of a2-year period.
Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. Yes, sir, I agree with that fully.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, do you have any other points that thecommittee needs to consider?
Does this take care of everything?
Senator STEVENSON. I have nothing more, sir. There was one request.I think it comes from Senator Stevens to Senator Griffin.Senator GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, on page 7 of the committee print,under the jurisdiction for the Committee on Commerce, Science, andTransportation, Senator Packwood, has requested us to revise line 12,where it reads, "Marine and Ocean Navigation." He suggests and asksthat we put a comma after the word "navigation," and insert the word"safety," so it would read "Marine and Ocean Navigation, Safety, andTransportation."
What is the reason for this? Apparently to make clear that basicstandards and procedures would be included. Perhaps they wouldanyway.
The CHAIRMAN. I would think they would, but I would see no harmin that.
Senator Stevenson, do you see any harm in inserting that word"safety" after "navigation" on line 12, subparagraph 5, page 7?Senator STEVENSON. Oh, well, I think that was intended to refer tothe safety of people or—was that people or vessels?Mr. SMITH. Vessels and the conception of offshore drilling sitesand the mining of deep seabed minerals relating to new ocean tech-nologies and navigation facilities involved in that.
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Senator STEVENSON. That is the question, whether it is safety of
property or safety of people. And if it is people, it could be blood..
I suggested earlier this be cleared with the Human Resources Com-
mittee. If it includes the safety of people mining on the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf, it could create a conflict with the jurisdiction of the
Human Resources Committee.

Senator GRIFFIN. It is too bad Senator Williams is not here. I am
told by staff that it has been cleared with Senator Williams and that
it is agreeable to him, provided that there is language put in the report
to make clear what the word "safety" means.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I am not sure from the explanation, Senator,

what it does mean.
Senator GRIFFIN. Could we do it subject to Senator Williams' ap-

proval in terms of the report language or just as you have done with
Senator Hatfield here? Because his is the committee that would have
interest.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to adding the word "safety,"sub-

ject to Senator Williams' approval on the language? [No response.]
Without objection, then that will be done.
Senator GRIFFIN. I might point out I imagine staff catches that on

page 8, line 6, there is a typographical error so that instead of "Maine
fisheries," I am sure they mean marine fisheries."
The CHAIRMAN. Yes; we have made that correction, Senator.
Is there anything further now to come up?
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, on page 12 of the print, line 18,

"International Aspects of Atomic Energy," we have come up against
this question of the proliferation of nuclear weapons, which comes
under the Arms Control Subcommittee and the Foreign Relations
Committee's full jurisdiction. And they would seek to have included
the four words following "atomic energy," the four words "including
nuclear transfer policy."
I understand this is being checked at least at the staff level with

Government Operations.
Mr. ASHWORTH. Yes; on the staff level.
The CHAIRMAN. I would like to suggest that we eliminate the word

"atomic," and use the word "nuclear" because that is a broader term
and is more properly used. I am not familiar with the other term.

Senator PELL. I think that is a good suggestion. So it would be
"International Aspects of Nuclear Energy, Including Nuclear Trans-
fer Policy."
The CHAIRMAN. Is there discussion on that?
Is that likely to get into the argument with Governmental Affairs?
Senator PELL. The staff says 
Mr. ASHWORTH. I checked this with Mr. Wegman.
Senator PELL. You cleared that with somebody?
Mr. ASHWORTH. Yes, sir, it has been discussed with Mr. Wegman

on that staff and that thing with Foreign Relations did not disturb
him at all.
The CHAIRMAN. We have under Governmental Operations now

"Organizational Management of U.S. Nuclear Export Policies." It
seems to me we are talking about the same thing again.
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Senator PELL. I think the problem is here they were talking aboutnonmilitary aspects of it. What is the reaction of Senator Stevensonto this?
Senator STEVENSON. To the language?
Senator PELL. To the language "International Aspects of NuclearEnergy, Including Nuclear Transfer Policy."
Senator STEVENSON. If that is satisfactory to the Government Op-erations Committee, we would have no objection to it.
Senator PELL. Would the staff check that?
The CHAIRMAN. While that is being checked out, may I say thatSenator Williams has approved the insertion of the word "safety"on line 12, page 7? So that the reservation can be removed.
Senator GRIFFIN. Senator Tower's staff member calls my atten-tion to the wording on page 4, under the Armed Services jurisdic-tion, line 16, "National Security Aspects of Atomic Energy."Now, have you already made reference to that?
The CHAIRMAN. Changing the word "atomic"?
Senator GRIFFIN. That would be "nuclear"?
The CHAIRMAN. I 
Senator GRIFFIN. She is wondering, on Senator Tower's behalf, ifthis change proposed by Senator Pell in some way affects the ArmedServices Committee.
Senator PELL. I do not think so, because at this point, the juris-diction over the question of the exchange of nuclear weapons or notexchange of nuclear weapons—I mean, control of the nuclear exports,I thought rested with the Foreign Relations Committee.
Senator TOWER. "Nuclear transfer policy." By that, are you talk-ing about reactors?
The CHAIRMAN. Are you saying is this adequately covered here onArmed Services, Senator?
Senator TOWER. What I want to know is does that impact in anyway on the Armed Services jurisdiction?
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I think if there is no objection, we can makeit clear in the report that that authority, given to the GovernmentalAffairs Committee and Foreign Relations Committee, is not to beinterpreted as infringing on the rights of the Armed Services Com-mittee to consider the national security aspects of nuclear energy.
Would that be satisfactory?
Senator TOWER. I think it would be satisfactory as to the defini-tion of what we meant by "nuclear transfer policy."
Senator PELL. I would like to ask Mr. Ashworth to spell that out.Mr. ASHWORTH. Senator, we are essentially speaking about theagreements for peaceful nuclear cooperation and a nonproliferationpolicy—all of which are essentially nonmilitary. So here the questionis not a military question.
Senator TOWER. OK. Let's spell that out in the report.
The CHAIRMAN. Can you spell that out in the report to make itclear?
Senator PELL. I think the phrase "International aspects"—and thenspell it out—of nuclear energy, including nuclear transfer policyshould be there.

115-254--77--22
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The CHAIRMAN. He is saying that is not intended, Senator, to re-
late to the military national security aspects; correct?
Mr. AsHwoirrx. No sir; that is not intended to relate.
Now there is the further question in this of the agreements for coop-

eration, which is not covered in line 18 as I understand it, Senator.
But there is the question of the distribution of agreements for coop-
eration and that would be a question, the military ones. There are
military agreements and there are peaceful ones. But what is cov-
ered in this line specifically is proliferation policy, peaceful prolifer-
ation policy, as I understand it.

Senator PELL. Why don't we spell that out in the report and ac-
cept this language here?
The CHAIRMAN. I am advised that that will be spelled out in the

report to make that clear.
Senator PELL. And the four words added?
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the four words will be added.
Senator TOWER. I was thinking about our relations with Britain

related to this question.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, it is not intended that the Foreign Relations

Committee or the Governmental Affairs Committee would have jur-

isdiction over nuclear power insofar as it relates to the national se-

curity aspects.
Senator PELL. That would be completely under Armed Services,

I would think. I just wanted to make sure I understood it.
The CHAIRMAN. On page 61, I am advised that the first line, sec-

tion 801 "Titles I through VI of this resolution" should read "Titles
I through VII of this resolution."

Is there objection to changing that VI to a VII? [No response.]
Without objection, that will be approved.
If there is nothing further, the Chair will entertain a motion to

report-
Senator GRIFFIN. Now that Senator Tower is here, I wish Sena-

tor Clark was here. Before we move to final approval, I wish to keep
a commitment I made to Senator Case and Senator Sparkman, to
raise again this question having to do with the International Mone-
tary Fund and the jurisdiction of the two committees involved.
I was not here on the day that the latest proposal was adopted, so

I guess I am qualified to move to reconsider.
On behalf of Senator Case and Senator Sparkman, I have an

amendment to offer.
First I would have to ask to move to reconsider.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, which particular point are you moving?
Senator GRIFFIN. It has to do with the compromise between Sena-

tor Proxmire and Senator Church that Senator Clark came in with.
It gave to the Banking Committee the International Monetary Fund
and other International organizations "established primarily for in-
ternational monetary purposes." That is page 5, lines 2 to • 8. Then,
the Foreign Relations Committee is on page 12; it gave them "World.
Bank, the regional development banks, and other international orga-
nizations established primarily for development assistance purposes."
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The amendment would be to strike lines 2 through 8 on page 5 and
renumber the subsequent paragraphs; and on page 12, line 24, where
the Foreign Relations jurisdiction is, the amendment would be to in-
sert this language:
The International Monetary Fund and other international organizations estab-

lished primarily for international monetary purposes (except that at the request
of the Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, any proposed legisla-
tion relating to such subjects reported by the Committee on Foreign Relations
shall be referred to the Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs).

The CHAIRMAN. So that you are just reversing it?
Senator GRIFFIN. We are going right back to where we were before.
The CHAIRMAN. Right back to where you were before?
Well, the Senator was not here. He can move to reconsider.
Senator GRIFFIN. That is what I am doing.
The CHAIRMAN. All in favor of the motion to reconsider, say "aye."

[Chorus of "aye."]
Opposed? [Chorus of "no."]
Senator GRIFFIN. Could I ask for a rollcall ?
The CHAIRMAN. Certainly.
The clerk will call the roll on the motion to reconsider.
The CLERK. Senator Pell.
Senator PELL. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd. [No response.]
Mr. Allen.
Senator ALLEN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Willams.
Senator WILLIAMS. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark.
The CHAIRMAN. Aye, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
Senator GRIFFIN. Mr. Hatfield is aye by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator GRIFFIN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower.
Senator TOWER. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. No.
The CLERK. Six ayes and two nays.
The CHAIRMAN. Six ayes and two nays.
The motion to reconsider is agreed to.
Senator GRIFFIN. Here is the language, Mr. Chairman. Do you want

me to read it?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator GRIFFIN. All right. On page 5, delete lines 2 through 8 and

renumber subsequent paragraphs 3 through 14 appropriately. And
on page 12, after line 24, insert the following:
The International Monetary Fund and other international organizations estab-

lished primarily for international monetary purposes (except that, at the request
of the Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, any proposed legisla-
tion relating to such subjects reported by the Committee on Foreign Relations
shall be referred to the Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs).
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The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stevenson, do you have any comments on

this proposal?
Senator STEVENSON. Let me make sure I understand it.
The proposal is to delete item 2 on page 5?
Senator GRIFFIN. Lines 2 through 8.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes; that is item 2. We would delete all of item 2,

transfer that authority to the Foreign Relations Committee with

the proviso that at the request of the Committee on Banking that

any proposed legislation relating to such subjects reported by the

Committee on Foreign Relations shall be referred to the Committee

on Banking. It is just the reverse. It is a 1800 reverse of the action

that was taken the other day.
Senator STEVENSON. Well, this would conflict with the advice of

the select committee. It also undoes the compromise that was worked
out. The select committee originally had proposed that the World
Bank and other such credit institutions, such international institu-
tions, be placed within the jurisdiction of the Banking Committee,
which historically and recently has exercised, with respect to inter-
national economic policy, a more active interest than has the Foreign
Relations Committee.
The Committee on Economic Policy has reported to that commit-

tee; the Treasury and the Federal Reserve Board, of course, report
to the Banking Committee; it is responsible for the Exchange Stabi-
lization Fund.
But in the course of negotiations, it was agreed, because of the de-

velopment activities of the World Bank and the regional development
bank, to leave those in the Foreign Relations Committee. That leaves
the IMF and other such international monetary organizations within
the primary jurisdiction of the Banking Committee.
I think that is wise, Mr. Chairman, because of the jurisdiction

which the Banking Committee already has over the domestic counter-
parts of all of these international organizations and because of its
primary concern for monetary policy and for exchange rates.
I might add that I just talked to Chairman Sparkman. He talked,

to me, as a matter of fact, and said that he could live with this under-
standing. And earlier, Senator Humphrey and Senator Church, and
I believe Senator Clark and others had agreed to it. So I think this
comes late. And after some very serious negotiations and consideration
has been given by this committee and by others to the subject. And
I would suggest that before all of that work be, well, that the commit-
tee might undo all of the work that has already gone into this very
delicate proposition.
The CHAIRMAN. Any further discussions?
Senator GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I might just say that I am refleict-

ing a meeting with Senator Sparkman and Senator Case that took-
place only half an hour ago. So I do not know what Senator Spsrlc-
man may have said at some earlier point; but I am accurately reflect-
ing what he said a half hour ago.
The other thing is that this is refered to as a compromise, but to

the best of my knowledge, the only compromise was between Senators
Church and Proxmire. It was not a compromise as between the Com.
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mittee on Foreign Relations and the Committee on Banking and
Currency as far as I know. So I am ready for a vote.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator
Senator WILLIAMS. I am ready for a vote, too.
It does seem to me that this reconsideration just made it clear that

the disagreement is within the Foreign Relations Committee and ap-
parently not the Banking Committee. And while I voted for the re-
consideration, it just does make it clear that that is where the differ-
ence lies and not certainly in the committee that has primary jurisdic-
tion under the resolution.
The CHAIRMAN. If there is DO further discussion, the clerk will

call the roll.
Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman, I just want to add that this is anirrational move because control over domestic monetary policy, or atleast the oversight, resides in the hands of the Banking Committee,as I noted the other day.
The Banking Committee can report legislation that will not haveto be considered by the Foreign Relations Committee. And it canunilaterally influence the value of American money by raising andlowering the price of gold. So it really does not make much sense.But Government being what it is, I suppose we have to live with itbecause of the votes.
The CHAIRMAN. Don't be too sure.
The clerk will call the roll.
The CLERK. Senator Pell.
Senator PELL. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd.
The CHAIRMAN. No, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen.
Senator ALLEN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Clark.
The CHAIRMAN. Aye, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
Senator GRIFFIN. Aye, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator GRIFFIN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower.
Senator TOWER. No.
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. No.
The CLERK. Four ayes and five nays.
The CHAIRMAN. Four ayes and five nays.
The motion is not agreed to.
The Chair will entertain a motion to report 
Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, before doing that, I want to addressmyself to Senator Tower.
Senator GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I did not hear the votes that way.I heard the vote as five in favor.
The CLERK. Hatfield voted "aye."
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Senator GRIFFIN. Is that the way you announced 
the vote?

The CLERK. Five yeas and four nays. I am sorry.

The CHAIRMAN. Five yeas and four nays?
The amendment is agreed to.
Senator GRIFFIN. It makes a difference.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will entertain a motion t

o report this

out.
Senator PELL. Senator Cannon, in connection with

 this nuclear

export exchange, obviously if the transfer of the 
weapons is from

the United States to the United Kingdom, under the
 terms of the

agreement, that is completely within the Armed Serv
ices; but if we

conclude a new agreement or there is an agreement to
 be concluded

on this subject between the United Kingdom and the U
nited States,

then I am not authorized to waive any jurisdiction on the 
part of the

State Department.
Senator TOWER. Yes; just to clarify it.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Allen.
Senator ALLEN. The committee is going to report the 

amendment

in the nature of a substitute?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes; as I stated earlier, we got authority fr

om the

committee to report an amendment in the nature of a substit
ute and

it would be considered as the original text for the pu
rpose of

amendment.
Senator ALLEN. That would take unanimous consent on the 

floor.

And of course it you do report it as a substitute, they would ha
ve to

offer an amendment to that rather than move 
The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.
Senator Griffin.
Senator GRIFFIN. I do not know that I understand that. What ar

e

we going to report?
Senator ALLEN. Report it as an amendment in the nature of a sub-

stitute. Of course, the substitute would be open for amendment. 
But

each individual amendment of the Rules Committee would not have

to be voted on substitute except by the reverse;  if a Member wanted

to go back to the original language or change it in any way, he would

offer that amendment to the amendment in the nature of a substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee authorized me already to make that

request when we report it. And if the motion to report carries, then

we will have until midnight tomorrow night to file the report. The

staff people are already working on the report itself. And I would

hope that Members would take the opportunity tomorrow to help us

finalize that report language so that we can get it in by midnight.

Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, before voting on reporting it out, I

would like to congratulate the chairman on a very tough job in keep-

ing our nose to a disagreeable grindstone and really getting it done.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I also want to thank Senator Stevenson.

Senator PELL. He has been patiently watching his creation 

Senator GRIFFIN [interrupting]. Slowly go down the drain.

Senator PELL [continuing]. Deteriorate slightly.
Senator STEVENSON. Could I respond, Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Did you make a motion to report?
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Senator ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, one further thing.We have gone up the hill and down the hill on some of these things.I think we ought to agree that there be no further amendment to thetext prior to being reported.
The CHAIRMAN. If I can get this motion put and the roll called,that would certainly be it.
Would you mind waiting until I call the roll?Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman, as the most junior member of thecommittee and a temporary member, may I commend the chairmanand the ranking minority member as well?The CHAIRMAN. We have a motion pending.The CLERK. Mr. Pell.
Senator PELL. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Byrd.
The 'CHAIRMAN. Aye, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Allen.
Senator ALLEN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. 'Clark.
The CHAIRMAN. Aye, by proxy.
The CLERK. Mr. Hatfield.
Senator GRIFFIN. Aye. by proxy.The CLERK. Mr. Griffin.
Senator GRIFFIN. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Tower.
Senator TOWER. Aye.
The CLERK. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Aye.
The CLERK. Unanimous.
The CHAIRMAN. A unanimous vote. We report it.Senator Stevenson?
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, Senator Pell, and Senator Grif-fin a moment ago were sounding as if I had sat through a long, hardordeal and had to watch my edifice being picked to pieces. So I justwant to end this enjoyable experience with a confession.We went for about 140 percent of what we really wanted. Andmaybe somebody should have made a motion to reconsider it and tableit quickly. But the point of that observation, gentlemen, is to say thatI think you have done a very good job. I have had my ups and downs,including a licking just a couple of minutes ago but in many waysyou have also improved upon the work of the select committee. So Iwant to end this joint exercise by thanking you and by commendingyou and by expressing the hope that the Senate will approve yourwork. If it does so, it will be a more responsive and more effectiveinstitution.
And, Mr. Chairman, I want especially to thank you for your sup-port and your encouragement through not just these hearings and thismarkup session, but for the many months which preceded them.The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
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Senator GRIFFIN. I think we ought to acknowledge the exce
llent

work of the staff of the Rules Committee and also the staff of
 the se-

lect committee. They have been very, very helpful all the way
 through.

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I concur in that 100 
percent.

The staff support has been extraordinary from the beginn
ing from

both the Rules Committee and the select committee; but I fee
l espe-

cially within the select committee.
The CHAIRMAN. I just hope none of those staff people will be t

hose

that will be left off as a result of this.
Senator STEVENSON. Everybody that is involved in this exercis

e, as

Senator Allen said the other day, is ready to self-destruct.

Senator TOWER. I just want to note it is with amazed gratif
ication

I listened to Senator Stevenson's statement since by actual coun
t we

pulled 11 lynch pins out of 10.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 5 p.m., the meeting in the above-entitled ma

tter was

adjourned, to reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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