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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, July 9, 1970

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

Ye shall know the truth and the truth
shall make you free—John 8:32.

Eternal God, our Father, we come to
Thee in this quiet moment praying that
Thy spirit may shine into our hearts
darkened so often by doubt and fear.
Strengthen and guide us as we seek sin-
cerely to lead our Nation in right paths,
along peaceful roads, and make plain
the ways we should take.

Help us to realize that freedom must
be won by every generation. With Thy
spirit may we keep the flag of the free
flying in our land and ultimately, we
pray, in our world.

Grant that all threats to liberty be
met with courage and with confidence,
assured that Thy power undergirds the
struggle for freedom.

In Thy name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were
communicated to the House by Mr.
Geisler, one of his secretaries, who also
informed the House that on the follow-
ing dates the President approved and
signed bills and joint resolutions of the
House of the following titles:

On June 17, 1970:

H.R. 12619. An act to amend section 11 of
an act approved August 4, 1850, entitled “An
act relating to the policing of the bulldings
and grounds of the Library of Congress.”
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On June 18, 1970:

H.R. 10184. An act to provide for the dis-
position of judgment funds of the Sloux
Tribe of the Fort Peck Indlan Reservation,
Mont.;

H.R. 14306. An act to amend the tobacco
marketing provisions of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, as amended; and

H.R. 15166. An act authorizing additional
appropriations for prosecution of projects in
certain comprehensive river basin plans for
flood control, navigation, and for other pur-

poses,
On June 22, 1970:

H.R.4249. An act to extend the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 with respect to the dis-
criminatory use of tests, and for other pur-
poses,

On June 23, 1970:

HR. 2012, An act to amend the act of
October 25, 1949 (63 Stat. 1205), authoriz-
ing the Secretary of the Interior to convey
a tract of land to Lilllam I. Anderson;

H.R.9854. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to construct, operate, and
maintain the East Greenacres unit, Rath-
drum Prairie project, Idaho, and for other
purposes;

H.R. 12860. An act to establish the Ford's
Theatre National Historical Site, and for
other purposes; and

H.R. 14300. An act to amend title 44, United
States Code, to facllitate the disposal of
Government records without sufficlent value
to warrant their continued preservation, to
abolish the Joint Committee on the Disposi-
tion of Executive Papers, and for other
purposes.

On June 24, 1970:

H.R. 4204. An act to amend section 6 of the
War Claims Act of 1948 to include prisoners
of war captured during the Vietnam conflict,
and for other purposes.

On June 25, 1970:

H.R. 14810. An act to amend section 2(3)
and section 8c(6) (I) of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act, as reenacted and amended by
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act
of 1937 and subsequent legislation, so as to

authorize production research under market-
ing agreement and order programs.
On June 29, 1970:

H.J. Res. 1264. Joint resolution making con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year
1971, and for other purposes.

On June 30, 1970:

H.J. Res. 1259. Joint resolution to extend
the effectiveness of the Defense Production
Act of 1950 to July 30, 1970;

H.R.16731. An act to amend the provisions
of title III of the Federal Clvil Defense Act of
1950, as amended;

H.R. 17138. An act to amend the District of
Columbia Police and Firemen's Salary Act of
1858 and the Distriet of Columbia Teachers'
Salary Act of 1955 to increase salaries, and for
other purposes;

HR.17241. An act to continue until the
close of June 30, 1972, the existing suspension
of duties on certain forms of copper; and

HR.17802. An act to increase the public
debt limit set forth in section 21 of the Sec-
ond Liberty Bond Act.

On July 2, 1870:

H.R. 16516. An act to authorize appropria-
tions to the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration for research and development,
construction of facilities. and research and
program management, and for other pur-
poses; and

H.R. 16298. An act to amend section 708 (b)
of title 10, United States Code, to extend the
authority to grant a speclal 30-day leave for
members of the uniformed services who
voluntarily extend their tours of duty in
hostile fire areas.

On July 6, 1970:

H.R. 14720. An act to continue until the
close of June 30, 1973, the existing suspen-
sion of duties on manganese ore (including
ferruginous ore) and related products, and
for other purposes;

H.R. 15712. An. act: to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 to extend the authorizations for titles I
through IV through fiscal year 1971; and

H.R.17399. An act making supplemental
appropriations for the flscal year ending June
80, 1970, and for other purpcses.
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On July 7, 1870:

H.R,8512. An dct to suspend for a tem-

porary period the import duty on I-Dopa.
On July. 8, 1970:

H.R.5654. An act to provide a special milk
program for children, became law without
signature by the President. The 10th day for
consideration by the Président under the
Constitution was June 28, 1970.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had  passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 2036. An act to remove a cloud on the
g:les of certain property located in Malin,

eg.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House to the bill (8. 3215) entitled
“An act to amend the National Founda-
tion on the Arts and the Humanities Act
of 1965, and for other purposes,” re-
quests a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr, Pein, Mr.
NEeLsoN, Mr. CrRANSTON, Mr. Javits, and
Mr, MurPHY to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed a bill of the following
title, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S.3728. An act to amend the act of Sep-
tember 19, 1964 (78 Stat. 986), as amended
(43 U.S.C. 1411-1418) and the act of Sep-
tember 19, 1964 (78 Stat. 988), as amended
(43 U.B.C. 1421-1427).

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TO
FILE CERTAIN REPORTS UNTIL
MIDNIGHT FRIDAY, JULY 10

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, at the re-
quest of the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. McMitran), I ask unanimous
consent that the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia -have until midnight
Friday, July 10, to file certain reports.

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

There was no objection.

CONGRESSIONAL REORGANIZATION
AND RECORDING "OF TELLER
VOTES

(Mr. BOGGS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) _

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers of the House, I should like to com-
mend the bipartisan group which has an-
nounced that when on nex: week we
consider the reorganization bill that an
amendment will be offered making teller
votes in the House of Representatives
public.

Mr. Speaker, I have a great many
reasons for supporting this amendment.
The first one is that it is right. The idea
that votes of great public consequence
should not be a matter of public record
is one which I think is an anacronism.

I think the American people have every
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right to know how Members of this body
stand on important issues. Certainly, and
more practically, I have observed as ma-
jority whip and deputy whip of this body
for the past 15 years that I find myself
spending at least half the time that I
should be spending on legislative matters
trying to get Members to come fo the
floor of the House to do their duty to vote
on important legislative matters. When
they know their names are going to be
recorded, they will be here.

Mr. Speaker, I support the amendment
wholeheartedly.

THE PLIGHT OF THE VETERAN,
ADMINISTRATION HOSPITALS

(Mr. WOLFF asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Spedker, during a re-
cent visit to the Kingsbridge Hospital in
New York, I learned that the meal allot-
ment per patient was $1.20 per day. This
comes out to 20 cents for breakfast, 40
cents for lunch and 60 eents for dinner.
This could not buy subsistence food at
today's prices but VA hospitals often
have to meet ‘patients’ needs ‘on’ this
money.

The word “subsistence” shoiuld raise
one’s ire. It means a level just above star-
vation. Should sick'men have just enough
food to prevent starvation?

Moreover, the meager ‘allowance is a¢-
tually less than a welfare reeipient re-
ceives for food. Sick patients receive less
than healthy citizens.

In addition, the meager allowance does
not permit a variety of foods, although
many patients must be on speecial diets.

Whom do we think we are fooling?
The patient knows the truth. When will
we face up to our responsibility?

PERMISSION FOR ,  MEMBERS OF
SELECT ..COMMITTEE  ON US.
INVOLVEMENT IN  SOUTHEAST
ASIA TO SUBMIT SUPPLEMENTAL
VIEWS UNTIL MIDNIGHT JULY 10

Mr. MONTGOMERY. My, Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all members
of the Select Committee on 'U.S. Involve-
ment in Southeast Asia who' so desire be
allowed until midnight 'July 10 to submit
supplemental views to be inecluded with
the report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was'no objection.

NIXON TV DIPLOMACY

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

Mr. MONAGAN, Mr. Speaker; Presi-
dent Nixon, in his recent television in-
terview, demonstrated the danger of con-
dueting foreign affairs in a goldfish bowl.
In his unvarnished comments on the ac-
tions of Middle Easfern countries he may
have affected the success of the delicate
negotiations which his own Secretsry of
State is carrying on in'an attempt to
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solve this difficult and dangerous prob-
lem.

In his d:scussion of the George Ball ar-
ticle, he showed failure to 'understand
the implications of the article and a lack
of knowledge of Secretary Ball's ‘ques-
tioning role in the escalation of the Viet-
nam war.

1 am not voieing criticism of President
Nixon’s opinions as such at this time, but
I do take this interview as an objeet les-
son in the desirability of keeping Presi-
dential opinions and policies reasonably
confidential in this field, Under the stress
of an interview based upon free question~
ing, a President can make statements
which are subject to misinterpretation or
which can cause future serious trouble for
the United States. There are some who
believe that the President should submit
himself to regular examinations of this
type, but the dangers seem fo me to out-
weigh the advantages.

While the main outlines of our foreign
policy should be made clear and subject
to review and question, nevertheless, the
President should retain some room for
maneuver and the capacity to exercise
some variety of choices.

While Mr, Nixon's interview may have
helped him with the uninitiated in a gen-
eral political sense, it did nothing to for-
ward the cause of American policy and,
because this danger will persist, future
interviewsion these delicate and danger-
ous subjects should be avoided.

COOPER-CHURCH AMENDMENT

(Mr: FEIGHAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, as long as
the welfare and security jof our troops
is conditioned or affected by hostilities in
Indochina which includes Cambodia, I
am not in favor of the Cooper-Church
amendment.

Since we have suffered a great number
of casualties during the past 3 years, be-
cause of the Cambodian sanctuary, I am
relieved that our recent Cambodian mili-
tary operation has been a success, and I
sincerely hope. there will be no further
threat in this area, But since we are con-
ducting a  withdrawal from Vietnam,
until this i5 accomplished, I do not be-
lieve in limiting our tactical courses of
action in Cambodia, until our casualties
are reduced, and our boys returned home.

Furthermore, the amendment in its
present form provides more grist for the
propaganda mills of Moscow, Peking, and
Hanol. I recall how the propaganda ma-
chine of our adversary smeared the im-
age of President Johnson over the Viet-
nam hostilities, They called him a “run-
ning dog for imperialism.” They are do-
ing the same to President Nixon, This
amendment in its present form shows
weakness in America’s role abroad, and
Moscow, Peking, and Hanol are ready to
exploi this weakness.

PERMISSION FOR THE SELECT SUB-
COMMITTEE  ON EDUCATION TO
‘SIT ‘THIS AFTERNOON

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
‘unanimous consent that the House Select
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Subcommittee on Education be permitted
to sit this afternoon on pending business.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Indi-
ana?
There was no objection.

PINE STATE KNITWEAR CO. OF
MOUNT AIRY, N.C., RECEIVES
THE “SYMBOL OF EXCELLENCE”
AWARD

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

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, as my dis-
tinguished colleagues know, quality in
any form is worthy of praise, whether it
be quality in a product or the quality of
a man’s life.

It is an honor for me to announce to
my colleagues today that the Pine State
Knitwear Co., of Mount Airy, N.C., has
been  selected for the third consecutive
year to receive the “Symbol of Excel-
lence” award from Sears, Roebuck & Co.

Pine State Knitwear, a division of
Hanes Corp., is one of only 319 com-
panies in the Nation to have earned this
award in 1970, and one of only 63 to have
received the award for the third time.

The award is presented annually by
Sears, Roebuck & Co., to a limited num-
ber of its 13,000 regular suppliers for su-
perior performance in production of
quality merchandise.

I commend Pine State Knitwear Co.
for its achievement, and I hope that its

commitment to guality will serve as a
model for other members of this Na-
tion’s free enterprise system.

SENATE VOTES TO LIMIT FARM SUB-
SIDY PAYMENTS TO $20,000 PER
PRODUCER

(Mr. CONTE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 minute
and to revise and extend his remarks and
include extraneous matter.)

Mr. CONTE, Mr. Speaker, I take the
floor to advise my colleagues of a most
heartening development that took place
in the other body yesterday. By a vote of
40 to 35 an amendment was adopted to
the agriculture appropriations bill to
limit farm subsidy payments to $20,000
per producer.

This is the same amendment which I
have twice offered that has twice passed
the House only to be rejected by the
other body.

Today's action is a great step forward;
for the first time now the other body has
adopted a limitation.

Nevertheless, Mr. Speaker, those of us
who have fought for this reform must
realize that the battle is not yet over. As
I said on the floor a month ago the most
suitable place to attach a limitation of
this kind is on the farm bill itself. Only
then will we be able to extend the limita-
tion for the entire life of new farm legis-
lation. Only then will we be able to enact
a more comprehensive amendment to
prevent evasion of the intent of this
amendment by such devices as farm-
splitting.

It was for these reasons that on June
9, 1970, 1 month ago today, I opposed the
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efforts to place a limitation on the ag-
riculture appropriation bill. Before that
time and since then, I have met with
Secretary Hardin and members of the
Agriculture Committee to see if we could
reach agreement on an acceptable pay-
ment limitation. Despite these efforts,
however, there has been no indication
that the committee is any closer to an
agreement on this question. In view of
this, I must now reconsider whether or
not to support a motion to instruct our
conferees to accept the Senate action.

Unless the committee takes prompt ac-
tion to report a farm bill with an effec-
tive payment limitation provision at a
reasonable level, I may be forced to sup-
port the efforts to adopt a limitation
through the appropriations process. Per-
haps this is the only way to secure the
reform which this House has so long sup-
ported.

GEN. GEORGE CASEY

(Mr. KEITH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks and
include extraneous matter.)

Mr, KEITH, Mr. Speaker, a week ago
today, I was with General George Casey
at his command headquarters in South
Vietnam. To hear that he is now missing
somewhere in the jungle of Vietnam is
difficult to contemplate.

In my conversations with General
Casey, who is from North Scituate in my
district, I found him to be more than
just a military man, more than just a
division commander or a tactician. I
found him to be a man interested in the
far broader aspects of foreign policy than
just the limited part played by military
action.

General Casey holds a master’'s degree
in international affairs from Georgetown
University’s School of Foreign Service
and studied for over a year at Harvard
University’s School of International
Studies. He also holds a master’s degree
in business administration from George
Washington University.

In my lengthy private talks with him
during my recent trip to Southeast Asia,
I was impressed by his overview of the
entire political and economic impact of
U.S. involvement in Southeast Asia, in
addition to his immediate concern with
his division’s mission and our military
presence.

He views the maintenance of the polit-
ical and military balance of power in
Southeast Asia as essential to U.S. inter-
ests. This country is a Pacific power, he
said, we became such when Hawaii was
made our 50th State.

I also asked him how he felt the Cam-
bodian operations fit into the overall ef-
forts of the United States in Southeast
Asia. Drawing from his extensive back-
ground in foreign affairs and his most
recent experience as the commander of
the 1st Airborne Cavalry which led the
assault on the enemy sanctuaries, he
termed the operation essential. He point-
ed out that the use of Sihanoukville as a
port of entry for extensive enemy sup-
plies and the establishment of vast weap-
ons stores just inside Cambodia, was a
grave threat to the stability of the mili-
tary balance of power in Southeast Asia.
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His airborne cavalry division flew
8,000 sorties—over 187,000 air hours—in
their effort to interdict and disrupt this
massive enemy supply operation. As we
now know, this operation was a tremen-
dous military success. And, in the con-
text of the overall political, economic and
military situation in southeast Asia, this
operation will, in the General's view,
mean a greater chance for peace and
freedom to gain a solid foothold in that
embattled part of the world.

Much more was said, Mr. Speaker.
Enough to convince me that General
Casey is the type of military man this
country needs, a man dedicated not just
to winning wars but to winning a just
world peace. I hope and know that the
recue efforts will be successful.

MAJ. GEN. GEORGE W. CASEY—
MISSING IN ACTION

(Mr. ADAIR asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, I want to join
with the gentleman from Massachusetts
in his expressions of admiration for Gen-
eral Casey and his abilities, and also to
join him in his expression of deep con-
cern at the fact that this great American,
together with some other American serv-
icemen, is missing in action,

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

Mr. ADAIR. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. MONTGOMERY, I would also like
to be associated with the remarks of
the gentleman from Massachusetts, and
would also comment that the gentleman
from Indiana and myself on June 29
were with General Casey. We were with
him when the last American troops were
withdrawn from Cambodia. I certainly
hope that there is hope that General
Casey and the six Americans who were
lost with him will be found alive and
safe. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

AMERICAN CASUALTIES IN VIET-
NAM LOWEST IN MORE THAN 315
YEARS

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

Mr. KLEPPE, Mr. Speaker, much has
been said and much has been written
about the President’s decision on Cam-
bodia. I want to tell my colleagues a piece
of news that I heard on the radio this
morning in light of that decision. Amer-
ican casualties in Vietnam last week
were 61, the lowest in over 315 years. I
know that my colleagues will share with
me the hope that this trend will continue
until it reaches a point of zero.

USE ARAB PLANES AS BASIS FOR
REPLACING ISRAELI LOSSES

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, some of the best minds in the
world have been puzzled by the conflict-
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ing claims about the Arab and Israeli
aircraft losses. It seems the Israelis will
make a raid on a missile base around
the Suez Canal, and the Arabs will say
that six aircraft have been shot down
and the Israelis will say one has been
shot down.

It appears to me, Mr. Speaker, there is
a simple way to resolve this, so
we can ascertain what are the true facts.
President Nixon has clearly stated we
are going to maintain the balance of
power in the Middle East. This means
replacing of the aircraft which are lost
by Israel.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to suggest
that for the purpose of replacing aircraft
losses, any time the Arabs claim an ex-
cessive number of aircraft as being shot
down, that this figure be used by the
United States when replacing the air-
craft lost by the Israelis.

COOPER-CHURCH AMENDMENT
DOES NOT TIE PRESIDENT'S

HANDS

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

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, when the
Military Sales Act is taken up today, I
intend to seek recognition to move to
instruct the House conferees to accept
the Cooper-Church amendment.

There may not be time to debate in
detail what this amendment does, but
let me summarize two or three main
points.

Pirst of all, it is in direct concert with
the Cambodian policy objectives an-
nounced by President Nixon. It does not
tie the President’s hands. Under the
Constitution, he is always free to come
to Congress and seek any kind of spe-
cific war authority he may think neces-
sary.

If I am recognized by the Speaker, I
will make the motion to instruct, and
should a subsequent effort be made to
table my motion, I hope the tabling mo-
tion would be defeated so we can get a
straight up-and-down vote on the
Cooper-Church amendment.

COOPER-CHURCH AMENDMENT
CLEARLY RESTRICTS AND TIES
HANDS OF A PRESIDENT

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

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. RIEGLE), com-~
mented that he would offer a motion to-
day to instruct conferees to accept the
so-called Cooper-Church amendment. In
support of that, he said the amendment
was in keeping with the President’s pro-
gram and that it would not tie the hands
of the President.

Let us not deceive ourselves. I cannot
recall a single historic precedent in which
the Congress or any responsible part of
the Congress in a time of military con-~
flict has attempted so clearly to restrict
and tie the hands of a President in the
exercise of his responsibilities as Com-
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mander in Chief, as the Cooper-Church
amendment would do.

The amendment not only says we can-
not help the Cambodians, but it also says
we cannot help anybody who wants to
help the Cambodians.

The amendment not only prohibits
funds for supporting any American
forces in Cambodia; it prohibits any
U.S. personnel from advising or assisting
in the training of Cambodian personnel.

As I read the amendment, it would
prohibit us from assisting financially in
the cases of other Asian forces which
might volunteer to help Cambodia de-
fend its independence. It even would
prevent our engaging in any aerial activ-
ities in support of Cambodian defense
forces.

In other words, what the Cooper-
Church amendment amounts to is an
open invitation to the North Vietnamese
to go ahead and take over Cambodia by
force if they can, with the advance as-
surance that we shall not lift a finger to
help the defenders and we will not help
anybody who wants to help the defend-
Ers.

If this is not tying the hands of the
President, I frankly do not know what
you could call it.

This amendment would tie our own
hands and announce to the world that
they are tied. Certainly it would be a
great encouragement to the North Viet-
namese to continue to press their inva-
sion of Cambodia.

Clearly it could not encourage them
to come to terms at the negotiating table
as the President has been attempting
to do.

The amendment cuts the ground from
under the President both in his efforts to
negotiate peace and in his efforts as
Commander in Chief of the military
forces. It clearly reduces his options.

The potential harm which this amend-
ment could inflict upon our efforts to
terminate that war successfully so far
outweighs any conceivable good it might
accomplish, that I cannot conceive of
ti'ze House agreeing to any such provi-
sion.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. Mr, Speaker, I agree with
the gentleman from Texas.

As for the statement of the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr RiecrLe) about
what the amendment would do to the
White House, I would say the gentle-
man’s pipeline to the White House, if he
ever had one, is pretty badly plugged up.

COOPER-CHURCH AMENDMENT
WOULD HAMSTRING ANY PRESI-
DENT ON SOUTHEAST ASIA
POLICY

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
let me say there is no question about it
that the gentleman from Texas is cor-
rect that this so-called Cooper-Church
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amendment would, in effect, hamstring
and tie the hands of the President of
the United States, whether it is this
President or any President, in refer-
ence to foreign policy in Southeast
Asia.

May I say without hesitation or qual-
ification that the President of the
United States fully agrees with the
action which we plan to take today
to table the motion of the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. RiecLE) so that
the conferees can go to the conference
and come back with good legislation
without the provisions of the Cooper-
Church amendment as passed by the
Senate.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT INVOLVES
ITSELF IN FOREIGN AFFAIRS

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

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Speaker, just prior
to coming to the fioor of the House I
received an interesting phone call which
I should like to relate to the Members.

A young lady from the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, just
prior to my coming to the floor of the
House, called me. Our conversation went
roughly as follows: “Congressman, do
you recall me?” I said, “No, not pre-
cisely.” She said, “Well, I was in your
office a month ago when you had some
residents from your district seeking a
grant from this Department to assist in
your area.” I said, “Yes, I do recall.”
She said, “I am calling today to urge
your support of the President’s position
in opposition to the Cooper-Church
amendment.” I said, ‘It seems strange to
me that the Department of Housing and
Urban Development would be so inter-
ested in supporting the President’s posi-
tion on the Cooper-Church amendment.
It does seem unusual to me that the
affairs of your Department encompass
this broad spectrum.”

I indicated it seemed equally unusual
to me that the only agency with which
I have been in contact seeking anything
for my district since this administration
has been in office would assign the single
person in that agency, as minimal in
importance as she might be, to con-
tact me to urge support of the President
on this particular motion.

I interpreted the comment as a velled
though thinly veiled, threat that were I
not to be found in the right column on
this vote that grant would be in jeopardy.
I assured the young lady I would not be
found in the right column on this vote.

THE VOTE ON THE COOPER-
CHURCH AMENDMENT

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

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, the words
of the gentleman from California are
true. I have spoken to two other col-
leagues on the floor within the past 10
minutes, and they, too, have been called
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by representatives of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, link=
ing inquiries about local projects’ with
the vote ‘on the Cooper~Church amend-
ment,

There is no doubt about it—the Presi-
dent is doing everything in his power,
with the cooperation of many Members
of this House, to try to gain votes against
the Cooper-Church amendment.

If the Congress is to abdicate any pol-
icy direction with respect to the engage-
ment of American Armed Forces abroad,
then we should vote to table this motion
to instruct the conferees. If the minority
leader believes it is in the interests of
this Nation to give the President an un-
bridled and unrestrained hand to com-
mit American forces wherever and when-
ever he may choose, then he will vote o
table this instruction and those sup-
porting unrestrained Executive power
will vote with him.

If Members believe the time has come
for the Congress to exercise its consti-
tutional responsibilities—and they are
spelled out in the Constitution—then one
should vote against tabling the instrue-
tion and tell the President that the Amer-
jean people, through their Representa-
tives, are speaking for restraint on the
most important issue of today.

TELEPHONE CALLS FROM THE DE-
PARTMENT OF HOUSING AND UR-~
BAN DEVELOPMENT

(Mr. HAYS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise ‘and extend his re-
marks.) "

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I am very
interested in these comments about calls
from the Department of Housing and
Urban Development.

I am just wondering if I can get with
the gentlemen" privately ‘and get the
phone numbers of these people, because
ug to now I have not been able to get
anybody down there to talk to me, and
I am open to negotiation:

CONTACT: OF MEMBERS OF CON-
GRESS BY GOVERNMENT AGEN-
CIES

(Mr. ARENDS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute,)

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Spgaker. 1 was
somewhat amazed at the two recent
statements made by the gentleman, from
California and the gentleman from Min-
nesota. I suppose my question should
be: So what is new now? Those of us
who have been around here for some
time have gone through this very same
experience year after year regardless of
what party is in power. Nothing new has
been added. The procedure is merely
repetitious. Do not get excited about it.
I'happen to be one of those who, when
the President of the United States hap-
pened to be & man named Jack Kennedy
and a President named Lyndon John-
son,’ they 'did ‘not call me from any of
their  ‘departments, because it so hap«
pened’ these individuals were my Presi-
dents and I believed it 'was my duty, act-

ing ‘in thé'welfare 'of the country, that:
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I support the President of the United
States regardless of party ' affiliation.
That is all there is to it.

THE COOPER-CHURCH AMEND-
MENT

(Mr. McCLORY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, in our
action today on the Military Sales Act—
H.R. 15628—some will attempt to define
and elaborate on constitutional issues
affecting the respective prerogatives of
the President and the Congress in the
area of foreign policy.

However, the so-called Cooper-Church
amendment is neither a precise nor accu-
rate statement of the role of the Con-
gress in connection with the President's
primary responsibilities in the area of
foreign policy and as Commander in
Chief of our Armed Forces.

1t should be clear to all that the Presi-
dent has evolved a new foreign policy
which departs dramatically from a pol-
iey which our Nation has pursued for
25 years.

The Nixon doctrine assures the com-
plete withdrawal of our American com-
bat forces from South Vietnam at the
earliest ' possible time. The President’s
policy also provides for a reduction of
our miiltary involvement elsewhere—
and the assumption of major responsi-
bilities by those mnations themselves
which are threatened by enemy attack.

The President has made good on his
promises to withdraw American forces
from Vietnam and from Cambodia. In
addition, it was announced within the
last few hours that 40 percent of our
American forces in South Korea would
be brought home.

President Nixon's policy is one which
I support—and which I believe is best
for our Nation and for the entire free
world. The slogan “Back Nixon for
Peace” makes sense to me. At the present
time, I would not want to back any other
person in our Government who may claim
that he has a better plan—or a sounder
foreign policy for the guidance of our
Nation. Of course, there is no feasible
way in which to substitute the judgment
of some other such person for the Presi-
dent of the United States.

‘In voting against a motion to instruct
the managers on the part of the House
to accept the so-called Cooper-Church
amendment, I am convinced that I am
voting for peace in Southeast Asia and
elséewhere—and that I am reposing con-
fidence in the most eapable hands which
are, avialable in this critical period of
our history—those of President Nixon.

This is not intended as an answer to
the difficulty constitutional issue which
has been raised both before and following
the Cambodian operation. This subject
deserves careful and thoughtful atten-
tion and concern. It is my hope that the
House bill—H.R.18205——of which I am a
sponsor, now being heard by the House
Foreign Affairs Committee, will make it
possible to ‘resolve that issue for the
benefit of ‘this and future Presidents and
Congresses,;
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APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 8.
3215, NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON
THE ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES

Mr, PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’'s table the bill (S. 3215) to
amend the National Foundation on the
Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965,
and for other purposes, with a House
amendment thereto, insist on the House
amendment, and agree to the conference
requested by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
PERKINS, THoMPSON of New Jersey, BRAD=
EMAs, REIn of New York, and ScHERLE.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 15628, FOREIGN MILITARY
SALES ACT

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 15628) to
amend the Foreign Military Sales Act,
with Senate amendments thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendments, and
agree to the conference requested by the
Senate,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

Mr, FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I object.

MOTION OFFERED BY MRE. MORGAN

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the provisions of clause 1, rule XX,
and by direction of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, I move to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 15628) to
amend the Foreign Military Sales Act,
with Senate amendments thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendments, and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. Morean) is recog-
nized for 1 hour on his motion.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I have no
desire to use any time and there has
been no request for any time, and in an
effort to move the legislation along I will
move the previous question.

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, today I
have voted to send the foreign military
sales bill to conference with the Senate.
This bill is essential to our national de-
fense and that of our allies in both the
Far East and Mideast:

I urge the conference to report a bill
back quickly so that we might have the
means to supply Israel with needed mili-
tary equipment at a time when Commu-
nist pressure is being applied against her
in the Middle East.

The so-called Cooper-Church amend-
ment, although wvague in its wording,
could serve to indicate congressional
concern with the Far East situation, but
its prohibition against paying salaries to
all persons engaged in any combat ac-
tivity in support of Cambodian forces
should be removed. I want Asia forces to
Jjoin together and fight together so that
American forces can come home. I want
to encourage such activity: and to help
those resisting communism in the PFar
East.
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The words of this amendment are so
broad that they could prohibit U.S. con-
tributions to the U.N. to provide a United
Nations peacekeeping force to Cambodia.

In my judgment this provision is
against U.S. interests and sets a bad
precedent for those countries engaged in
the fight against communism around the
world.

We should be enccuraging nations in
the world to join together fto fight their
own battles against communism and not
restricting our efforts and their efforts
toward this end.

I believe such a prohibition should be
stricken and that the conference should
reach quick agreement on the bill so that
the President will have the power and
means necessary to help our friends and
allies.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, the purpose of
the Cooper-Church amendment passed
by the Senate and added to the Foreign
Military Sales Act is to prevent the
United States from becoming involved
through the use of American combat
forces in the defense of another South-
east Asian government, and through such
a defense becoming involved in a widened
Vietnam war.

This was the purpose of an amend-
ment adopted by the Congress last De-
cember which was aimed at forbidding
the use of American combat forces in
Laos and Thailand. Cooper-Church is
the extension of that same prohibition
to Cambodia.

If adopted, the Cooper-Church amend-
ment would:

First, bar funds for reintroducing
American forces into Cambodia;

Second, prohibit funds either directly
or indirectly for American advisers for
the Cambodian military forces;

Third, prohibit the payment by the
United States of salaries of mercenaries
to fight in Cambodia; and

Fourth, it would also forbid the fi-
nancing of aerial activity in direct sup-
port of Cambodian forces.

The Cooper-Church amendment would
not prevent:

First, “hot pursuit” by American
forces of enemy froops into the Cam-
bodian sanctuaries;

Second, artillery fire from South Viet-
nam at enemy forces threatening our
troops from Cambodia;

Third, interdiction by our Air Force
of enemy supplies and troops moving
along the Ho Chi Minh trail and other
routes used to bring men and material
to South Vietnam; and

Fourth, military assistance to the
Cambodian government in the form of
small arms and supplies,

Thus, the Cooper-Church amendment
not only is directly in line with the
amendment of last December prohibit-
ing the use of American ground combat
forces in Laos and Thailand, it is in di-
rect agreement with the Nixon doctrine
with its pledge of no more Vietnams.

Passage of the Cooper-Church amend-
ment would not abridge any American
treaty obligation. It would not prevent
this country’s efforts to create a South-
east Asian defense organization among
the countries directly involved. Its pas-
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sage would not in any way impinge upon,
or weaken the President’s powers in any
other area of the world.

It does strengthen and encourage the
Vietnam troop withdrawal policy initi-
ated by this administration: it empha-
sizes deescalation after the long years
of escalation. Its passage would, I believe,
also state the belief of Congress in the
need for national priorities in foreign
and military affairs, in the same sense
that this body has often addressed itself
in the past year and one-half to the
need for new priorities in domestic
affairs.

Thus, the Cooper-Church amendment
would not hinder or bar administrative
freedom of action in Western Europe, in
our relations with out NATO allies, or in
the Middle East. If it did, I would be the
first to vote against it.

Rather, its adoption would clearly
state that in the view of this Congress
there is a time and a place for all things.
That to stand firm against Communist
aggression in a rice paddy may be virtu-
ous, but in the priorities of a Western in-
dustrial nation it holds little meaning if
because of that stand that same aggres-
sor extends its influence over continents.

I am, of course, speaking of the critical
situation in the Middle East. Since my
election to Congress, I have strongly sup-
ported President Nixon’s policy of with-
drawal from Vietnam, as it has been my
belief that only through sueck a with-
drawal could this Nation gain flexibility
in areas of the world of greater impor-
tance to our national interest. I have re-
peatedly warned that while this Nation
bled and died in the rain-soaked jungles
on the outer fringe of the vast Asian Con-
tinent, Russia has been moving steadily
into an area vital not only to the United
States, but to Western Europe.

For 6 long years while this Nation has
concentrated its entire foreign and mili-
tary energies on an area of little strate-
gic and no historic interest to the United
States, Russia has quietly moved into a
position of dominance in an area of his-
toric and strategic importance for the
entire Western World. While we have
forn the unity of this Nation in a no-win
war in an area that even were we suc-
cessful, it would bear little meaning to
the vital interests of this Nation, Russia
has moved a modern fleet into the Medi-
terranean, with major bases in that im-
portant sea and in the Indian Ocean.
While we have divided and torn the spirit
of this land and watched our best young
men fight and die half way around the
world, Russia has moved to dominate the
entire north African littoral.

While, in the name of American might
we have stood knee deep in a rice paddy,
we have frittered away every oppor-
tunity to protect our own self interest
in an area which provides three-quarters
of free world oil. We have done this
through concentration on Vietnam and
Vietnam alone, We have done this until
today we have only one friend or ally
in that entire area and that is Israel.
We have done it until President Nixon
has had to warn of the imminent danger
of confrontation of the super powers in
the Middle East.
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For those who equate a defense of
Vietnam as of the same magnitude as a
defense of Israel and our position in
North Africa, Western Europe, and the
Mediterranean, I would point out that
such an equation in my mind would be
like attempting to equate a defense of
Madagascar in World War II as of the
same importance as a defense of Britain.

Thus, I do not view adoption of
Cooper-Church as a conflict between
administration and Congress. Rather I
view it as a cooperation between the
two branches of our Government. I see it
as the legislative branch saying to the
administrative branch: “You are correct
in your policy of disengagement and
withdrawal in Indochina. You are correct
in your view that a wider war in that
area of the world would serve no vital
interest of this Nation. We applaud your
policy which has so dramatically in
only 18 months turned disastrous esca-
lation into deescalation. We support your
move from war to peace.”

Mr. Speaker, in my view Cooper-
Church would strengthen America’s po-
sition in the world. It would clearly show
that the administration and Congress
are one in their determination to end
this long-drawn war, and that we stand
unified in desiring peace. It would also
serve notice to the Communist world
that we are moving to regain flexibility
in our foreign and military policies, and
that they will no longer be able to take
over the living room of the Western
World while we expend our resources on
the back alleys of the Asian Continent.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, the question
before the House concerns the Cooper-
Church amendment to the Military Sales
Act.

Mr. Speaker, during the long debate
in the Senate on the Cooper-Church
Amendment, I read the newspapers and
even the Congressional Record discus-
sions on the various amendments hav-
ing to do with the Indochina War, but I
must admit the full implication of these
various amendments that were adopted
are rather vague. Before I vote to in-
struct our conferees to accept the Sen-
ate language that has been added to the
Military Sales Act, I would want a full
explanation as to what it does and what
it does not do.

However, what worries me about in-
structing our managers on the part of
the House that they must take the Sen-
ate language as it comes from the Senate
is something else. I hear, and I am con-
vinced it is true, that if we instruct our
conferees, there will be no bill; that it
will never get out of conference. My
fear is that if the Military Sales Act
is not enacted, the effect on the Middle
East situation could be very serious in
that it would prevent any action on our
part to maintain a balance of power be-
tween Israel and the Soviet backed
Arabs.

The Soviet operation of SA-IIT mis-
siles against Israeli aircraft in the Suez
Canal battle zone represents a further
and unprecedented phase of direct Rus-
sian military escalation in the Middle
East. Yet, if the Congress fails to pass
the Military Sales Act and it dies in




23520

conference, any chance then of obtain-
ing the funds for supplying Israel Phan-
tom jets appears doomed; so regardless
of the merits of the Cooper-Church
amendment, I cannot vote in a way that
would preclude keeping a balance of
power in the Middle East for peace.

This is a difficult bargain for many,
Mr. Speaker, but as President Nixon
pointed out in his television interview
last week, the situation in the Middle
East probably is far graver than that in
Indochina, and I would hope that in
conference the Cooper-Church amend-
ment in a form more acceptable to all,
including the President, could be arrived
at.

1 have always opposed any arms race,
and I do so in the matter of sending
arms to the Middle East. However, it is
merely a practical matter that these
jets are needed by Israel simply to main-
tain a balance. It is the Soviet Union
that is feeding the arms race by their
power play in the Middle East. What the
Russians seek is to dictate the terms of
a new Mideast order, one which in defer-
ence to the client states will deny Israel
both peace and security.

This is the erux of the issue now being
contested along the Suez Canal cease-fire
line. The battle is a crucial one because
on its outcome depends the future na-
tional integrity of democratic Israel and
also, in large measure, the future course
of the Middle East as a whole.

Mr. Speaker, I urge that the Senate-
passed Military Sales Act be sent to con-
ference without instructions, and let us
then get on with providing necessary
military balance of military might needed
in the Middle East.

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, on June
30, the U.S. Senate took an historic step
toward reestablishing the traditional
balance of power between Congress and
the Executive.

I support the motion to instruct in the
fervent hope that the House of Rep-
resentatives will join the Senate in re-
affirming the constitutional right of
Congress to declare war and regulate the
military.

When this body was called upon to
consider the Foreign Military Sales Act
in April, the idea of the United States
invading Cambodia was so remote as to
be inconceivable. Almost unanimously,
we agreed to strict limitations on Ameri-
can involvement in Laos and Thailand.
But the very thoughi of our expanding
the war into tiny, neutralist Cambodia
was so unbelievable that this body did
not bother to enact written limitations.

What happened next is now one of the
saddest pages in our Nation’s history.
On April 30, just 6 days after this body
passed the foreign military sales bill,
with prohibitions on our becoming in-
volved in Laos and Thailand, the Pres-
ident did what we had thought was too
inconceivable to consider. Without the
consultation or consent of Congress, the
President plunged our Nation headlong
into war in Cambodia.

What warped delusions of conquest
and grandeur led to such an incredible
blunder? We can only guess.

We now know, however, that from
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start to finish, the President’s invasion
of Cambodia was a horrifying and com-
plete failure.

Let us compare the President’s prom-
ises about the Cambodian venture with
what actually happened.

In his April 30 declaration of invasion,
the President promised to “attack the
headquarters for the entire Communist
military operation in South Vietnam.”
This “headquarters” was never even
found.

The President promised that his inva-
sion of Cambodia would reduce American
casualties in Vietnam. There has been no
such reduction.

The President promised that his inva-
sion of Cambodia would limit the scope
of the Indochina war. The Communists
now control more of Cambodia than they
did prior to April 30.

The President promised that by June
30 the entire invasion, including air sup-
port for South Vietnamese troops in
Cambodia, would be ended. It is now
mid-July, and we are still risking the
lives of American flyers over Cambodia
skies.

Finally, and most tragically, Mr,
Speaker, we have learned that news of
soon-to-be-replaced supplies we have
captured cannot drown out the cries of
our wounded in Cambodia, or the sobs of
those at home who have lost loved ones
as a result of the President's disgraceful
escapade.

We have learned that we cannot end
one illegal war by trampling over our
Constitution on the way to another ille-
gal war.

I ask the Members of this House to
join our colleagues in the Senate in say-
ing, “We must face our responsibility
and share with the President the burden
of foreign policymaking.”

I ask the Members of this House to join
our colleagues in the Senate in saying,
“We will have no more illegal wars."”

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, today
I cast my vote against the previous ques-
tion on the motion to send the Foreign
Military Sales Act to conference.

My vote reflected a desire on my part
to have more extended debate on the
various amendments added by the Sen-
ate, particularly the Cooper-Church
amendment,

Mr. Speaker, the Senate spent a con-
siderable amount of time debating this
legislation. It seems to me we could spend
at least 1 hour debating and discussing
the amendments of the Senate before we
send the bill to conference.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, I voted
against the motion to table the motion to
instruct the House conferees to accept
the Cooper-Church amendment as
adopted by the Senate. My strong feeling
is that we should face head on the issue
presented by the Cooper-Church amend-
ment.

We in the Congress have too often been
accused of “ducking” issues. The adop-
tion of the motion to, in effect, table the
House allows the House to avoid the di-
rect question on the Cooper-Church
amendment. In my opinion, we should
have met the issue head on. We should
have been ready and willing to take a
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stand on the Cooper-Church amend-
ment.

It is my hope, Mr. Speaker, that we
will yet have the opportunity to vote on
the Cooper-Church amendment.

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker, when I was
in Southeast Asia recently with the
House Select Committee studying recent
developments there, I was particularly
interested in learning what the chances
were for success of the Nixon doctrine
after US. involvement in that region is
ended. The chances seem slim unless the
nations of Southeast Asia evidence more
interest in regional cooperation and in
preparations for their own defense. If the
countries of the region are to be im-
pressed with the need for developing
their own initiative, the United States
must first make it plain that under the
situation as it now exists we contem-
plate no expansion of our military pres-
ence in Southeast Asia to fight the other
nations’ battles for them.

The Cooper-Church amendment is a
vehicle by which Congress can, in the
case of Cambodia, clarify the limits of
American support and intervention. If
it passes we can still provide weapons
and economic assistance for the defense
of Cambodia but the Lon Nol govern-
ment will be on notice that on it rests
the primary burden for its own defense.
Similarly, the other nations of the re-
gion will, by passage of Cooper-Church,
be made to realize the need for reliance
on their own initiatives and manpower
ES _preserve the stability of Southeast

sla.

Mr. Speaker, much of the dissatisfac-
tion in the country with our involve-
ment in Vietnam results from the failure
of Congress to carry out its foreign policy
role and exercise its war powers. It is es-
sential, therefore, if we are to avoid a
more divided nation and involvement in
another protracted war in Southeast
Asia, that Congress reassert its right
specifically to debate and act on further
Am_erican military involvement in the
region.

I have no doubt that the President is
sincere in his stated intention to refrain
from direct military aid to the Lon Nol
Government. However, the future holds
many uncertainties among them the
possibility that the President may decide
that his goal of a just peace in Viet-
nam cannot be achieved without an
American presence in neighboring Cam-
bodia. Such a decision could contain the
seeds of another Vietnam. I do not be-
lieve the President should make such a
move without consulting Congress and
receiving its approval for his proposed
course of action.

We have come to the realization that
our interests are best served by phasing
out our commitment in Southeast Asia.
The Cooper-Church amendment is in
line with this policy of requiring local
forces to assume the burden of their own
defense and I urge concurrence in the
Senate’s approval of this measure.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I urge
the conferees to accept the Cooper-
Church amendment.

I know that the various parliamentary
maneuvers that will take place might
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obscure the substantive and symbolic
meaning of the Cooper-Church amend-
ment. What does it mean substantively?
It correctly provides that another direct
U.S. military operation into Cambodia
must have congressional approval. This
is long overdue. I do not denigrate the
power of the President as Commander in
Chief, but as Members of Congress, we do
have constitutional responsibilities in
the conduct of our Nation's foreign pol-
icy. The Cooper-Church amendment re-
affirms, in part, this congressional re-
sponsibility to seek congressional au-
thorization for a major U.S. military in-
volvement.

There are other worthwhile substantive
features of the Cooper-Church amend-
ment. There are prohibitions against the
direct or indirect use of American ad-
visers in Cambodia. This prohibition
could prevent the creeping commitment
that inexorably lured us in the Vietnam
quagmire. I am hopeful that the prohibi-
tion against direct air support for the
Cambodian Army will have a similar ef-
fect, but reports from Cambodia suggest
that the military interpretation of U.S.
air interdiction will be justified as sup-
port of American troops. Still, with this
prohibition on record, the administra-
tion will be on notice that the Congress
does not want another Vietnam or an
Indochina war.

On the symbolic level, I feel the
Cooper-Church amendment has much
more import. It is another opportunity
for the Congress to exercise its constitu-
tional prerogative in the conduct of our
foreign policy. It has been correctly as-
serted that the executive branch has
primary responsibility for foreign policy,
but the abnegation of congressional
responsibility cannot be allowed to con-
tinue. I have utilized every means to
persuade, encourage, and force the in-
cumbent President to end our untenable
Vietnam commitment.

We are now offered another oppor-
tunity to act assertively and construec-
tively. The Cooper-Church amendment
reaffirms the obligation of the President
to consult with the Congress and seek
approval for major military involve-
ments. This is the first step. The next will
come next month when I with other
concerned Members will offer an amend-
ment to the DOD appropriations bill
to provide the fixed and orderly with-
drawal of all U.8. troops from Vietnam,
the amendment to end the war.

Mr. Speaker, the time has come for
action. As elected Representatives, we
have the obligation to act and extricate
ourselves from this quagmire. We are
all painfully aware that this undeclared
war has caused or exacerbated our do-
mestic crisis. It has caused death and
destruction with little tangible results
except in the heartbreak of the families
of our dead and maimed soldiers, a
broken and crushed Southeast Asia, a
decimated civilian population. This is
graphic testimony to the bankruptcy of
our Vietnam policy. If the President is
not willing to act then the Congress must
assume the burden, The Cooper-Church
is another step in taking this responsi-
bility.
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I urge the conferees, whatever the
results of the House action today to ac-
cept the Cooper-Church amendment.
Congress as an institution for too long
has passively accepted Executive deci-
sions. It is time to act.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, I rise to ask
the Members of this body to register
their support today for those who will
be named as conferees to the House-
Senate Conference on the Foreign Mili-
tary Sales Act, H.R. 15628,

This will be a most difficult conference.
A number of points have been added to
the bill by the Senate, which will require
a most careful review by the House con-
ferees.

This will be a conference in which your
conferees will need the highest degree of
flexibility in order to achieve a reason-
able compromise—a compromise that will
be acceptable to the House.

I believe that the situation developing
in the Near East is causing many people
to become increasingly aware that this
legislation provides a vital tool to those
who seek to find ways to support our
friends and allies in that area.

This is only one of many reasons why
the conferees should be given the maxi-
mum opportunity to cope with a fast-
changing situation.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I am outraged that the House
of Representatives did not fully debate
or vote on the Cooper-Church amend-
ment to the Foreign Military Sales Act.

For more than 7 weeks the other body
debated, argued, agonized over whether
the Congress had the right and respon-
sibility to withhold funds for the con-
tinuation of military operations in Cam-
bodia after July 1, 1970.

The Cooper-Church amendment
passed in the other body, and it fell to
the Members of this House to decide if
we were prepared to follow suit and reas-
sert congressional control and authority
over the warmaking powers.

Unhappily, Mr. Speaker, the House of
Representatives did not accept and in
reality could not even face up to this re-
sponsibility. Working in collusion with
the White House, the leadership on both
sides could not arrange for even 1 hour
of general debate. Imagine that—the 435
Members of the House of Representatives
had collectively less than 60 minutes to
discuss a matter of grave national con-
sequence. With a singularly collective
callousness toward the citizens whom we
represent, the House leadership allowed
less than 14 seconds per Member for us
to debate the question of war and peace.

The antiquated rules of the House of
Representatives must be reformed and
radically revised. The Members of the
House must be allowed adequate time to
debate and fully explore the vital na-
tional problems which face us. More
importantly we must be able to vote
on these vital substantive questions; and
our individual votes should be clearly
recorded for our constituents and all the
American people to see.

The American people have a right to
expect that their representatives will
forthrightly accept and exercise their
constitutional responsibilities to order
national priorities.

23521

The American people have a right to
know that their representatives are de-
bating and voting on vital national is-
sues.

The American people have a right to
know how their elected representatives
vote in Congress.

The rules and procedures of this House
must become more responsive to the
mood of the times and to the people.

If America is proud of being an “‘open
society,” let us in this same spirit open
the debates and votes of the House of
Representatives to the serutiny of all.

I had planned, Mr, Speaker, to join in
the general debate urging the House to
adopt the Cooper-Church amendment.
Unfortunately, I was not permitted to
speak. Had I spoken, I would have said
the following:

WE MusT SUFFORT THE COOPER-CHURCH
AMENDMENT

Mr, Speaker, I strongly urge the House to
accept the Cooper-Church Amendment as
contained in the revised Foreign Military
Sales Act now before us. The Cooper-Church
Amendment, in keeping with the declared
objectives of the President, prohibits the ex-
penditure of funds to support the involye-
ment of U.S. forces in Cambodia after July
1, 1970, without explicit Congressional ap-
proval,

All American forces have now been with-
drawn from Cambodia. This amendment pro-
hibits the reintroduction of U.S. forces into
Cambodia, outlaws the use of American air
power in support of Cambodian troops, stops
the use of American advisors operating to
support Cambodian military operations, and,
finally, prohibits American funds from sup-
porting third country mercenary operations
in Cambodia.

These provisions, Mr, Speaker, are emi-
nently sound. One need not go too far back
in history to recall the quagmire into which
America fell because we had “adviscrs” in
Vietnam; and it makes little sense for the
American taxpayer to subsidize the use of
Thal or Vietnamese or any other “foreign"
Asjan troops in Cambodia through the pay-
ment of under-the-counter subsidies to for-
eign countries,

The Cooper-Church Amendment in no way
undermines the Constitutional power of the
President as Commander-in-Chief. The
President would still retain full power to do
whatever Is necessary to protect the lives of
our troops wherever they may be deployed.
This is a vital point.

I support this Amendment, Mr. Speaker,
as a minimum first step toward restricting
U.8. military involvement in Indochina and
reasserting Congressional prerogatives over
the war-making power. I am an original
sponsor of what is now H.R, 1000 which will
cut off all funds for U.S. military activity
in Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos after July 1,
1971. This is the House version of the “Me-
Govern-Hatfield Amendment” which I hope
will be taken up and passed by both bodies
without further delay.

Weeks ago, Mr. Speaker, I warned that the
United States might be supporting military
action in Cambodia through the “backdoor”
via Thailand, Subsequent development have
shown all too clearly that my fears were in-
deed belng realized. By adopting the Cooper-
Church Amendment the House will effectively
cut off all backdoor financing for the Cam-
bodian military operations. And hopefully our
action will serve as a precedent to eliminate
all American “backdoor” support for military
operations anywhere in the world.

If America Is to become involved in mili-
tary actlon on any continent, let the Con-
gress openly discuss and approve such ac-
tion. The power and dignity of the Congress




23522

itself is directly at stake. Passage of this
amendment will be an explicit recognition of
our determination to reassert our Constitu-
tional prerogatives and squarely meet our
Constitutional responsibilities.

To do less, Mr. Speaker, would be to abdi-
cate our mandate from the electorate to re-
order our national pricrities.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, although the dissatisfaction,
which I share with many, about the
Southeast Asian situation gives popular
appeal to proposals such as the Cooper-
Church amendment, I think it is intel-
lectually and legislatively dishonest to
single out one geographic area where
such a restrictive provision on use of
funds may have greater popularity and
pretend that other potential Vietnams
do not exist.

The proponents of this amendment
contend that their efforts are aimed at
restoring to the Congress its proper con-
stitutional role in warmaking decisions;
yet, the substance of what they propose
hardly scratches the surface of this very
basic and fundamental question.

How can the so-called antiwar Mem-
bers of Congress decry the violence and
“warmongering” tendencies of this Na-
tion insofar as our involvement in Viet-
nam is concerned and, yet, not take any
steps to preclude such violence and “war-
mongering” by unilateral act of the Pres~
ident in the Middle East, Eurcpe, South,
and Latin America, Africa, and other
places in the world? And, how can the so-
called antiwar Members of Congress de-
cry the disastrous effort on financing of
our domestic needs by the drain on our
Federal budget caused by our involve-
ment in Southeast Asia and, yet, not
only not objeet to financial commitments
for military sales in all parts of the
world but actively be frontline support-
ers of the “sale” of over $1 million Phan-
tom jets to Israel?

Do you think that the people of this
Nation are so stupid as to fail to see the
intellectual and legislative dishonesty—
the intellectual and legislative inconsis-
tency—of these positions?

1 totally concur with the premise that
the Congress must immediately devote
its best thinking and efforts to a better
delineation of the powers of the Presi-
dent as Commander in Chief vis-a-vis the
powers of the Congress with respect to
this Nation’s military activities and com-
mitments under our constitutional man-
date for a separation of powers. But, this
effort, this duty, this obligation, must be
directed at all military activities, in-
volvements, and commitments, not just
to one existent involvement too geo-
graphically limited at best and post facto
in its application at worst. Are we fo as-
sume that the fuzzy thinking of the pro-
ponents of this type proposal will await
each new involvement unilaterally en-
tered into by the President as Com-
mander in Chief for the taking of similar
“after the fact” action and expect to be
praised and honored for their efforts as
they do on this occasion of our involve-
ment in Southeast Asia?

It is my fervent hope that not only the
Congress, but the people of this Nation
will reject this superficial, and probably
counterproductive attempt toward dis-
charge of the Congress' responsibility on
this fundamental issue.
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It is my fervent hope that there will
be popular rejection of this bandaid solu-
tion and equally popular demand that
the Congress enact legislation giving “to
the President the things that are the
President’s and to Congress, the repre-
sentative of the people, the things that
are the Congress’.”

Just as the fathers of our Constitu-
tion attempted to make this delineation
of authority and responsibility between
the President and the Congress with re-
spect to the warmaking power, so must
we for today make applicable, useful,
and effective that which has been so
conceptually established by our fore-
fathers in our Constitution.

I have held the belief and totally con-
cur with those who contend that the
“declaration of war” contemplated by
the framers of our Constitution is ob-
solete today, although their concept of a
separation of the warmaking power—the
military action commitment power—be-
tween the President and the Congress is
still valid.

The c¢laim has been made that where au-
thorization is needed nothing short of a
formal declaration of war will satisfy the
Constitution’s demand for congressional con-
trol of the war power. It is difficult, though,
to find any rationale for such a claim. In
addition to the obsolescence and general un-
desirability of a formal declaration today,
the claim finds support neither in the lan-
guage of the Constitution, the intent of the
framers, the avallable historical and judi-
clal precedents nor the purposes behind the
clause. (Emphasls added.)

Congress, the President, and the Power To
Commit Forces To Combat—Harvard Law
Review, vol. 81, June 196€8.

For myself, I suggest that we terminate
the rhetoric, speechmaking, and ex-
tended debate and put our hearts and
our minds into a sincere effort toward
resolution of this fundamental and in-
escapable problem. For myself, I have
already spent hours and days toward the
finding of a legislative solution which
will comprehensively, and on a functional
basis, establish the limits of the Presi-
dential and congressional authority and
responsibility. I am satisfied that such
guidelines can be established and that
we can, for today and tomorrow—in this
age of nuclear weaponry and world
supremacy for this Nation—as clearly
set forth the separation of powers as did
our forefathers at a time when a fledgling
nation the constitutional mandate for
separation of powers had application
only to a preserving of our independence
and campaigns against Indians, where
the most potent weapon used was a
musket.

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to com-
ment upon the procedural aspects of the
motion to instruct the conferees. Frank-
ly, to avoid criticism of ‘“gag rule” I
would have preferred to have given the
proponents of an instruction of the con-
ferees an opportunity to express their
views thereon. However, procedurally,
this became impossible, This preference
is not expressed because I believe some
new argument might be made or new
material presented, since I think most of
us have followed the extensive debate in
the Senate quite closely and even the
House had earlier debated the substance
of the proposal at some length when this
bill was originally before us for consid-
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eration. Rather, I dislike any attempt fo
prevent a reasonable opportunity to be
heard by any Member even though he
may disagree with the position I sup-
port.

Mr, LEGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I have
heard it said that President Nixon is the
only President we have, and we must
back him to the hilt. We must not op-
pose his present foreign policies, and
we must give him carte blanche to do
whatever he wishes in the future.

In my view, both the Constitution and
common sense require us to reject this
line of reasoning. Yes, Mr. Nixon is the
only President we have. But a President
is neither a king nor a dictator nor a
God, even in matters of foreign policy.
Nor is he, as is frequently asserted, the
Nation’s Commander in Chief. He is
Commander in Chief of the Armed
Forces. This means only that he is su-
perior to every general and admiral; it
says nothing about his relationship with
the Congress nor with the American
people.

By very precisely distributing the
power of Government between the vari-
ous branches, the Constitution explicitly
denies the President the power to make
certain types of major foreign policy de-
cisions on his own. He cannot bind the
country to a treaty without two-thirds
concurrence of the Senate. He cannot
conduct any military activities at all
unless the entire Congress indicates its
approval by the authorization-appropri-
ations process.

Although the authority of the Congress
to establish policy through the authori-
zation-appropriations process is supreme,
as a practical matter it is necessary to
leave day-to-day decisions in the hands
of the Executive. But today we are not
dealing with a day-to-day decision.

We are dealing with the broad policy
outlines of the Cooper-Church amend-
ment. This amendment says it is the pol-
icy of the Government of the United
States not to widen the Vietnam war
into Cambodia. It says the U.S. Govern-
ment shall not send Americans to die in
an attempt to preserve the Government
of Cambodia. It says the U.S. Govern-
ment shall not hire troops of other coun-
tries to support the Government of
Cambodia.

By passing this amendment, we will
not be interfering with the powers of
the Executive. We will be laying down
policy for the Executive to execute. This
is what the Constitution says the people
of the United States are paying us to do.

Of course, to say the Cooper-Church
amendment is constitutional is not to say
it is necessarily desirable, But in my view
it is most highly desirable.

Four Presidents, from Truman through
Johnson, made decisions which progres-
sively led us into the Vietnam quagmire.
President Truman chose fo support the
French in their effort to reestaklish colo-
nial domination over Vietnam. When the
French effort collapsed, President Eisen-
hower chose to begin an American effort.
President Kennedy chose to expand that
effort. And President Johnson chose to
commit a half million American combat
troops in pursuit of military victory.

I think almost all of us regret these
decisions. If we could somehow go back
in time and advise these Presidents, our
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advice at each juncture would be an ur-
gent “Stay out.” It is a heck of a lot easier
to stay out than to get out once we are in,

Now we are at a similar fork in the
road. We must decide whether or not we
want to preclude a commitment to the
preservation of the Government of Cam-
bodia.

I suggest it is strongly in the national
interest to rule out this commitment. The
Lon Nol government has precious little
to recommend it. It has almost no dem-
onstrated popular support.

The only move Lon Nol has made that
has aroused any popular enthusiasm has
been the slaughtering of several hundred
ethnic Vietnamese civilians, which we
can hardly applaud.

All Lon Nol has going for him is his
anticommunism, and even this is not
very impressive. Two years ago he was
selling guns and supplies to the Vietcong.
Today he finds anticommunism more
profitable. Tomorrow, who knows?

In any case, as we are finding with Ky
and Thieu, it takes more than anticom-
munism to make a viable or desirable
government,

Six years ago, Senator Morse warned
Senators who were about to vote for the
Tonkin Gulf resolution they would live
to regret it. During the past few weeks,
we have seen Senator after Senator get
up on the floor and tell how much he
now regrets his vote.

In 1964, we were asked to open a Pan-
dora’s box that should not have been
opened. We complied. Today we have an
opportunity to lock shut a box that
should be locked. If we do not avail our-
selves of it, we are going to wish we had.

Mr, DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I support
the Church-Cooper amendment to the
Foreign Military Sales Act, H.R. 15628,
and I hope very much that the House
conferees will go along with the Senate
amendment in the forthcoming House-
Senate conference.

I opposed U.S. intervention in Cambo-
dia and I feel the Congress should make
clear in law its opposition to further ex-
tension of our military activity in the
Far East.

However, I shall oppose any effort in
the House to tie the hands of the House
conferees in their negotiations with their
Senate counterparts. In particular, I re-
fer to the reported plan to instruct the
House conferees to accept the Church-
Cooper amendment.

My opposition to this proposed maneu-
ver is one of basic policy on procedure—
not the issue. I support the Church-
Cooper amendment and hope it will sur-
vive the conference.

However, as one who has participated
in and chaired numerous House-Senate
conferences, I believe it is a serious mis~
take to freeze the House conferees in
advance on any particular point of dif-
ference.

For this-same reason, I am opposing
the effort to freeze the House conferees
on the postal reform bill as regards the
House-approved so-called right to work
provision.

I believe the conferees should have
freedom to act within the full range of
conference limitations.

When the conference report is re-
turned to the House, the Members then
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will have the opporfunity to act on any
specific point in the agreement reached
by the conferees. At that time, I hope to
have the opportunity to vote in support
of the Church-Cooper amendment.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, the ac-
tion in the House of Representatives to-
day in regard to the Foreign Military
Sales Act and the Cooper-Church
amendment was nothing short of dis-
graceful.

Through a series of parliamentary ma-
neuvers supported by the leadership, the
House rejected the Cooper-Church
amendment without permitting even the
briefest debate on one of the most im-
portant issues facing the country.

The Cooper-Church amendment went
nowhere near far enough in defining and
limiting the power of the Executive to
wage war without the consent of Con-
gress. It did, however, represent an im-
portant first step in that direction. It also
represented the results of 7 weeks of
debate in the Senate; yet the House re-
jected the Senate’s proposal in less than
1 hour and without any discussion what-
SOever.

One result of this hasty and ill-con-
sidered action was to prevent debate on
other provisions of this bill. Thus, the
House accepted without guestion or dis-
cussion a provision in the Senate version
which prohibits the sale of aircraft to any
country buf Vietn-m. By accepting this
provision without debate, the House
has—perhaps unwittingly—threatened to
close the door on the sale to Israel of the
jet airplanes that are so badly needed to
preserve the balance of peace in the
Middle East and offset Russian missile
installations in Egypt.

The day was not totally without gain,
however, It did produce a record vote on
the Cooper-Church amendment. This
was not the final chance for the House
to act on the Foreign Military Sales Act.
Eventually the House will again have an
opportunity to pass on the results of the
Senate-House Conference. Those inter-
ested in seeing Congress exert its au-
thority in ending the war in Indochina
now have a check list of the Congressmen
who need further attention from their
constituents.

Through its actions today the House
once again abrogated the responsibilities
of the legislative branch to serve as check
and balance to the Executive. By supple-
menting parliamentary maneuvers for
public debate on important issues, the
House has again dramatized the urgent
need for reform of the legislative process
to make Congress truly representative
and responsive.

I urge the Senate to hold firm in its
position. I also urge that the hundreds
of thousands of concerned citizens con-
tinue and even redouble their efforts to
persuade those representatives who voted
against the Cooper-Church amendment
today of the need for the House to accept
its responsibilities to end the Indochina
war.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, today
the House of Representatives has an
opportunity to join with the Senate in
reasserting the prerogative of the Con-
gress on basic questions of peace and
war. This should be done by instructing
our House conferees to accept the
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Cooper-Church amendment with regard
to Cambodia, which was so overwhelm-
ingly adopted by the Senate.

I understand that when the motion
to instruct the conferees is made, a
move will be made to table that motion.
I hope the move to table will be defeated,
as its passage will foreclose any possibil-
ity of debate in the House on the merits
of Cooper-Church and also will prevent
a clear-cut vote on that issue.

Until about 6 o’clock last night, no de-
cision had been made as to when this
matter would be brought before the
House in the form of a motion to pro-
ceed to conference. At that point, appar-
ently, the administration decided that
today would be a good day for a vote on
Cooper-Church in the House, and the
House leadership inexplicably went
along with the administration. Today
strenuous efforts were made to persuade
the leadership to put the matter off for
a few days—until Tuesday next—but
without avail. It is hard to understand—
or indeed to tolerate—such procedure.

The issue presented by the Cooper-
Church amendment is one of the most
important to come before the Congress
this year. The Senate devoted 7 weeks
to debating it. Yet the House of Repre-
sentatives not only permits no debate
on the issue, but refuses to provide a few
days for the Members to reflect on the
matter and for the American people, un-
derstanding that a vote is to be taken
at a certain time, to have an opportunity
to make their voices heard.

By so doing, the House demeans itself
and demeans the American system of
government,

I want to refer also to the outrageous
way in which the administration has
been trying to mobilize support for its
position. We have heard this afternoon
of Members being pressured by the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, with not-so-veiled threats that
if they want any HUD projects in their
districts they had better support the
President on Cooper-Church.

This is bad enough. But far more se-
rious is the apparent attempt by the
administration to make ‘the State of
Israel a hostage to Mr. Nixon’s determi-
nation to have a free hand to carry on
our military misadventures in Southeast
Asia, Representatives of the administra-
tion have been trying to exploit congres-
sional concern for the security of Israel
to influence the House vote on the Coop-
er-Church amendment. They have been
suggesting that the President will be
forced to veto the Foreign Military Sales
Act if it is passed with the Cooper-
Church language, and that this will leave
the President with no authority to make
saies of jets to Israel, This is a real prob-
lem only to the extent the President
wants to make it so. A Presidential veto
of the Foreign Military Sales Aci would
not put a ban on the sale of jets to Israel,
as the administration has darkly implied.
There aré ample alternative methods for
the Congress to assure U.S. support ‘of

Israeli security. Jets could be made avail-
able to Israel under the military assist-

ance program, for example. If necessary,
appropriate language could be added to
the defense appropriation bill for fiscal
year 1971 currently under consideration
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in the Senate, and I understand that at
least one Senator has indicated he is
ready to propose such an amendment.

According to press reports, the Presi-
dent is inclined to regard the situation
in the Middle East as far more serious
than the situation in Southeast Asia. In
terms of the gravity of a new kind of
Soviet intervention and in terms of the
degree of interest which the TUnited
States has in the area, I am wholly in
agreement with that assessment.

Surely, then, the President is not go-
ing to allow a difference of opinion with
the Congress on Cambodia to prevent the
United States from making available to
Israel the equipment she needs for her
defense, a matter on which the Presi-
dent and the Congress are, in principle
at least, fully agreed.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the motion.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
ordering the previous question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. FRASER. Mr, Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant-at-Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will ecall the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 247, nays 143, not voting 41,

as follows:
[Roll No. 207]

YEAS—247

Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Colller
Collins
Colmer
Conable
Corbett
Cowger
Crane
Cunningham
Danjel, Va.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis. Hébert
dela Garza Henderson
Delaney Hogan
Dennis Hollfleld
Dent Hosmer
Derwinski Hull
Dickinson Hunt
Dorn Hutchinson
Dowdy Ichord
Downing Jarman
Dulski Johnson, Pa.
Duncan Jonas
Edmondson Jones, Ala.
Edwards, Ala. Jones, N.C.
Erlenborn Jones, Tenn,
Eshleman Kazen
Evins, Tenn. Eee
Fallon Eing
Feighan Kleppe
Kluczynski
Eyl

Landgrebe
Landrum

Grover
Gubser
Hagan
Haley
Hall
Hammer-
schmidt
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hays

Abbitt
Abernethy
Adalr
Albert
Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.

Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Obio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.

Frelinghuysen
Frey

Fuqua
Gallagher
Garmatz
Goldwater
Goodling

Gray
Green, Oreg.
Griffin

Gross

MacGregor
Maho

n
Mailllard
Mann

Marsh
Martin
Mathias
May

Mayne
Michel
Miller, Calif.
Mills

Minshall
Mize

Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Montgomery
Morgan
Murphy, I11,
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Neal, Ga.
Passman
Patman
Pelly
Perkins
Pettis
Pickle
Pirnie
Poage

Pofl

Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,

Calif,
Barrett
Blaggl
Blester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo,
Burton, Calif.
Button
Byrne, Pa.
Celler

Coughlin
Culver
Daniels, N.J.
Dellenback
Diggs
Dingell
Donchue
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
berg

Esch

Evans, Colo.

Farbstein

Fascell

Fish

Foley

Ford,
William D,

Fraser

Friedel

Fulton, Pa.

Fulten, Tenn.

Galifianakis

Gaydos

Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Pucinskl
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Reid, I11.
Rhodes
Rivers
Roberts
Rogers, Fla.
Rostenkowskl
Roth

Roudebush
Rousselot
Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield

Shriver
Sikes
Bkubltz
Black

Smith, Callf,
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Springer
Staggers
Bteed

NAYS—143

Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilbert
Gonzalez
Green, Pa,
Griffiths
Gude
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Harrington

Hechler, W. Va.

Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Hicks

Horton
Howard
Hungate
Jacobs
Johnson, Calif.
Earth

Kastenmeier
Keith
Koch
Kyros
Long, Md.
Lowenstein
McCarthy
Macdonald,
Mass,
Madden
Matsunaga
Meeds
Melcher
Mikva
Miller, Ohio
Minish
Mink
Moorhead
Morse
Mosher
Moss
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
O'Konskl
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Steiger, Ariz.
Steliger, Wis,
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Taft

Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.

Thompson, Ga.

Thomson, Wis,
Waggonner
Wampler
Watkins
Watson

Watts

Whalley

Smith, Towa
Staflord
Stanton
Stokes
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington

Thompson, N.J.

Tiernan
Tunney
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanlk
Vigorito
Waldie
Weicker
Whalen
Widnall
Wolff
Wyatt
Wydler
Yates

NOT VOTING—41

Anderson, Il
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Ashley
Aspinall
Bell, Calif.
Broomfield
Brown, Calif,
Bush
Caflfery
Carey
Cramer
Daddario
Dawson
Denney

So the previous question was ordered.

Devine
Edwards, La.
Findley
Gettys
Hansen, Wash.
Eirwan
Euykendall
Leggett
Long, La.
MecDonald,

Mich.
McEwen
Meskill
Morton
Nedzl

Rogers, Colo.

Saylor

Bhipley

Bisk

Whitten

Wilson,
Charles H.
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote

Mr. Long of Loulsiana for, with Mr. Carey
against.

Mr. Gettys for, with Mr. Brown of Cali-
fornia against.

Mr. McEwen for, with Mr. Nedzl against.

Mr. Rarick for, with Mr. Leggett agalnst.

Mr. Whitten for, with Mr. Dawson agalnst.

Mr. Caffery for, with Mr. Powell against,

Mr. Reifel for, with Mr. Shipley against.

Mr. Morton for, with Mr. Podell agalnst.

Mr. Euykendall for, with Mr. Ashley
against,

Mr. Devine for, with Mrs. Hansen of Wash-
ington against.

Mr. Denney for, with Mr. Kirwan against,

Mr, Cramer for with Charles H. Wilson
against.

Mr. Bush for, with Mr. Pepper agalnst.

Until further notice:

Mr. Aspinall with Mr. Pollock.

Mr. Rogers of Colorado with Mr. Andrews
of North Dakota.

Mr. Sisk with Mr. Bell of California.

Mr. Pryor of Arkansas with Mr, Findley.

Mr. Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Mc-
Donald of Michigan.

Mr. Daddario with Mr. Meskill.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

Mr. MORGAN, Mr. Speaker, notwith-
standing the fact that the previous ques-
tion has been ordered on my motion to
go to conference, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there now be 1 hour of debate,
one-half to be controlled by myself and
one-half by the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. RiecLE) who has announced
that he will propose a motion to instruct
the conferees.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. MORGAN) .

The motion was agreed to.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. RIEGLE

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. RiEcLE moves that the managers on
the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the bill H.R. 15628 be instructed to agree to
that part of Senate amendment numbered 3
designated as section 7.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, in the event
a motion to table the motion offered by
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
RiecrLeE) is not made, and there is an
hour’s debate on the motion, who will

control the time?
The SPEAKER. The Chair will state

that the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
RiecLE) will control the time.
MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. HAYS
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-

tion to table.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, Hays moves to lay on the table the
motion offered by Mr. RIEGLE.




July 9, 1970

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. Hays) to lay on the table the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. RIEGLE).

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I have been
prevailed upon to attempt to withdraw
my motion on the understanding that
there will be some equal division of time,
and if it is not too late I would ask unani-
mous consent to withdraw my motion to
lay on the table the motion offered by the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. RIEGLE).

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

Mr, SCHERLE, Mr, Speaker, I object.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 237, nays 153, answered
“present” 1, not voting 40, as follows:

[Roll No. 208]

YEAS—237

Duncan
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evins, Tenn.
Fallon

Abbitt MacGregor
Msahon
Mallliard
Mann
Marsh
Martin
Mathias
May
Mayne
Michel
Miller, Calif,
Mills

Minshall
Mize

Mizell
Mollohan
Montgomery
Morgan
Murphy, II1.

y
Ford, Gerald R.
Foreman
Frelimght
nghuysen
Fre

Pickle
Pike
Pirnie
Poage

Poff

Price, Tex.
Purcell
Quue
Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Reid, 111,
Rhodes
Rivers
Roberts
Rogers, Fla.
Roth

Roudebush
Rousselot
Ruth
Sandman
Satterfleld
Schadeberg
Kluezynski Scherle
Euykendall Schmitz
Kyl Scott
Landgrebe Bebelius
Landrum Shriver
Langen Sikes

Latta Skubitz
Lennon Slack

Lloyd Smith, Calif.
Lujan Snyder
Lukens Springer
McClure Staggers
MeCulloch Bteed
McClory Steiger, Ariz.
McFall Stelger, Wis.
McEneally Stephens
McMillan Stratton

Hansen, Idaho
Harsha

Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burton, Utah
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell

Camp

Carter

Casey
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy

Clark

Harvey
Hastings
Hays
Hébert
Henderson
Hogan
Hosmer
Hull

Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Pa,
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Jones. N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
Kazen

Eee

King
Kleppe

Daniel, Va.
Davis, Ga.
Davis. Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dennis
Dent
Derwinsk!
Dickinson
Domn
Dowdy
Downing
Dulski

Stubblefield
Stuckey

Taft

Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif,

Vander Jagt
Waggonner

Adams
Addabbo
Alexander

Daniels, N.J,
Dellenback
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edwards, Callf.
Eilberg

Esch

Evans, Colo.
Farbsteln
Fascell

Gallagher
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Wampler Winn
Watkins

‘Watson

Watts

Whalley

Wilson, Bob
NAYS—153

Garmatz
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilbert
Gonzalez
Green, Pa.
Grifiths
Gude
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Harrington
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va,
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Hicks
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Jacobs
Johnson, Calif,
rth

Ea:

Eastenmeier

Keith

Eoch

Kyros

Long, Md.

Lowenstein

MecCarthy

ymington

Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1

Gubser

NOT VOTING—40

La.

Findley Pollock
Gettys Powell
Hansen, Wash. Pryor, Ark.
Holifleld Rarick
Eirwan Reifel
Leggett Rogers, Colo,
Long, La. Baylor
McDonald, Shipley
Mich. Sisk
McEwen Teague, Tex.
Meskill Whitten
Morton Wilson,
Nedzi Charles H.
Pepper
Podell

So the motion to table was agreed to.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Relfel for, with Mr. Gubser against.
Mr. Caffery for, with Mr. Aspinall against.
Mr. Gettys for, with Mr. Shipley against.
Mr. Rarick for, with Mr. Pepper against.
Mr. Long of Louisiana for, with Mr. Charles
H. Wilson against.
Mr, McEwen for, with Mr. Nedzi against.
Mr. Whitten for, with Mr. Podell against.
Mr. Devine for, with Mr. Dawson against,
Mr. Denney for, with Mr. Carey against,.

Mr. Morton

fornia against.

for, with Mr, Brown of Cali-
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Mr, Andrews of North Dakota for, with Mr.
Leggett against.

Mr. Bell of California for, with Mr. Powell
against,

Mr. Bush for, with Mr. Kirwan against.

Mr. Cramer for, with Mr. Saylor against.

Mr. Pollock for, with Mrs. Hansen of Wash-
ington against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Holifleld with Mr. Broomfield.

Mr. Sisk with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.

Mr. Pryor of Arkansas with Mr. Findley.

Mr. Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Rogers
of Colorado.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. McDonald of
Michigan,

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, I have a
live pair with the gentleman from South
Dakota (Mr. REFeEr). If he had been
present he would have voted “yea.” I
voted “nay.” I withdraw my vote and
vote “present.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints
the following conferees: Messrs. MoR-
GAN, ZABLOCKI, HAvs, Apair, and MAIL-
LIARD.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. 1076, YOUTH CONSERVATION
CORPS

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (8. 1076) to es-
tablish a pilot program in the Depart-
ments of the Interior and Agriculture
designated as the Youth Conservation
Corps, and for other purposes, with a
House amendment thereto, insist upon
the House amendment, and agree to the
conference requested by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
PerkINs, DANIELS of New Jersey, O'HARA,
HatHAWAY, WiLLiam D. Forp, MEEDS,
BurToN of California, Mrs. GrReenN of
Oregon, and Messrs. HAWKINS, GAYDOS,
ScHERLE, QUIE, EscH, STEIGER of Wis-
consin, ERLENBOrRN, EsHLEMAN, and
CoOLLINS.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days in which to extend their
remarks in the Recorp upon the military
sales bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 17070, POSTAL REORGANIZA-
TION AND SALARY ADJUSTMENT
ACT OF 1970

Mr. DULSKI. M:. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to take from the Speaker’s
desk the bill (H.R. 17070) to improve and
modernize the postal service, to reorga-
nize the Post Office Department, and for
other purposes, with a Senate amend-
ment thereto, disagree to the Senate
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amendment, and request a conference
with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York? ;

Mr. HENDEREON. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object—and I do
not intend to object to the request of the
gentleman from New York (Mr, DULSKI),
the chairman of our commitiee—I take
this time to advise the House that I shall
seek recognition to make a motion to
instruct the conferees in respect to the
language in the House-passed bill guar-
anteeing to postal employees their right
to join or refrain from joining labor
unions. We had extensive debate on this
issue when H.R. 17070 was before the
House on June 17, and at the conclusion
of -that debate, the house voted over-
whelmingly, 179-95, to write into the bill
the following language:

Each employee of the Postal Service has
the right freely and without fear of penalty
or reprisal, to form, join or assist a labor
organization or to refrain from any such
activity, and each employee shall be pro-
tected in the exercise of this right.

Despite obvious attempts to create a
smokescreen and to suggest that the
original hill does not change existing law
regarding compulsory unionism, I want
to make the point once again that under
existing law, including Executive orders
which have the force and effect of law,
there is no way a union shop can come
into existence in the Federal ‘service.
Under the provisions of the Senate ver-
sion of H.R. 17070, the Postal Authority
and the unions could negotiate a union
shop, or a union shop could be brought
into existence through binding arbitra-
tion. This would mean that a long-
time, efficient career employee could be
faced with the choice of joining a union
or losing his job. Let me make it clear
that we are not arguing here for a Na-
tional right to work law. We are not
arguing for an amendment to the Taft-
Hartley Act. Weé are simply saying that
every American citizen shouid have the
right to work for his Government without
being compelled to join a labor union. I
do not believe that the majority of the
American people want us to enact a law
which can result in making competent,
efficient postal employees choose between
joining a union against their will or los-
ing their jobs,

Mr. Speaker, this position has been
editorially supported by leading news-
papers throughout the Nation including
the Washington Evening Star, the New
York Times, the New York Daily News,
the Cincinnati Enquirer, the Lancaster,
Pa., New Era, the Macon, Ga., News, the
Phoenix Republic, the Chicago Daily
News, the Dallas Times-Herald, the New-
ark Evening News, the St. Louis Post-
Dispatch, the Philadelphia Bulletin, the
St. Louis Globe-Democrat, the Baltimore
Sun, the Worcester, Mass., Telegram, the
Goldsboroe, N.C., News-Argus, the Chi-
cago Tribune, and many, many others. I
urge my colleagues to protect the tradi-
tional freedom of all Federal employees
to join or refrain from joining a labor
organization.

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

Mr. HENDERSON. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. And the vote by which
the House expressed its support for the
freedom of choice amendment was taken
only 3 weeks ago, and by a margin of
approximately 2 to 1 the amendment of
the gentleman from North Carolina was
adopted; is that true?

Mr. HENDERSON. The exact vote was
179 to 95.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

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

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, if I may have
the attention of the chairman of the
committee, is it the intention of the
chairman to move to table the motion to
be offered by the gentleman from North
Carolina?

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr, DULSKI. Definitely.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, may
I first commend the chairman for being
consistent in his principles and consis-
tent with the position he has previously
taken.

Recognizing the parliamentary com-
plications, may I point out to the Mem-
bers that we want to go to conference on
postal reform and the only way we can
get this right-to-work labor issue out of
the way is to instruct the House con-
ferees in such a way as to eliminate it
from consideration in conference. There-
fore in the interest of postal reform we
should support the gentleman from
North Carolina.

May I say that the postal unions are
not at all upset by this development.
They primarily want a pay raise. Most
postal workers are union members, so
this is an academic issue with them.

The Postmaster General is rather dis-
turbed that the right-to-work issue, ac-
tually complicated postal reform. We
can remove this issue once and for all by
instructing the conferees and then we
can proceed to write a proper postal re-
form bill.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York (Mr. DuLskr) ?

There was no objection.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HENDERSON

Mr., HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I
offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. HenpERSON moves that the managers
on the part of the House at the conference
on the disagreelng votes of the two Houses
on the bill, H.R. 17070, be instructed to in-
sist on the provision beginning on page 332,
line 6, which reads as follows:

“(b) Each employee of the Postal Bervice
has the right, freely and without fear of pern-
alty or reprisal, to form, join, and assist a
iabor organization or to refrain from any
such activity, and each employee shall be
protected in the exerclse of this right.”

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BEY MR. DULSKI

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
preferential motion.
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as follows:

Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Anderson,
Calif,
Annunzio
Ashley
Barrett
Bevill
Blaggl
Biezter
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boeland
Bolling
Erademas
Brasco
Brooks
Burke, Mass.
Burton, Calif.
Button
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis,
Celler
Chisholm
Clark
Clay
Cohelan
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Culver
Daddario
Daniels, N.J,
Delaney
Dellenback
Dent
Diggs
Dingell
Donchue
Dulski
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Calif,
Eilberg
Evang, Colo.
Farbstein
Fascell
Feighan
Flood

Foley

Abbitt
Abernethy
Adalr
Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn,
Andrews, Ala.
Arends
Ashbrook
Ayres
Baring
Beall, Md.
Belcher
Bennett
Berry
Betts
Blackburn
Blanton
Bow
Bray
Brinkley
Brock
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, Utah
Cabell
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The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. Durskr moves to lay on the table the
motion offered by Mr. HENDERSON.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion to table offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. DULSKI) .

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, on that 1
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 154, nays 229, not voting 48,

[Roll No. 209]
YEAS—154

Ford,
William D.
Fraser
Fulton, Pa.
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gilbert
Gonzalez
Gray
Green, Pa,
Griffiths
Gude
Halpern
Hanley
Hanna
Harrington
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va,
Helstoski
Hicks
Holifield
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala.
Karth
Kastenmeler
Kee
Kluczynski
Koch

Kyros
Lowenstein
McCarthy
McDade
McFall
Macdonald,
Mass.
Madden
Mailliard
Matsunaga
Meeds
Melcher
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Minish
Mink
Mollohan

NAYS—220

Camp
Carter
Casey
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Ccllins
Colmer
Conable
Corbett
Coughlin
Cowger
Crane
Danlel, Va.
Davls, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dennis
Derwinski
Dickinson
Dorn
Dowdy
Downing
Duncan
Edwards, Ala.

Rooney, N.Y.
y, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roybal
Ryan
St Germain
Scheuer
BSmith, Towa
Black
Btafford
Staggers
Btokes
Stratton
Sullivan
Symington

Thompson, N.J.

Tiernan
Tunney
Udall

Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vanik
Whalen
Wolff

Wyatt

Yates

Yatron
Zablocki

Erlenborn
Esch

Fountain

Frelinghuysen

Frey

Friedel

Fulton, Tenn.

Fuqua

Galifianakis

Gibbons

Goldwater

Goodling

Griffin

Gross

Grover

Gubser

Hagan

Haley

Hall

Hamilton

Hammer-
schmidt
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Hansen, IJdaho Mills
Harsha Minshall
Harvey Mize
Hastings Mizell
Hébert Montgomery
Henderson Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols

Obey
O'Neal, Ga.
Pagsman

Shriver

Sikes

Skubitz
Smith, Calif,
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Springer
Stanton
Steed

Steiger, Ariz.
Stelger, Wis.
Stephens
Patman Stubblefield
Pelly Stuckey
Pettis Taft

Pickle Talcott

Pike Taylor

Pirnie Teague, Calif,
Poage Teague, Tex.
Poff Thompscn, Ga.
Preyer, N.C. Thomson, Wis.
Price; Tex. Vander Jagt
Purcell Vigorito

Quie Waggonner
Quillen Wampler
Rallsback Watkins
Reld, TI1. Watson
Rhodes Watts

Rivers Weicker
Roberts Whalley
Robison White

Roe Whitehurst
Rogers, Fla. Widnall

Roth

Wiggins
Roudebush Williams
Rousselot Wilson, Bob
Ruppe

Winn
Ruth

Wold
Sandman
Batterfield
Schadeberg
Scherle
Schmitz
Schneebell

Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Pa,
Jonas

Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.,

McEneally
McMillan
Wright
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young
Zion
Zwach

Bebelius
NOT VOTING—48

Edwards, La, Nedzi
Findley Pepper
Gettys Podell
Green, Oreg. Pollock
Hansen, Wash. Powell
Heckler, Mass. Pryor, Ark,
Randall

Jacobs
Kirwan Rarick
Reilfel

‘ Rogers, Colo.

McDonald, Baylor

Mich. Shipley
McEwen Sisk
Meskill Waldie
Morze Whitten
Denney Morton Wilson,
Devine Murphy, N.Y, Charles H.

So the motion to table was rejected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Shipley for, with Mr. Caffery against.

Mr. Pepper for, with Mr. Long of Louisiana
against.

Mr. Podell for, with Mr. Gettys against.

Mr. Leggett for, with Mr, Rarick against,

Mr. Aspinall for, with Mr. Edwards of Loul~
siana against.

Mr., Murphy of New York for, with Mr,
Whitten against,

Mr. Carey for, with Mr. Anderson of Illi-
nois against.

Mr. Nedzi for, with Mr. Devine against.

Mr. Brown of California for, with Mr;
Cramer against.

Mr. Charles H. Wilson for, with Mr. Denney.
against.

Mr, Saylor for, with Mr, Broyhill of North
Carolina against.

Mr. Waldie for, with Mr. Morton against.

Until further notice:
> 1:[1'. Meskill with Mr. Andrews of North Da-
ota.
Mr. Jacobs with Mr. Bell of California.
Mr. Kirwan with Mr. Broomfield.
Mr. Pryor of Arkansas with Mrs. Heckler of
Massachusetts,
Mr. Randall with Mr. Bush.
. Mr, Rogers of Colorado with Mr. Cunning=
am.

Mayne
Miller, Ohio

Anderson, IlL.

Cunningham
Dawson
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Mr. Sisk with Mr. Findley.

Mr. Powell with Mr. Brown of Ohio.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. McDonald
of Michigan.

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr, Mc-
Ewen.

Mr, Dawson with Mr. Reifel.

Mr. Pollock with Mr. Morse,

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. HENDERSON) is rec-
ognized.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, as I
said in my remarks under a reservation
of objection, this issue has been fully
and completely debated with both sides
having been afforded full opportunity to
express their views.

I believe all Members are fully aware
of the nature and purpose of my motion.

I am happy to yield at this time to
the chairman of our full committee, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. DULsKI)
such time as he may consume.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from North Carolina (Mr,
HENDERSON) .

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the
motion to instruet the conferees. The
House conferees on HR. 17070 should
go to the conference unhindered by any
instructions from the House on this very
complicated bill.

Unfortunately, one of the most con-
troversial issues that has arisen in con-
nection with this bill involves the ques-
tion of the right of postal employees
under the new agency to negotiate the
union shop.

The conferees should be afforded the
opportunity to work this issue out with-
out being hindered by binding instruc-
tions from the House.

The bill reported from our committee,
and approved by the House, provided
that labor-management relations in the
new Postal Service shall be subject to
the National Labor Relations Aet. Un-
der section 14(b) of that act, a union
shop could be negotiated as a part of
a collective bargaining agreement except
in those States having a right-to-work
statute. Consequently, a union shop
could not be enforced in the 19 States
having right-to-work statutes.

The House adopted an amendment
offered by the gentleman from North
Carolina to the committee-reported bill,
providing that an employee of the new
Postal Service will have the right to re-
frain from joining a labor organization.

It is proposed that the conferees be
instructed to insist on retaining this
amendment as a part of the conference
agreement.

The Senate amendment to the House
bill contains provisions similar to those
adopted by our committee, and does not
extend an absolute right for the em-
ployees to refrain from joining the union
shop in those cases in which the postal
employees under free collective bargain-
ing have agreed on a union shop.

Mr. Speaker, I was in favor of the pro-
visions of our bill permitting the nego-
tiations for a union shop. I opposed the
amendment to these provisions which
was adopted by the House, which would
permit, - an employee teo refrain- from
joining the union, and I continue to be
opposed to such provisions.
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However, regardless of whether I am
in favor of or opposed to this particular
proposition, it is much more important to
me that conferees not be encumbered by
instructions from the House of Repre-
sentatives which bind their hands on a
major issue involved in the postal re-
organization.

I strongly urge that the Members vote
against the motion to instruct the con-
ferees.

Mr. TAFT. Mr, Speaker, as one of the
original sponsors of this legislation as
proposed by the administration, with
some reservations I supported the House
bill as amended, and have voted for the
motion to instruct House conferees on
the Henderson amendment,

As to the House bill, it is a considerable
step forward in making it possible to
modernize our postal service and to get
away from the patchwork straitjacket
in which it is now trapped. It will not
abandon irretrievably the concern and
trusteeship of Congress over the mails
and the personnel involved. We can aft
any time act to change or control the
operation which is developed under the
new law, but the pressures of political
expediency will, at least, be somewhat
removed from the operating decisions.
Unfortunately, the Senate version weak-
ens the House bill in some degree. The
American people by a large percentage
are indicating that this type of change
is overdue and that the postal service
should be self-sufficient and business-
like. I hope the conferees will heed this
spirit.

As to the Henderson amendment, the
issue seems to me to have been made
clear by the failure to include in the
bill any exemption or grandfather clause
for those already employed, sometimes
with many years of service. Thus, with-
out the Henderson amendment the union
could, in a union shop situation, through
union discipline alone, cause the loss of
many years of vested Federal back-serv-
ice benefits and credits. This is a danger
that I wish no part of.

Moreover, without the Henderson
amendment, the position of existing and
legitimate employee organizations, could
be greatly weakened or perhaps even
destroyed. I strongly favor bringing ef-
fective collective bargaining into the
postal service, getting away from the
buckpassing delays and demagoguery of
congressionally set wage schedules. The
union shop bargained for and agreed to,
in those States permitting it, is a proper
and established procedure in private in-
dustry, and with a postal corporation
could, where desired, work properly. It
would not be a precedent for public em-
ployees employed directly by Govern-
ment. But this does not justify creating
a situation in which existing rights of
postal workers or their voluntary or-
ganizations could be overpowered and
wiped out. Without the Henderson
amendment, the bill could have those
effects.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question on the mo-
tion. £

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion roffered by the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. HENDERSON).
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The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 228, nays 158, not voting 45,

as follows:
[Roll No. 210]

YEAS—228
Frey
Fulton, Tenn.

Fuqua
Galifianakis
Gibbons
Goldwater
Goodling
Griffin
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Hagan
Belcher Haley
Bennett Hall
Berry Hammer-
Betts schmidt
Bilagegl Hansen, Idaho
Blackburn Harsha
Blanton Harvey Roe
Bow Hastings Rogers, Fla.
Bray Hébert Roth
Brinkley Henderson Roudebush
Brock Rousselot
Brotzman Ruppe
Brown, Mich, Ruth
Brown, Ohio Sandman
Broyhill, N.C. Satterfield
Broyhill, Va, Schadeberg
Buchanan Scherle
Burke, Fla, Schmitz
Burleson, Tex, Schneebeli
Burlison, Mo. Schwengel
Burton, Utah Jones, Tenn. Scott
Cabell Kazen Sebelius
Camp Keith Shriver
Carter King Sikes
Casey Kleppe Skubitz
Cederberg Euykendall Smith, Callf.
Chamberlain yl Smith, N.Y.
Chappell Landgrebe Snyder
Clancy Landrum Springer
Clausen, Langen Steed

Don H. Latta Steiger, Ariz.
Clawson, Del Lenncn Stelger, Wis.
Cleveland Lloyd Stephens
Colller Long, Md. Stubblefield

Lujan

Collins Btuckey
Lukens Taft

Colmer
Conable McClory Talcott
Corbett McCloskey Taylor
Coughlin McClure Teague, Calif.
Cowger MeCulloch Taague, Tex.,
Crane McKneally Thompscn, Ga.
Daniel, Va, McMillan Thomson, Wis.
Davis, Ga. MacGregor Vander Jagt
Davis, Wis. Mahon Vigorito
de la Garza Mann Waggonner
Dennis Marsh Wampler
Derwinskl Martin Watkins
Dickinson Mathias Watson
Dorn May Watts
Weicker

Dowdy Mayne
Downing Miller, Ohio Whalley
Duncan Mills White
Edwards, Ala, Minshall Whitehurst
Erlenborn Mize Widnall
Esch Mizeli
Eshleman Montgemery
Evins, Tenn. Myers

Natcher

Nelsen

Abbitt
Abernethy
Adair
Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Arends
Ashbrook

Pelly
Pettis
Pickle
Pike
Pirnie
Poage

Pofl
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Tex.
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Rallsback
Reid, 111,
Rhodes
Rivers
Roberts
Robison

Passman
Patman

NAYS—158

Annunzio
Ashley
Barrett
Bevill
Biester

Frelinghuysen

Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Anderson,
Calif.
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Brademas
Brasco
Brooks
Burke, Mass.
Burton, Calif.
Button
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Celler
Chisholm
Clark

Clay
Cchelan
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Culver
Daddario
Danlels, N.J.

Gray Murphy, N.Y.
Green, Pa. Nix
Griffiths O’'Hara
Gude Olsen
Halpern O'Neill, Mass.
Hamilton Ottinger
Hanley Patten
Hannsa Perkins
Harrington Philbin
Hathaway Price, I11.
Hawkins Pucinski
Hays Rees
Hechler, W. Va. Reid, N.Y.
Helstoski Reuss
Holifleld Riegle
Horton Rodino
Howard Rooney, N.Y.
Hungate Rooney, Pa.
Jacobs Rosenthal
Delaney Johnson, Calif. Rostenkowski
Dellenback Jones, Ala. Roybal
Dent Earth Ryan

Diggs Eastenmeier St Germain
Dingell Scheuer
Donohue Slack

Dulski Smith, Iowa
Dwyer Stafford
Eckhardt Lowenstein Staggers
Edmondson McCarthy Stanton
Edwards, Calif. McDade Stokes
Eilberg McFall Stratton
Evans, Colo. Macdonald, Sullivan
Fallon Mass. Symington
Farbstein Madden Thompson, N.J.
Fascell Mailllard Tiernan
Feighan Matsunaga Tunney
Flood Meeds Udall

Foley Mikva Ullman

Ford Miller, Calif. Van Deerlin
Minish Vanik

Mink Waldie
Mollohan Whalen
Monagan Wolft
Moorhead Wyatt
Morgan Yates

Morse Yatron
Mosher Young

Moss Zablockl
Murphy, I1l.

NOT VOTING—456

Findley Nedzi
Gettys Pepper
Green, Oreg. Podell
Hansen, Wash, Pollock
Heckler, Mass. Powell
Hicks Pryor, Ark.
Eirwan Randall
Rarick
Reifel
Rogers, Colo.
Saylor
Shipley
Sisk
Whitten

ee
Eluczynskl
Koch

KEyros

Willlam D,
Fraser
Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Glaimo
Gilbert
Gonzalez

Anderson, Ill,
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Aspinall
Bell, Calif.
Broomfleld
Brown, Calif,
Bush
Caflfery
Carey
Cramer
Cunningham
Dawson
Denney
Devine Wilson,
Edwards, La. Charles H.

So the motion was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Caffery for, with Mr. Podell against.

Mr. Gettys for, with Mr. Pepper against.

Mr. Long of Louisiana for, with Mr. Leg-
gett against.

Mr. Rarick for, with Mr. Aspinall against.

Mr. Edwards of Louisiana for, with Mr.
Carey against.

Mr. Whitten for, with Mr. Nedzl against.

Mr. Anderson of Illinois for, with Mr.
Shipley against.

Mr. Devine for, with Mr. Brown of Cali-
fornia against.

Mr. Morton for, with Mr. Charles H, Wil-
son against,

Mr, Denny for, with Mr, Powell against.

Mr. Cramer for, with Mr. Eirwan against.

Mr. Bush for, with Mr. Dawson against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Randall with Mr. Cunningham.

Mr. Pryor of Arkansas with Mr. Bell.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Andrews
of North Dakota.

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mrs.
Heckler of Massachusetts.

Mr, Hicks with Mr. Broomfield.

Mr. Sisk with Mr. Findley.

Mr. Rogers of Colorado with Mr. McEwen.

Mr., Michel with Mr. Meskill.

Mr. Reifel with Mr. Saylor.
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints
the following conferees: Messrs. DULSKI,
HENDERSON, OLSEN, UpaArLL, Dawniers of
New Jersey, CoreerT, GROSS, CUNNING-
HAM, and DERWINSKI.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 209 I am
not recorded. I was unavoidably detained
on the other side of the Capitol on an
important matter. If I had been present
I would have voted “nay.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, on
rollcall No. 209 I was not present. If I
had been present I would have voted
“n.a}".”

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the motion to
instruct conferees on the bill H.R. 17070,
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

GOVERNMENT’S ENVIRONMENTAL-
LY RELATED ACTIVITIES—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO.
91-366)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States; which was read
and referred to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations and ordered to be
printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

As concern with the condition of our
physical environment has intensified, it
has become increasingly clear that we
need to know more about the total en-
vironment—land, water, and air. It also
has become increasingly clear that only
by reorganizing our Federal efforts can
we develop that knowledge, and effec-
tively ensure the protection, development
and enhancement of the total environ-
ment itself.

The Government's environmentally-
related activities have grown up piece-
meal over the years. The time has come
to organize them rationally and system-
atically. As a major step in this direc-
tion, I am transmitting today two reor-
ganization plans: one to establish an
Environmental Protection Agency, and
one to establish, within the Department
of Commerce, a National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA)

Our national government today is not
structured to make a coordinated attack
on the pollutants which debase the air
we breathe, the water we drink, and the
land that grows our food. Indeed, the
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present governmental structure for deal-
ing with environmental pollution often
defies effective and concerted action.

Despite its complexity, for pollution
control purposes the environment must
be perceived as a single, interrelated sys-
tem. Present assignments of departmen-
tal responsibilities do not reflect this in-
terrelatedness.

Many agency missions, for example,
are designed primarily along media
lines—air, water, and land. Yet the
sources of air, water, and land pollution
are interrelated and often interchange-
able. A single source may pollute the air
with smoke and chemicals, the land with
solid wastes, and a river or lake with
chemical and other wastes. Control of
the air pollution may produce more solid
wastes, which then pollute the land or
water. Control of the water-polluting
effluent may convert it into solid wastes,
which must be disposed of on land.

Similarly, some pollutants—chemicals,
radiation, pesticides—appear in all me-
dia. Successful control of them at pres-
ent requires the coordinated efforts of a
variety of separate agencies and depart-
ments. The results are not always
successful.

A far more effective approach to pol-
lution control would:

—Identify pollutants.

—Trace them through the entire eco-
logical chain, observing and recording
changes in form as they occur.

—Determine the total exposure of man
and his environment.

—Examine interactions among forms
of pollution.

—Identify where in the ecological
chain interdiction would be most appro-
priate.

In organizational terms, this requires
pulling together into one agency a vari-
ety of research, monitoring, standard-
setting and enforcement activities now
scattered through several departments
and agencies. It also requires that the
new agency include sufficient support
elements—in research and in aids to
State and local anti-pollution programs,
for example—to give it the needed
strength and potential for carrying out
its mission. The new agency would also,
of course, draw upon the results of re-
search conducted by other agencies.

COMPONENTS OF THE EPA

Under the terms of Reorganization
Plan No. 3, the following would be moved
to the new Environmental Protection
Agency:

—The functions carried out by the
Federal Water Quality Administration
(from the Department of the Interior).

—Functions with respect to pesticides
studies now vested in the Department of
the Interior.

—The functions carried out by the Na-
tional Air Pollution Control Administra-
tion (from the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare).

—The functions carried out by the Bu-
reau of Solid Waste Management and
the Bureau of Water Hygiene, and por-
tions of the functions carried out by the
Bureau of Radiological Health of the
Environmental Control Administration
(from the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare) .
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—Certain functions with respect to pes-
ticides carried out by the Food and Drug
Administration (from the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare).

—Authority to perform studies relating
to ecological systems now vested in the
Council on Environmental Quality.

—Certain functions respecting radia-
tion criteria and standards now vested in
the Atomic Energy Commission and the
Federal Radiation Council.

—Functions respecting pesticides reg-
istration and related activities now car-
ried out by the Agricultural Research
Service (from the Department of Agri-
culture).

With its broad mandate, EPA would
also develop competence in areas of en-
vironmental protection that have not
previously been given enough attention,
such, for example, as the problem of
noise, and it would provide an organiza-
tion to which new programs in these
areas could be added.

In brief, these are the principal func-
tions to be transferred:

Federal Water Quality Administration.
Charged with the control of pollutants
which impair water quality, it is broadly
concerned with the impact of degraded
water quality. It performs a wide variety
of functions, including research, stand-
ard-setting and enforcement, and pro-
vides construction grants and technical
assistance.

Certain pesticides research authority
from the Department of the Interior. Au-
thority for research on the effects of pes-
ticides on fish and wildlife would be pro-
vided to the EPA through transfer of
the specialized research authority of the
pesticides act enacted in 1958. Interior
would retain its responsibility to do re-
search on all factors affecting fish and
wildlife. Under this provision, only one
laboratory would be transferred to the
EPA—the Gulf Breeze Biological Labora-
tory of the Bureau of Commercial
Fisheries. The EPA would work closely
with the fish and wildlife laboratories
remaining with the Bureau of Sport Fish-
eries and Wildlife.

National Air Pollution Control Admin-
istration. As the principal Federal agency
concerned with air pollution, it conducts
research on the effects of air pollution,
operates a monitoring network, and
promulgates criteria which serve as the
basis for setting air quality standards.
Its regulatory functions are similar to
those of the Federal Water Quality Ad-
ministration. NAPCA is responsible for
administering the Clean Air Act, which
involves designating air quality regions,
approving State standards, and providing
financial and technical assistance to
State Control agencies to enable them fo
comply with the Act’s provisions. It also
sets and enforces Federal automotive
emission standards.

Elements of the Environmental Control
Administration. ECA is the focal point
within HEW for evaluation and control
of a broad range of environmental health
problems, including water quality, solid
wastes, and radiation. Programs in the
ECA involve research, development of
criteria and standards, and the admin-
istration of planning and demonstration
grants. From the ECA, the activities of
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the Bureaus of Water Hygiene and Solid
Waste Management and portions of the
activities of the Bureau of Radiological
Health would be transferred. Other
functions of the ECA including those
related to the regulation of radiation
from consumer products and occupa-
tional safety and health would remain
in HEW.

Pesticides research and standard-set-
ting programs of the Food and Drug
Administration. FDA’s pesticides pro-
gram consists of setting and enforcing
standards which limit pesticide residues
in food. EPA would have the authority
to set pesticide standards and to monitor
compliance with them, as well as to
conduct related research. However, as an
integral part of its food protection activ-
ities, FDA would retain its authority to
remove from the market food with excess
pesticide residues.

General ecological research jfrom the
Council on Environmental Quality, This
authority to perform studies and research
relating to ecological systems would be
in addition to EPA’s other specific re-
search authorities, and it would help
EPA to measure the impact of pollutants.
The Council on Environmental Quality
would retain its authority to conduct
studies and research relating to environ-
mental quality.

Environmental radiation standards
programs. The Atomic Energy Commis-
sion is now responsible for establishing
environmental radiation standards and
emission limits for radioactivity. Those
standards have been based largely on
broad guidelines recommended by the
Federal Radiation Council. The Atomic
Energy Commission’s authority to set
standards for the protection of the gen-
eral environment from radioactive ma-
terial would be transferred to the En-
vironmental Protection Agency. The
functions of the Federal Radiation Coun-
cil would also be transferred. AEC would
retain responsibility for the implementa-
tion and enforcement of radiation stand-
ards through its licensing authority.

Pesticides registration program of the
Agricultural Research Service. The De-
partment of Agriculture is currently re-
sponsible for several distinet functions
related to pesticides use. It conducts re-
search on the efficacy of various pesti-
cides as related to other pest control
methods and on the effects of pesticides
on non-target plants, livestock, and poul-
try. It registers pesticides, monitors
their persistence and carries out an edu-
cational program on pesticide use
through the extension service. It con-
ducts extensive pest control programs
which utilize pesticides.

By transferring the Department of
Agriculture’s pesticides registration and
monitoring function to the EPA and
merging it with the pesticides programs
being transferred from HEW and Inte-
rior, the new agency would be given a
broad capability for control over the in-
troduction of pesticides into the environ-
ment.

The Department of Agriculture would
continue to conduct research on the ef-
fectiveness of pesticides. The Depart-
ment would furnish this information to
the EPA, which would have the respon-




23530

sibility for actually licensing pesticides
for use after considering environmental
and health effects. Thus the new agency
would be able to make use of the exper-
tise of the Department.

ADVANTAGES OF REORGANIZATION

This reorganization would permit re-
sponse to environmental problems in a
manner beyond the previous capability
of our pollution control programs. The
EPA would have the capacity to do re-
search on important pollutants irrespec-
tive of the media in which they appear,
and on the impact of these pollutants on
the total environment. Both by itself and
together with other agencies, the EPA
would monitor the condition of the en-
vironment—Dbiological as well as physi-
cal, With these data, the EPA would be
able to establish quantitative “environ-
mental baselines"—critical if we are to
measure adequately the success or fail-
ure of our pollution abatement efforts.

As no disjointed array of separate
programs can, the EPA would be able—
in concert with the States—to set and
enforce standards for air and water
quality and for individual pollutants.
This consolidation of pollution control
authorities would help assure that we do
not create new environmental problems
in the process of controlling existing
ones. Industries seeking to minimize the
adverse impact of their aetivities on the
environment would be assured of consis-
tent standards covering the full range
of their waste disposal problems. As the
States develop and expand their own
pollution control programs, they would
be able to look to one agency to support
their efforts with financial and technical
assistance and training.

In proposing that the Environmental
Protection Agency be set up as a sepa-
rate new agency, I am making an ex-
ception to one of my own principles:
that, as a matter of effective and orderly
administration, additional new indepen-
dent agencies normally should not be
created, In this case, however, the argu-
ments against placing environmental
protection activities under the jurisdic-
tion of one or another of the existing
;iepart.ments and agencies are compel-
ing.

In the first place, almost every part of
government is concerned with the en-
vironment in some way, and affects it 'in
some way. Yet each department also has
its own primary mission—such as re-
source development, transportation,
health, defense, urban growth or agri-
culture—which necessarily affects its
own view of environmental questions.

In the second place, if the critical
standard-setting functions were central-
ized within any one existing depart-
ment, it would require that department
constantly to make decisions affecting
other departments—in which, whether
fairly or unfairly, its own objectivity as
an impartial arbiter could be called into
question.

Because environmental protection cuts
across so many jurisdictions, and be-
cause arresting environmental deteri-
oration is of great importance to the
quality of life in our country and the
world, I believe that in this case a strong,
independent agency is needed. That
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agency would, of course, work closely

with and draw upon the expertise and

assistance of other agencies having ex-

perience in the environmental area.
ROLES AND FUNCTIONS OF EPA

The principal roles and functions of
the EPA would include:

—The establishment and enforcement
of environmental protection standards
consistent with national environmental
goals.

—The conduct of research on the ad-
verse effects of pollution and on methods
and equipment for controlling it, the
gathering of information on pollution,
and the use of this information in
strengthening environmental protection
programs and recommending policy
changes.

—Assisting others, through grants,
technical assistance and other means in
arresting pollution of the environment.

—Assisting the Council on Environ-
mental Quality in developing and rec-
ommending to the President new policies
for the protection of the environment.

One natural question concerns the
relationship between the EPA and the
Council on Environmental Quality, re-
cently established by act of Congress.

It is my intention and expectation that
the two will work in close harmony, re-
inforcing each other's mission, Essen-
tially, the Council is a top-level advisory
group (which might be compared with
the Council of Economic Advisers), while
the EPA would be an operating, ‘“line”
organization. The Council will continue
to be a part of the Executive Office of the
President and will perform its overall
coordinating and advisory roles with re-
spect to all Federal programs related to
environmental quality.

The Council, then, is concerned with
all aspects of environmental quality—
wildlife preservation, parklands, land use,
and population growth, as well as pollu-
tion. The EPA would be charged with
protecting the environment by abating
pollution. In short, the Council focuses
on what our broad policies in the envi-
ronmental field should be; the EPA would
focus on setting and enforcing pollution
control standards. The two are not com-
peting, but complementary—and taken
together, they should give us, for the first
time, the means to mount an effectively
coordinated campaign against environ-
mental degradation in all of its many
forms.

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC
ADMINISTRATION

The oceans and the atmosphere are
interacting parts of the total environ-
mental system upon which we depend not
only for the guality of our lives, but for
life itself.

We face immediate and compelling
needs for better protection of life and
property from natural hazards, and for
a better understanding of the total en-
vironment—an understanding which will
enable us more effectively to monitor and
predict its actions, and ultimately, per-
haps to exercise some degree of control
over them.

We also face a compelling need for ex-
ploration and development leading to the
intelligent use of our marine resources.
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The global oceans, which constitute near-
ly three-fourths of the surface of our
planet, are today the least-understood,
the least-developed, and the least-pro-
tected part of our earth. Food from the
oceans will increasingly be a key ele-
ment in the world's fight against hunger.
The mineral resources of the ocean beds
and of the oceans themselves, are being
increasingly tapped to meet the growing
world demand. We must understand the
nature of these resources, and assure
their development without either con-
taminating the marine environment or
upsetting its balance.

Establishment of the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion—NOAA—within the Department of
Commerce would enable us to approach
these tasks in a coordinated way. By em-
ploying a unified approach to the prob-
lems of the oceans and atmosphere, we
can increase our knowledge and expand
our opportunities not only in those areas,
but in the third major component cf our
environment, the solid earth, as well.

Scattered through various Federal de-
partments and agencies, we already have
the scientific, technological and admin-
istrative resources to make an effective,
unified approach possible. What we need
is to bring them together. Establishment
of NOAA would do so.

By far the largest of the components
being merged would be the Commerce
Department’s: Environmental Science
Services Administration (ESSA), with
some 10,000 employees (70 percent of
NOAA’s total personnel strength) and
estimated Fiscal 1970 expenditures of al-
most $200 million. Placing NOAA within
the Department of Commerce therefore
entails the least dislocation, while also
placing it within a Department which
has traditionally been a center for serv-
ice activities in the scientific and tech-
nological area.

COMPONENTS OF NOAA

Under terms of Reorganization Plan
No. 4, the programs of the following
organizations would be moved into
NOAA:

—The Environmental Science Serv-
ices Administration (from within the
Department of Commerce).

—Elements of the Bureau of Commer-
cial Fisheries (from the Department of
the Interior).

—The marine sport fish program of
the Bureau of Sport Fisheries anc Wild-
life (from the Department of the In-
terior).

—The Marine Minerals Technology
Center of the Bureau of Mines (from the
Department of the Interior).

—The Office of Sea Grant Programs
(from the National Science Foundation).

—Elements of the United States Lake
Survey (from the Department of the
Army).

In addition, by executivc action, the
programs of the following organizations
would be transferred to NOAA:

—The National Oceanographic Data
Center (from the Department of the
Navy).

—The National Oceanographic In-
strumentation Center (from the Depart
ment of the Navy).
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—The National Data Buoy Project
(from the Department of Transporta-
tion).

In brief, these are the prineipal func-
tions of the programs and agencies to be
combined:

The Environmental Science Services
Administration (ESSA) comprises the
following components:

—The Weather Bureau (weather, ma-
rine, river and flood forecasting and
warning).

—The Coast and Geodetic Survey
(earth and marine description, mapping
and charting).

—The Environmental Data Service
(storage and retrieval of environmental
data).

—The National Environmental Satel-
lite Center (observation of the global en-
vironment from earth-orbiting satel-
lites).

—The ESSA Research Laboratories
(research on physical environmental
problems).

ESSA’s activities include observing and
predicting the state of the oceans, the
state of the lower and upper atmos-
phere, and the size and shape of the
earth. It maintains the nation’s warning
systems for such natural hazards as hur-
ricanes, tornadoes, floods, earthquakes
and seismic sea waves. It provides in-
formation for national defense, agricul~
ture, transportation and industry.

ESSA monitors atmospheric, oceaniec
and geophysical phenomena on a global
basis, through an unparalleled complex
of air, ocean, earth and space facilities.
It also prepares aeronautical and marine
maps and charts.

Bureau of Commercial Fisheries and
marine sport fish activities. Those fish-
ery activities of the Department of the
Interior’s U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
which are ocean related and those which
are directed toward commercial fishing
would be transferred. The Fish and Wild-
life Service’s Bureau of Commercial
Fisheries has the dual function of
strengthening the fishing industry and
promoting conservation of fishery stocks.
It conducts research on important ma-
rine species and on fundamental ocean-
ography, and operates a fleet of ocean-
ographic vessels and a number of lab-
oratories. Most of its activities would be
transferred. From the Fish and Wildlife
Service’s Bureau of Sport Fisheries and
Wildlife, the marine sport fishing pro-
gram would be transferred. This involves
five supporting laboratories and three
ships engaged in activities to enhance
marine sport fishing opportunities.

The Marine Minerals Technology Cen-
ter is concerned with the development of
marine mining technology.

Office of Sea Grant Programs. The Sea
Grant Program was authorized in 1966 to
permit the Federal Government to assist
the academic and industrial communities
in developing marine resources and tech-
nology. It aims at strengthening educa-
tion and training of marine specialists,
supporting applied research in the re-
covery and use of marine resources, and
developing extension and advisory serv-
ices. The Office carries out these
objectives by making grants to selected
academic institutions.
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The U.S. Lake Survey has two primary
missions. It prepares and publishes navi-
gation charts of the Great Lakes and
tributary waters and conducts research
on a variety of hydraulic and hydrologic
phenomena of the Great Lakes’ waters.
Its activities are very similar to those
conducted along the Atlantic and Pacific
coasts by ESSA’s Coast and Geodetic
Survey.

The National Oceanographic Data
Center is responsible for the collection
and dissemination of oceanographic data
accumulated by all Federal agencies.

The National Oceanographic Insiru-
mentation Center provides a central Fed-
eral service for the calibration and test-
ing of oceanographic instruments.

The National Data Buoy Development
Project was established to determine the
feasibility of deploying a system of auto-
matic ocean buoys to obtain oceanic and
atmospheric data.

ROLE OF NOAA

Drawing these activities together into
a single agency would make possible a
balanced Federal program to improve
our understanding of the resources of the
sea, and permit their development and
use while guarding against the sort of
thoughtless exploitation that in the past
laid waste to so many of our precious
natural assets. It would make possible a
consolidated program for achieving a
more comprehensive understanding of
oceanic and atmospheric phenomena,
which so greatly affect our lives and ac-
tivities. It would facilitate the coopera-
tion between public and private interests
that can best serve the interests of all.

I expect that NOAA would exercise
leadership in developing a national
oceanic and atmospherie program of re-
search and development. It would coor-
dinate its own scientific and technical
resources with the technical and opera-
tional capabilities of other government
agencies and private institutions. As im-
portant, NOAA would continue to pro-
vide those services to other agencies of
government, industry and private indi-
viduals which have become essential to
the efficient operation of our transporta-
tion systems, our agriculture and our na-
tional security. I expect it to maintain
continuing and close liaison with the new
Environmental Protection Agency and
the Council on Environmental Quality as
part of an effort to ensure that environ-
mental questions are dealt with in their
totality and that they benefit from the
full range of the government’s technical
and human resources.

Authorities who have studied this mat-
ter, including the Commission on Marine
Science, Engineering and Resources,
strongly recommended the creation of a
National Advisory Committee for the
Oceans. I agree. Consequently, I will re-
quest, upon approval of the plan, that
the Secretary of Commerce establish a
National Advisory Committee for the
Oceans and the Atmosphere to advise him
on the progress of governmental and
private programs in achieving the Na-
tion’s oceanic and atmospheric objectives.

AN ON-GOING PROCESS

The reorganizations which I am here
proposing afford both the Congress and
the Executive Branch an opportunity to
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re-evaluate the adequacy of existing pro-
gram authorities involved in these con-
solidations. As these two new organiza-
tions come into being, we may well find
that supplementary legislation to per-
fect their authorities will be necessary. I
look forward to working with the Con-
gress in this task.

In formulating these reorganization
plans, I have been greatly aided by the
work of the President’s Advisory Coun-
cil on Executive Organization (the Ash
Council), the Commission on Marine
Science, Engineering and Resources (the
Stratton Commission, appointed by Pres-
ident Johnson), my special task force on
oceanography headed by Dr. James
Wakelin, and by the information devel-
opec during both House and Senate hear-
ings on proposed NOAA legislation.

Many of those who have advised me
have proposed additional reorganizations,
and it may well be that in the future I
shall recommend further changes. For
the present, however, I think the two re-
organizations transmitted today repre-
sent a sound and significant beginning. I
also think that in practical terms, in this
sensitive and rapidly developing area, it
is better to proceed a step at a time—
and thus to be sure that we are not
caught up in a form of organizational in-
digestion from trying to rearrange too
much at once. As we see how these
changes work out, we will gain a better
understanding of what further changes—
in addition to these—might be desirable.

Ultimately, our objective should be to
insure that the Nation’s environmental
and resource protection activities are so
organized as to maximize both the effec-
tive coordination of all and the effective
funectioning of each.

The Congress, the Administration and
the public all share a profound com-
mitment to the rescue of our natural en-
vironment, and the preservation of the
Earth as a place both habitable by and
hospitable to man, With its acceptance
of these reorganization plans, the Con-
gress will help us fulfill that commitment.

RICHARD NIXON.

THE WHITE HoUSE, July 9, 1970.

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 3 PRO-
VIDING FOR AN ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 91-
364)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the Unifed States; which was read
and, together with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on
Government Operations and ordered to
be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith Reorganization
Plan No. 3 of 1970, prepared in accord-
ance with chapter 9 of title 5 of the
United States Code and providing for an
Environmental Protection Agency. My
reasons for transmitting this plan are
stated in a more extended accompanying
message.

After investigation, I have found and
hereby declare that each reorganization
included in Reorganization Plan No. 3
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of 1970 is necessary to accomplish one or
more of the purposes set forth in section
901(a) of title 5 of the United States
Code. In particular, the plan is respon-
sive to section 901(a) (1), “to promote the
better execution of the laws, the more
effective management of the executive
branch and of its agencies and functions,
and the expeditious administration of the
public business’; and section 901(a) (3),
“to increase the efficiency of the opera-
tions of the Government to the fullest ex~
tent practicable.”

The reorganizations provided for in the
plan make necessary the appointment
and compensation of new officers as spec-
ified in section 1 of the plan. The rates
of compensation fixed for these officers
are comparable to those fixed for other
officers in the executive branch who have
similar responsibilities.

Section 907 of title 5 of the United
States Code will operate to preserve ad-
ministrative proceedings, including any
public hearing proceedings, related to
the transferred functions, which are
pending immediately prior to the taking
effect of the reorganization plan.

The reorganization plan should result
in the more efficient operation of the
Government. It is not practical, however,
to itemize or aggregate the exact expen-
diture reductions which will result from
this action.

RicHARD NIXON.
Tre WHITE House, July 9, 1970.

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 4 PRO-
VIDING FOR NATIONAL OCEANIC
AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRA-
TION IN THE DEPARTMENT OF
COMMERCE—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE TUNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 91-365)

The SPEARKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States; which was
read and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee on
Government Operations and ordered to
be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith Reorganization
Plan No. 4 of 1970, prepared in accord-
ance with chapter 9 of title 5 of the
United States Code. The plan would
transfer to the Secretary of Commerce
various functions relating to the oceans
and atmosphere, including commereial
fishery functions, and would establish a
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration in the Department of Com-
merce. My reasons for transmitting this
plan are stated in a more extended ac-
companying message.

After investigation, I have found and
hereby declare that each reorganization
included in Reorganization Plan No. 4 of
1970 is necessary to accomplish one or
more of the purposes set forth in section
901(a) of title 5 of the United States
Code. In particular, the plan is respon-
sive to section 901(a) (1), *‘to promote
the better execution of the laws, the
more effective management of the execu-
tive branch and of its agencies and func-
tions, and the expeditious administration
of the public business;” and section 901
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(a) (3), “to increase the efficiency of the
operations of the Government to the full-
est extent practicable.”

The reorganizations provided for in the
plan make necessary the appointment
and compensation of new officers as spec-
ified in section 2 of the plan. The rates
of compensation fixed for these officers
are comparable to those fixed for other
officers in the executive branch who have
similar responsibilities.

The reorganization plan should result
in the more efficient operation of the
Government. It is not practical, however,
to itemize or aggregate the exact ex-
penditure reductions which will result
from this action.

RICHARD NIXON.

TraE WHITE HousE, July 9, 1970.

PRESIDENT NIXON'S REORGANIZA-
TION PLANS

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorbp.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
the President has sent the Congress re-
organization plans aimed at ccordinating
the Federal role in the nationwide effort
to restore our environment.

I congratulate the President. There is
no question that we need a strong inde-
pendent agency to oversee the protec-
tion of our total environment. I strongly
endorse the President’s proposal to create
the new Environmental Protection
Agency, and I also favor his new Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin-
istration.

As I view the deficiencies in the exist-
ing situation, the most compelling rea-
sons for creating an Environmental
Protection Agency are the need to pro-
vide clear-cut consistent standards for
enforcement in the area of industrial
pollution and a single Federal agency to
which State and local pollution control
officials can go for financial support and
technical help.

In my view the creation of an inde-
pendent agency heading up an overall
effort to restore our environment is one
of the most pressing needs of our time.

I would anticipate widespread support
for the President’s environmental reor-
ganization plans in the Congress and
throughout the country.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Speaker, today
President Nixon has announced plans for
a reorganization in the executive branch
in order to establish a new independent
agency, the Environmental Protection
Agency, and to establish the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion in the Department of Commerce,

These are two monumental steps for-
ward in the mounting campaign for en-
vironmental planning. EPA will bring to-
gether the existing governmental activi-
ties concerned with the environment into
one house. This will work toward elimi-
nating the tremendous overlap and du-
plication of activity that presently exists
with the fragmentation of duties among
the many Government agencies.

The establishment of NOAA has been
long awaited, and now we can move in
the direction of unifying our approach to
the problems of the oceans and the at-
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mosphere, NOAA will eliminate duplica-
tion of activity and create a center of
strength within the eivilian sector of the
Federal Government.

Mr. Speaker, the President has taken
two timely and much needed steps. The
efficiency of housing all related responsi-
hilities under one roof will make far more
effective each dollar spent in research
and development, and facilitate the
needed communication for faster prog-
ress in cleaning up our environment. I
applaud President Nixon for his action,
and I look forward with hope to the re-
sults of a comprehensive examination of
the total effects of pollution.

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Speaker, I
welcome the President's announcement
of his intention to create a National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration
within the Commerce Department.

What has been a piecemeal effort,
scattered far and wide, has been reorga-
nized into a viable, effective plan which
will enable the National Oceanic Atmos-
pheric Administration to serve the Na-
tion far better than has been possible in
the past.

This combining of atmospheric and
oceanic effort under the direction of the
Secretary of Commerce is the product of
the determination and know-how of an
administration dedicated to providing
the best possible service for the taxpay-
er's dollar.

The combining of several projects and
programs now being pursued by different
agencies of the Government leads to du-
plication of research effort, and ineffi-
cient administration practices. Persons
engaged in research often are not aware
of findings made by others that could ei-
ther add to the sum of knowledge in a
field of concentration, or could directly
relate to it, thereby eliminating unnec-
essary steps and speeding the effort. Of-
ten researchers are faced by a Federal
maze in attempting to determine if any
investigation has been made on the sub-
ject. Knowledge in all areas has been ex-
panding at such a fantastic pace it is dif-
ficult for many scientists to keep in-
formed of their own specialty, let alone
to stay abreast of developments in closely
related fields. Raise this problem to the
level of a Federal agency controlling sev-
eral projects and programs entirely unre-
lated, except for the fact they are under
one department, and one can easily un-
derstand the nearly impossible task of
easily obtaining information from sev-
eral different departments.

This is the current status of many
projects relating to the environment.
One of the main problems is that ad-
ministration has not kept up with tech-
nology.

The creation of NOAA is a step in the
right direction, and I find it easy to sup-
port it. The combining of the programs
directly relates to similar efforts I have
made in legislation I have sponsored.

H.R. 715 will amend the rules of the
House of Representatives to create a
standing committee to which all pollu-
tion bills can be referred. It will bring to
an end the current situation of almost
every committee in the House handling
pollution legislation. Leadership and a
streamlined method of the legislative
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process will make more efficient congres-
sional action on the pollution problem.

I believe the Nation can expect impor-
tant achievement from the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion. Its creation helps administration
catch up with expanding technology.

I am pleased that another reorganiza-
tion plan announced by the President
also provides leadership, planning, and
coordination in combating pollution. Re-
organization Plan No. 3 establishes the
Environmental Protection Agency. The
Agency would be structured similar to
NASA in that it is directly responsible to
the President. It is encouraging that the
administration has taken the route of a
central agency. The Environmental Pro-
tection Agency is similar to an organiza-
tion proposed in a bill I introduced early
this year. HR. 16414, the Pollution
Abatement Act of 1970, establishes the
National Environment Control Commis-
sion which would have authority to gen-
erate and enforce pollution standards,
have full power to promulgate all actions
involved with the attack, incorporate all
future and present pollution programs,
and have jurisdiction over more than $10
billion in Federal funds.

I support the President’'s two reorga-
nization plans. They will clear the way
for efficiencies in Agency expenditures
and for more efficient research.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks on
the subject of the President’s reorgani-
zation plans.

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

There was no objection.

REORGANIZATION PLAN FOR A NA-
TIONAL OCEANIC ATMOSPHERIC
ADMINISTRATION

Mr, GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, the
President today delivered his important
message to Congress, concerning his re-
organization plan for a National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration—
NOAA—and I would like to comment on
this plan.

The establishment of NOAA will an-
swer a prime national need—to meet the
challenges and the opportunities of our
environment in a unified effective way.

The hazards and the promises of that
environment have been sharply high-
lighted in recent years and months. The
violence of weather is always with us.
The creep of pollution has approached a
gallop. The oceans, our least understood
resource, are long overdue for explora-
tion and understanding.

In NOAA, there will reside a highly
unusual and diverse set of capabilities to
meet the problems of land, the sea, and
the air. An excellent nucleus for the new
organization is in being as the Environ-
mental Science Services Administration.
Since 1965, ESSA has had the responsi-
bility for observing, describing, and un-
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derstanding the geophysical environ-
ment, from the ocean floor to upper
space. Within the new Administration,
the functions of ESSA and the Bureau of
Commercial Fisheries, the sea grant pro-
gram, the U.S. Lake Survey, the Coast
Guard data buoy program, the marine
sport fish programs of the Bureau of
Sports Fisheries, the marine mining
technology programs of the Bureau of
Mines, and the National Oceanographic
Data and Instrumentation Centers will
be combined.

Together, they will provide the ingre-
dients for a dynamic Federal effort to
serve the Nation’s most pressing environ-
mental interests. This grouping of func-
tions will enable the new Administration
to achieve far more than would have
been possible previously.

The formation of NOAA rather closely
parallels the recommendations of the
distinguished Stratton Commission, a
congressionally chartered body. While
the President has not seen fit to make
NOAA an independent agency, as the
Commission recommended, he has built
it well. He has placed it under the ener-
getic and determined leadership of the
Secretary of Commerce, and it will be in
excellent hands.

I am satisfied that the NOAA concept
will serve the Nation well.

Mr. LENNON. Mr, Speaker, today the
Congress received the long-awaited ad-
ministration proposal for the establish-
ment of a National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration within the De-
partment of Commerce. This Adminis-
tration would pull together the functions
of ESSA, the Bureau of Commercial
Fisheries, the Sea Grant program, the
U.S. Lake Survey, the Coast Guard data
buoy program, the marine sport fish-
eries, the marine mining technology pro-
grams of the Bureau of Mines, and the
National Oceanographic Data and In-
strumentation Centers.

I think it is appropriate at this time
for us to review the role that Congress
has played in the area of marine affairs
over the last 10 years. The Congress,
in its wisdom and foresight, saw fit to
recognize the importance of oceanogra-
phy in 1959, when the Subcommittee on
Oceanography was established within
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries. After T years of investi-
gation and work, that subcommittee, of
which I am now chairman, sponsored
the bill which was to become the Marine
Resources and Engineering Development
Act of 1966. That Act established a Na-
tional Council on Marine Resources and
Engineering Development, a Cabinet-
level coordinating body chaired by the
Vice President. It also created the Com-
mission on Marine Science, Engineering,
and Resources, a panel of 15 highly
qualified and distinguished citizens,
chaired by Dr. Julius Stratton, pres-
ently chairman of the board of the Ford
Foundation. The Commission was di-
rected to make recommendations on how
best to organize the Federal Government
for oceanography.

In January 1969, the Stratton Com-
mission made its landmark report, “Our
Nation and the Sea,” and the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries im-
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mediately commenced hearings directed
toward its implementation. In July of
last year I introduced a bill to create a
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Agency, and I was joined in that en-
deavor by our distinguished chairman,
Epwarp A. Garmarz, of Maryland, and
the entire Subcommittee on Oceanogra-
phy. That bill was reported unanimously
from the subcommittee and is now pend-
ing before the full committee.

Today’s action by the administration
indicates support for the recommenda-
tions of the Stratton Commission. I am
gratified to note that the President's
program duplicates the one proposed in
“Our Nation and the Sea,” except in two
respects. First, the proposed new Admin-
istration would not be independent, as
we would have it, but instead reports di-
rectly to the Secretary of Commerce.
Second, the bill considered by the sub-
committee included the Coast Guard in
order to provide the kind of broad-based
operational support that the agency
needs. The Coast Guard, in our judg-
ment, has the ability, the training, and
the experience in this area. While the
President has not seen fit to include the
Coast Guard in his proposal, there is no
doubt in my mind that it will continue to
have a vital cooperative role in marine
affairs in the future.

ESSA, of course, will be the corner-
stone to the new agency. Our committee
has had experience in dealing with ESSA
in the past, and I am glad to see their
expertise included. The tie-in between
the oceans and the atmosphere makes it
imperative that ESSA’s talents be fully
utilized.

As a member of the Subcommittee on
Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation, I
am also pleased to see that the fisheries
of the United States are being given
much needed attention in the new
agency.

Mr. Speaker, the oceans are truly the
Nation's last great resource. They must
be conserved as well as explored and uti-
lized. Science, engineering, law, and pol-
itics must join hands to assure a rational
regime for the oceans and the atmos-
phere. The action taken today by the
President is a first step in that direction.
I support it.

I know that the Secretary of Com-
merce recognizes the new and challeng-
ing responsibilities that NOAA presents,
and that he will react with imagination
and boldness to work toward the accom-
plishment of the broadly based objec-
tives so clearly stated in the Stratton
Commission report.

For my part, I believe that the Con-
gress must move decisively to provide the
legislative support that will be required
for new programs. I know that the Sub-
committee on Oceanography stands
ready to begin by providing these inno-
vative and important new initiatives.

REORGANIZATION PLAN ESTAB-
LISHING THE ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY—EPA

(Mr. ERLENBORN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr. Speaker, the
President is submitting to the Congress
Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1970, estab-
lishing the Environmental Protection
Agency—EPA—as a new, independent
agency within the executive branch.

The EPA brings together in a single
organization the major Federal pollu-
tion control programs nNow exist,h_ag in
four separate agencies and one inter-
agency council. The creation of the EPA
fulfills the President’s pledge of Febru-
ary 10, 1970, to recommend improved
administrative machinery to meet t,l_le
current pollution crisis, The EPA will
have an estimated fiscal year 1971 budget
of $1.4 billion and 5,650 personnel, and
consist of the following components:

The Federal Water Quality Adminis-
tration—FW@A—now in the Department
of the Interior;

The National Air Pollution Control
Administration—NAPCA—now in the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare;

Parts of the Environmental Control
Administration—Bureaus of Solid Waste
Management, Water Hygiene, and & por-
tion of the Bureau of Radiological
Health—also from HEW ;

The pesticides research and standard-
setting program of the Food and Drug
Administration, HEW;

The pesticides registration authority of
the Department of Agriculfure;

Authority to perform general eco-
logical research, from the Council on
Environmental Quality—CEQ;

Certain pesticide research authorities
of the Department of the Interior;

The environmental radiation protec-
tion standard-setting function of the
Atomic Energy Commission;

The functions of the Federal Radia-
tion Council—FRC.

The mission of the EPA is to organize
the ficht against environmental pollu-
tion on an integrated basis which ac-
knowledges the critical relationships be-
tween pollutants, forms of pollution, and
control techniques. Although each of the
units listed above presently carries out
similar pollution control functions, each
is typically concerned with a single pol-
lutant or source—radiation, pesticides—
a single environmental medium—air.
water, food—or a limited aspect of the
total problem—health or economic
effects, esthetics. This fragmentation of
effort has resulted in confusion and over-
lap, some delay in the recognition of
new problems, and the continuance of
inefficient management techniques. It
has effectively inhibited any comprehen-
sive examination of the total effects of
pollutants on man, plants, animals, and
ecological systems.

The integrated approach to pollution
research and to regulatory and assistance
programs, which EPA represents, is nec-
essary if we are to cope effectively with
environmental contamination as it ex-
ists today, and as it may develop in the
future.

In addition to upgrading the effective-
ness of the Federal Government's major
pollution control programs, the creation
of the EPA will have the following ad-
vantages:

The EPA will provide a cenfral focus
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for an evaluation of all pollution-related
activities of the Federal Government.

The EPA will serve to upgrade the im-
portance of environmental considerations
and pollution programs within the Fed-
eral Government, and over a period of
time tend to have a similar effect on pro-
gram priorities within State and local
governments.

The creation of the EPA will clarify
industry responsibility by providing con-
sistent standards and a single enforce-
ment agency.

State and local pollution control agen-
cies will be able to look to one Federal
agency for all their financial support and
technical assistance.

The EPA will insulate pollution abate-
ment standard-setting from the promo-
tional interests of other departments.

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOS-
PHERIC ADMINISTRATION

(Mr. MOSHER asked and was given
permission fo address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Speaker, today the
announcement of President Nixon's Ex-
ecutive order, creating a new National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion—NOAA—in the Department of
Commerce, marks a giant step forward
in the campaign several of us have waged
for the past 5 years, to coordinate many
of our Nation's oceanic activities now
fragmented in more than 20 different
Federal bureaus.

I know that I speak for many Mem-
bers of both parties in this House in
expressing an enthusiastic salute to the
President for his reorganization plan to
create NOAA and for his very significant
remarks in announcing that plan.

I believe it is important to reemphasize
here at least five of the points the Presi-
dent makes in his message today:

First. I am pleased that the President
specifically recognizes the thought and
effort various individuals and groups
have made, conftributing to his reor-
ganization plan decision, including the
lengthy, conscientious work of our Sub-
committee on Oceanography of the
House Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee, under the leadership of the
gentleman from North Carolina, Con-
gressman LENNON.

Second. It is very important to note
that President Nixon specifically de-
clares:

We may well find that supplementary
legislation to perfect (NOAA's) authorities
will be necessary. I look forward to working
with the Congress in this task.

Mr, Speaker, I can assure the President
that we on the Subcommittee on Ocean-
ography already are discussing several
ideas for legislation which we believe
will be needed to give the new NOAA the
breadth and depth of statutory authority
it will need to do the job adequately,
which we and the entire oceanographic
community hope it will do effectively and
energetically.

Third, Much will depend on the ad-
ministrative skills, energy, and leader-
ship genius of the person to be appointed
by the President to head NOAA, There-
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fore, it is very good that the President’s
order provides that NOAA's administra-
tor will be very high in the executive
scale, at level 3.

Fourth. It is good that President Nixon
uses the strong adjective “compelling”
in referring to our need for an expanded
effort to explore and develop the uses of
our marine resources. The need is very
compelling.

Fifth. It also is very good that the
President fully recognizes the funda-
mental truth that this earth's oceans and
this earth’s atmosphere do constitute an
indivisible, interacting system, and there-
fore our activities in the oceans and the
atmosphere rightly should be combined
in the same administration.

I repeat, Mr. Speaker, this is one giant
step we are taking today toward the
creation of NOAA, and it now warrants
much further effort on our part here in
the Congress to supplement and
strengthen this wise, timely initiative
from the White House.

ADJUSTMENT OF GOVERNMENT
CONTRIBUTION FOR FEDERAL
EMPLOYEE HEALTH BENEFITS

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 1078 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 1078

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 16968)
to provide for the adjustment of the Govern-
ment contribution with respect to the health
benefits coverage of Federal employees and
annuitants, and for other purposes. After
general debate, which shall be confined to the
bill and shall continue not to exceed one
hour, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chalrman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the five-minute rule. At
the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore (Mr.
SMITH of Iowa). The gentleman from
Texas is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. Smrte), pending which I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 1078
provides an open rule with 1 hour of gen-
eral debate for consideration of H.R.
16968 to adjust Government contribu-
tions for Federal employee health
benefits.

The purpose of HR. 16968 is to in-
crease the Government’s contribution
for employee health benefits, to extend
coverage under the health benefits pro-
gram and the group life insurance pro-
gram fo noncitizen employees in the
Panama Canal Zone, to permit part B of
medicare to be a qualifying plan under
the retired Federal employees’ health
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benefits program, and to correct an in-
equity with respect to the survivors of
employees who have less than 5 years of
service,

The bill provides that, beginning on
the first day of the first pay period of
each year, the Government contribution
for health benefits for employees or an-
nuitants shall be an amount equal to
50 percent of the average of the charges
in effect on the beginning date of the
adjustment. Initially the Government’s
contribution was 38 percent and at the
present time it is down to approximately
24 percent.

Noncitizen employees have constituted
the bulk of our Government's work force
in the Canal Zone during and since the
digging of the Panama Canal, but they
have been excluded from coverage in
both the Group Life Insurance Act and
the Health Benefits Act. This legislation
would provide coverage for them under
both acts.

The Retired Federal Employees’
Health Benefits Act, applicable to pre-
July 1960 retirees and survivors, restricts
a direct Government contribution to only
those annuitants to subscribe to health
insurance plans offered by nongovern-
mental organizations and denies such
contribution in the event he or she re-
ceives a Government contribution toward
another plan.

The bill eliminates the minimum 5-
year service requirement of deceased em-
ployees in order for their survivor-annui-
tants or beneficiaries to be eligible for
continued health-benefits coverage.

The legislation amends the law to the
extent that part B of the medicare pro-
gram will constitute a qualifying plan.
Thus, additional annuitants will be eli-
gible to receive monthly contributions to
apply in payment of their share of sup-
plementary medical insurance under the
medicare program.

The bill also authorizes the Civil Serv-
ice Commission to waive the recovery of
any such direct payments when, in the
Commission’s judgment, the annuitant
is without fault and when recovery would
be contrary to equity and good con-
science.

It is estimated that the cost to the
Government, assuming the 12-percent
increase, of the contribution for health
benefits would be $314.3 million for cal-
endar year 1971, or approximately $157
million for the last 6 months of fiscal
year 1971,

The cost of the extension of life and
health insurance coverage for Canal
Zone employees is estimated at $1 to $2
million annually.

The cost for the extension of coverage
to survivors of short service deceased
employees and allowing a direct Govern-
ment contribution to a comparatively
few elderly annuitants would be de mini-
mus.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 1078.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, as stated by the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Youne), House Resolution 1078 does pro-
vide an open rule for 1 hour of debate for
consideration of H.R. 16968 to provide for
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the adjustment of the Government con-
tribution with respect to the health-ben-
efits coverage of Federal employees and
annuitants.

Mr. Speaker, the principal purpose of
the bill is to provide for a more equitable
cost-sharing basis by the Federal Gov-
ernment and its employees with respect
to the premium charges under the Fed-
eral employees health benefits program.
Additionally, the bill extends coverage of
the group life insurance program to non-
citizen employees in the Panama Canal
Zone and corrects an inequity with re-
spect to survivors of employees with less
than 5 years of service.

Under current law the Government’s
share of the premium costs of the health
benefits program is a fixed dollar amount.
As costs of the programs have risen and
more and more employees have chosen
the high-option plans, the Government's
share of the total premium costs has con-
tinually drepped. The bill seeks to adjust
this imbalance by providing that, effec-
tive January 1971, the Government'’s
share of the premiums charged will be
based upon the high-option benefit level
in the Federal Government health ben-
efit program. The maximum Government
contribution will be 50 percent of such
average premium costs. In no case shall
the Government contribution exceed 50
percent of the total premium charges
for the program's low-option level of
benefits.

This proposal has the advantage of
eliminating the expression of the Gov-
ernment contribution in terms of fixed
dollar amounts and substitutes for it a
percentage of the total premium charges.
Because of this percentage basis, it has
the added advantage of annual automatic
adjustment as future premiums are in-
creased. As an illustration: If the new
formula were applied to current high-
option premiums, the Government con-
tribution would be increased from the
current $8.88 to $19.85. The Civil Service
Commission estimates that the Govern-
ment contribution required by this
change in current law, assuming a pro-
jected 12-percent increase in premium
charges to take effect in January 1971,
would be increased by $314,300,000 for
calendar 1971. The increase for the last
6 months of fiscal 1970 would be $157
million.

The administration supports a Gov-
ernment payment equal to 38 percent of
the premium costs. This was the per-
centage which existed at the time the
program was instituted. As the bill ex-
ceeds this figure, the administration is
probably not happy with the bill, al-
though no letters of opposition are con-
tained in the report.

Mr. Speaker, there ars no minority
views. '

I urge adoptionof the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
BRrOYHILL) .

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, H.R. 16968, which this rule
makes in order, addresses itself to one
of the major problems with which we
are confronted. _

With all due respect to the problems
of pollution, crime and campus unrest,
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one of the gravest domestic problems
with which we are confronted in the Na-
tion today is the rapidly increasing cost
of medical care. Our people have an in-
creasing desire and need for medical
services, due to the great advances in
medical achievement as well as the fact
that Americans want the best in life and
health for themselves and their loved
ones. So the cost of medical services
would be increasing by leaps and bounds
even without the inflationary spiral con-
fronting us.

Because of high medical costs many
proposals are being made for more Gov-
ernment action in this area. In fact, just
as recently as the other day a very
prominent representative group pro-
posed a nationwide governmental health
insurance program and we have had nu-
merous proposals for compulsory health
insurance. We have also been faced with
meeting the increased costs of medicare
and medicaid, and with proposals for
further extending these programs,

The best solution, however, to meeting
the costs of medical care, is the same
solution we have used over the period
of history in our Nation. That is to en-
courage as much as possible the initig-
tive of the individual and private in-
dustry. For history has repeatedly
proven that Government interference is
the most costly, as well as the least ef-
fective and the least satisfactory, solu-
tion to such problems. But government
must enter the picture when private ini-
tiative has failed.

Today, however, we are considering a
proposal in an area of medical care in
which the Government is cast in the role
of an employer, not a paternalistic gov-
ernment. The proposal we have before
us today requires the Government to
meet its responsibility as an employer
and by so doing to set an example for
other employers throughout the Nation
to follow. B exercising this type of lead-
ership as an employer, the Government
may also save itself a great deal of
money which might otherwise be re-
quired of it in the future as a paternal-
istic government. It may also save the
Government money by virtue of the fact
that we will have greater assurance that
all Federal employees will provide them-
_se]ves with the proper amount of health
insurance so that they will not be com-
pelled to use public assistance in the
event of a catastrophie illness.

Voluntary health insurance programs
are relatively new, and the use of these
brograms has increased by leaps and
bounds in recent years. Even s0, the
Federal Government was quite late in
coming into the émployee health insur-
ance program. The health insurance
brogram was not adopted by the Con-
gress until 1959 for regular employees
and 1960 for retired employees.

When Congress was considering the
programs, the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service determined that a 50—
50 participating plan was fair and rea-
sonable. Because it was a new program
and the cost to the Government was not
vet estimated a formula was adopted
wherein the Government would pay 50
percent of the cost of the least expensive
low option family program. By virtue
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of the type of insurance plan that the
employees adopted, however, the cost
distribution at the time of enactment
amounted to a 38-percent cost for the
Government and a 62-percent cost for
the employee. Due to the increased costs
of medical care since that time the Gov-
ernment contribution had to be in-
creased in 1966 to simply maintain the
unfair 38-62 ratio. Since that time fur-
ther increased costs has caused the for-
mula adopted in 1966 to be reduced to a
24-176 ratio.

In other words, the Federal Govern-
ment is now paying only 24 percent of
the cost of what should be a 50-50 em-
ployer-employee program. The bill we
have before us today will correct this in-
equity and provide for a 50-50 participa-
tion in the future regardless of increases
in the cost of medical care.

Another excellent feature of this bill
takes care of an inequity resulting from
overlapping and duplicating provisions
between part B of medicare for em-
ployees who retired prior to 1960. In
order for Federal employees who retired
prior to 1960 to benefit from the retired
Fuderal employee health insurance pro-
gram, they had to pay for certain bene-
fits which were also provided for them
under part B of medicare which is avail-
able to all American citizens whether
former Federal employees or not. This
bill will permit the amount of the Federal
contribution to the retired Federal em-
ployee ‘1ealth insurance program to be
paid as a part of the employee’s share of
part B of medicare, thereby eliminating

overlapping and duplication of benefits.

It is interesting to note that the House
Committee on Ways and Means in its
recent action on social security legisla-
tion is requiring this type of action to be

taken. Because, if this action is not
taken, the social security bill recently
passed would prohibit the medicare pro-
gram from being used for any benefits
in which there is a Federal health in-
surance program involved providing the
same benefits.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. This
is a fair bill. It provides a way for the
Federal Government to meet its respon-
sibility as an employer. Equally as im-
portant, however, as I pointed out before,
it may, by providing an example for em-
ployers elsewhere, provide a way in which
the Government will prevent every in-
creasing cost in this area in future years.
I hope the rule and the bill will be
adopted.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by

Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an-

nounced that the Senate had passed with

amendments in which the concurrence of
the House is requested, a bill of the House

of the following title:

H.R.17023. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Agriculture and re-
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lated agencles for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 17923) entitled “An act
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971,
and for other purposes,” request a con-
ference with the House on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. HoLLAND, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr.
STENNIS, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. HRUSKA, MT.
Younc of North Dakota, and Mr. Foxng to
be the conferees on the part of the Sen-
ate,

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House to a bill of the Senate (S. 3348)
entiled “An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to increase the rates of com-
pensation for disabled veterans, and for
other purposes,” with amendments in
which concurrence of the House is re-
quested.

ADJUSTMENT OF GOVERNMENT
CONTRIBUTION FOR FEDERAL
EMPLOYEE HEALTH BENEFITS

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of
the bill (H.R. 16968) to provide for the
adjustment of the Government con-
tribution with respect to the health
benefits coverage of Federal employees
and annuitants, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from New York.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill HR. 16968, with
Mr. Brooks in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. DULSKI)
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. Scort)
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. DULSKI) .

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 16968 represents
a step in the right direction. This legis-
lation is long overdue. It will correct an
inequity under which our Nation’s dedi-
cated Federal employees and retirees
have labored for the past decade.

The inequity of which I speak requires
enrollees under the Federal employees’
health benefits program to pay more
than three-fourths of the program’s
costs. There is no guestion but that
workers in progressive private enterprise
receive much larger management con-
tributions for health benefits than is the
case with our own Government workers.

When the program was established in
1959, it was the consensus of congres-
sional opinion that the Government
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should pay at least half of the premium
costs. Because we had no experience in
this new field at the time, the admin-
istration prevailed upon the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service to set a
dollar limit on the Government’s share
of costs—$1.62 biweekly for self-enroll-
ment or $3.94 for self and family. Upon
implementation of the program in 1960,
that limit turned out to represent not 50
percent of the costs but 38 percent, with
employees and retirees paying the re-
maining 62 percent of charges.

We all know the unfortunate history,
which found the dollar limitation forc-
ing the Government share ever down-
ward, and the enrollees’ burden ever up-
ward. In faect, the situation has now de-
teriorated to a point where the Govern-
ment pays only 24.2 percent, while the
participants under the program are pick-
ing up 75.8 percent of the tab.

There is absolutely no justification for
this unconscionable shifting of the heavy
burden of health care protection from
management to employees.

I commend the chairman of our Sub-
committee on Retirement, Insurance,
and Health Benefits, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr, Daniers) for the out-
standing leadership he has demonstrated
in obtaining committee approval of the
bill. I commend the members of the sub-
committee for their unanimous support
of the reported bill, and the 20 members
of the committee, on both sides of the
aisle, for their cosponsorship of this
vitally essential measure.

I trust that the Members of this body
will lend their enthusiastic support to
the committee’s endeavors by giving H.R.
16968 your unanimous approval. This
improvement in the health benefits pro-
gram will mark a real breakthrough in
terms of Government participation.

For an explanation of the provisions
of the bill, I yield to the gentleman from
New Jersey, the subcommittee chairman,
so much time as he may consume.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to urge the mem-
bership of this House to lend their strong
support to the legislation under consider-
ation (H.R. 16968), the major purpose of
which is to relieve employees and annu-
itants from continuing to bear a dispro-
portionately large share of the premium
charges under the Federal employees’
health benefits program.

Perhaps it may be well, at the outset,
to recall the legislative history behind
both the Federal employees’ health ben-
efits program and the Retired Federal
Employees’ Health Benefits Act.

The Federal employees’ health bene-
fits program, now codified into positive
law under chapter 89 of title 5 of the
United States Code, was enacted on Sep-
tember 28, 1959, as Public Law 86-382, Its
enactment established the largest volun-
tary group health insurance plan in ex-
istence in the United States, effective
July 1, 1960, making basic and major
health protection available to Federal
employees in active service on and after
July 1, 1960, and to their families. Such
group coverage is also extended to
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those—and their families—who retire
from active service thereafter.

The primary purpose of the program
is to facilitate personnel administration
by providing a measure of protection for
civilian Government employees against
the high, unbudgetable, and, therefore,
financially burdensome costs of medical
services through a comprehensive pro-
gram of medical insurance, the costs of
which are shared by the Government, as
employer, and its employees.

In the development of the enabling
legislation, congressional proponents
favored a 50-50 employee-employer shar-
ing of all costs, and such a rate of contri-
bution was included. However, because of
the unknown factors inherent in an en-
tirely new area of Federal employee
fringe benefits in which the Gov-
ernment had no previous experience, a
limitation was placed on the maximum
contribution to be paid by the Govern-
ment. This maximum was geared to the
least expensive Government-wide low
option plan and a dollar limitation was
imposed which, at that time, contem-
plated that a “standard” policy which
would be adequate for most employees’
needs could be purchased on a 50-50
sharing basis. It provided, further, that
“preferred” policies be made available,
but that those employees enrolling in
high option or more expensive prepay-
ment plans would pay the entire costs
of the additional benefits.

A year later the Congress, by the en-
actment of Public Law 86-725, estab-
lished the Retired Federal Employees’
Health Benefits Act for those retirees and
dependents who were not eligible to en-
roll in the active program because their
annuity rights were based upon separa-
tions oceurring prior to July 1, 1960.

Experience gained from implementing
the 1959 act indicated the desirability
of establishing: First, a single uniform
Government-wide plan, rather than the
multiplicity of plans developed under the
active employee program; and, second,
in order to meet the varying needs of
retirees, to grant the option of a person
retaining or enrolling in a private health
benefits plan—subject to certain qualifi-
cation requirements—with the Govern-
ment's contribution to the cost being paid
directly to the annuitant.

These two programs now constitute
the largest voluntary employer-spon-
sored health insurance system in the
world. The active program covers almost
2.7 million employees and annuitants.
Together with their 5% million depend-
ents, it covers in excess of 8.2 million
persons. The retired program covers
more than 175,000 annuitants, plus sev-
eral tens of thousands of their depend-
ents. Combined coverage approximates
815 million persons.

Since the inception of the Federal em-
ployees’ health benefits program a dec-
ade ago, employees have had a free
choice among plans in four major cate-
gories, including: First, a Government-
wide service benefit plan offered by Blue
Cross-Blue Shield; second, a Govern-
ment-wide indemnity plan offered by
the insurance industry; third, one of
several employee organization plans;
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and, fourth, a comprehensive prepay-
ment plan. The two Government-wide
plans must offer at least two levels of
benefits—a low option or “standard”
policy and a high option or “preferred”
policy. While the current 36 employee
organization and prepayment plans may
offer two levels of benefits, only 14 do
s0, the remaining 22 offering only a high
option level. All plans allow for coverage
for self alone, or for self and family.

Perhaps the program is unique when
compared with traditional patterns in
private industry, in that the employee
has a broad range of choice between car-
riers and levels of benefits, and, to a les-
ser degree, may continue coverage into
retirement. While the law prescribes, in
general, the types of benefits to be pro-
vided under all plans, it authorizes the
Civil Service Commission to contract
with qualified carrier for such services,
subject to any maximums, limitations, or
exclusions considered necessary or de-
sirable,

In 1960 the initial distribution of en-
rollments between self-only and family
coverage, between high and low options,
and among the various 30-odd plans re-
sulted in the Government's contributing
only 38 percent—mnot 50 percent as antic-
ipated—of the aggregate premiums for
all enrollments, with employees contrib-
uting 62 percent.

As time went on, this 38-percent Gov-
ernment share of the aggregate premi-
um gradually diminished for two main
reasons: First, employees gravitated to-
ward the more adequate high options;
and, second, high-option premiums in-
creased because the cost of medical care
increased, improved benefits were made
available, and a relatively high morbidity
was experienced.

By 1966 the Government’s share of the
program’s cost was down from 38 percent
to 28 percent of the total average pre-
miums. Congress reacted by increasing
the maximum Government contribution
so as to restore it, in effect, to the less-
than-ideal initial 1960 level of 38 percent.
However, premium increases in January
of 1967. 1968, 1969, and 1970, have again
diminished the Government’s contribu-
tions to approximately 24 percent of
present aggregate premiums. In fact,
there are now only a few low-option plans
in which the Government’s contribution
equals one-half of the total premium
charges.

Time was, and not too long ago, when
human reluctance to enter a hospital—
or even to go to a doctor—stemmed
largely from fear of physical discomfort.
Today it stems, as well, from fear of
acute financial discomfort—and well it
might, hospital and medical care costs
have risen astronomically, and no decele-
ration is in sight.

In the post-World War II period
charges for medical care have risen per-
sistently, From 1946 through 1969 the
medical care component of the consumer
price index increased by 158 percent, to
258 percent of what it was in 1946, Dur-
ing the same years the index for all con-
sumer items rose at a much slower rate,
increasing comparatively by 88 percent.

Increases in medical care costs have
particularly occurred since 1959. With a
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base period of 1957-59 equaling 100, the
medical care index rose from 104.4 in
1959, the year in which the Federal em-
ployees’ health benefits program was en-
acted, to 159 in January of 1970. The
“all items” index increased from 101.5 in
1959 to 131.8 in January of 1970.

The problem of escalating medical care
costs is, of course, not peculiar to the
Federal employees’ health benefits pro-
gram—it is a problem common to all
segments of the Nation’s populace. In ad-
ministering this program every effort is
made to conftrol risk charges and ad-
ministrative expenses, to provide mini-
mal, but adequate, reserves for adverse
experience, with the objective of utiliz-
ing every possible penny of the premium
g?élar to provide for maximum bene-

~While our conmittee has had a con-
tinuing concern over the skyrocketing
costs of providing health benefits protec-
tion under the programs within its ju-
risdiction, its scope of activity cannot,
unfortunately, stop or minimize spiraling
costs of medical care. Premiums must be
sufficient to pay for the benefits pro-
vided, and rate increases must be ap-
proved annually in order to maintain the
ﬁn_ancial soundness of the plans par-
ticipating in the program. As health care
costs rise, the portion of them not cov-
ered by insurance constitutes a greater
burdgn for Government employees and
annuitants, and, as premium charges rise
b(_) cover such costs, an additional finan-
cial burden is imposed upon them. Given
these factors, enrollees are faced with an
increasingly difficult problem of paying
for benefits.

From the program’s beginning, the
Government has made a uniform dollars-
and-cents contribution to the enrollees’
selected health insurance plan. In 1960
that monthly contribution of a self-and-
family plan was $6.76, which was 50 per-
cent of the cost of the least expensive
Govgrmnenr.-wide low option plan. As
previously stated, the preponderance of
hlgh-opigion selection resulted in employ-
ees sharing more than 60 percent of the
cost of their respective plans. As pre-
mium charges increased thereafter, be-
cause of the fixed maximum contribu-
tion, the Government’s relative percent-
age of contribution gradually declined.

While the individual’s plight was
slightly alleviated in 1966, when the uni-
form monthly Government contribution
was increased to $8.88, that relief was
short lived. Within a period of 5 short
months, because of the continuously ris-
ing premium charges, the Government’s
relative share again began to decline
below an average of 38 percent of
charges. In fact, during the program’s
10-year history premium costs have in-
creased by more than 120 percent, but
enrollees’ costs have increased by over
175 percent, while the Government’s
contribution, as a percentage of the total,
has declined by 40 percent.

The real inequity, attributable to the
Government’s fixed dollar contribution, is
that the employees and annuitants have
been repeatedly forced to assume all of
the premium increases caused by sky-
rocketing hospital and medical costs. It
is they who are presently paying over 75
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percent of the costs of their medical in-
surance, whereas today the Government,
as the employer, is paying less than 25
percent of the total costs. Our concern
is further heightened by the inevitable
prospect that failure to remedy this im-
balance will result in the enrollees bear-
ing 80 percent of the program’s cost in
1971,

The testimony developed by the Sub-
committee on Retirement, Insurance, and
Health Benefits during 4 days of public
hearings supports, I believe, the conten-
tion that the Federal Government, as a
major employer, is lagging far behind
major employers in the private sector in
this important area of employee benefit
programs. Evidence, confirmed by offi-
cial Government statistics and analyses,
shows that major industrial employers
are paying most, if not all, of the costs
of comparable health benefits protection
for their workers. It is the consensus of
the committee, therefore, that the Gov-
ernment’s maximum contribution under
the Federal employees' health benefits
program be increased to a level at which
it will share equally with most of the
program’s enrollees the premium charges
for coverage, and that such cost-sharing
ratio be maintained in future years.

This primary objective is embodied in
the legislation before us today, H.R.
16968. The bill embraces a method pro-
posed by the Civil Service Commission for
automatically determining and adjusting
the Government's contribution to pre-
miums, with the relevant variable being
the percentage of the premium cost the
Government will, in a responsible sense,
equitably assume. The committee feels
strongly that such variable should be not
less than 50 percent.

H.R. 16968 accomplishes that objective
by eliminating the maximum dollar
amounts, and by expressing the Govern-
ment contribution in terms of a percent-
age of total subscription charges. Effec-
tive in January of 1971, and each year
thereafter, the Government’s share of
the premium charges under the Federal
employees’ health benefits program will
be pegged to the high-option level of
benefits, using & premium base repre-
sentative of the different kinds of plans
that participate. Each year the average
of the high-option premiums of the two
governmentwide plans, the two largest
emloyee-organization plans, and the two
largest prepayment group practice plans
will be used to determine the maximum
Government contribution to any plan or
option. These six plans represent approx-
imately 90 percent of all enrollments.
The maximum Government contribution
for all employees and annuitants would
be fixed at 50 percent of such average.
However, the Government contribution
could not exceed 50 percent of the pre-
mium of any plan’s low-option level.

The bill also provides the following:

First, to conform to last year's change
in the civil service retirement program,
whereby widows and children of em-
ployees who die in active service with less
than 5 years of service are granted mini-
mum annuity benefits, the health bene-
fits law is amended to extend health in-
surance protection to such survivors.
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Second, to fulfill a longstanding com-
mitment of the United States, contained
in treaty negotiations and reaffirmed in
subsequent memorandums of under-
standings, to make available to Pana-
manian employees the same govern-
mental health and life insurance protec-
tion as is available to U.S. citizen em-
ployees in the Canal Zone, coverage
under the Federal employees’ health ben-
efits and Federal employees’ group life
insurance programs is extended to ap-
proximately 12,000 active noncitizen em-
ployees in the Panama Canal Zone; and

Third, the Retired Federal Employees’
Health Benefits Act, which applies to
pre-July 1960 annuitants, is amended to
permit part B of the medicare program
to constitute a qualifying plan for the
purpose of allowing certain annuitants
to become eligible for a monthly Govern-
ment contribution toward their health
care costs.

Mr. Chairman, the need for this leg-
islation is demonstrated by the fact that
H.R. 16968 was unanimously approved
by all eight members of the Subcommit-
tee on Retirement, Insurance, and
Health Benefits, cosponsored by 20 of
the 26 members of the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service, and over-
whelmingly adopted by the full com-
mittee, without amendment.

It is my strong belief, and the judg-
ment of my committee colleagues, Mr.
Chairman, that to do less than that pro-
posed by this bill would perpetuate the
unfair practice of requiring retirees and
employees to bear the “lion’s share” of
incessantly rising health care costs.

I urge that this body also lend its
overwhelming support to HR. 16968,
without amendment.

Mr. NIX. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr., DANIELS of New Jersey. I am
happy to yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. NIX. Mr. Chairman, not only do
I rise in full support of modernizing
the funding mechanism of the Federal
employees’ health benefits program, but
to emphasize the great need for Pana-
manians employed by the Federal Gov-
ernment in the Canal Zone to be in-
cluded in the program on an equal basis
with U.S. citizens.

I believe that when the Congress re-
views our Government's employment
practices with respect to three-quarters
of its employees in the Canal Zone, it
will want to rectify the inequities—from
the standpoint of living up to interna-
tional commitments.

We Americans like to contemplate our
Government as leading the way in mat-
ters concerning the welfare of individ-
uals. It therefore comes as a shocking
disappointment of disillusion when we
observe the Federal Government trailing
exceedingly far behind private employers
and a substantial number of the States
and cities in respect to health benefits
for its employees.

For the Congress of the United States
this package of employee benefits for
noncitizens in the Canal Zone is a small
matter without impact on the Federal
budget. But for approximately 12,000
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individuals and their families, it is a
matter of extremely great magnitude.

Noncitizen employees have constituted
the bulk of our Government work force
in the Canal Zone during the digging of
the Panama Canal and since its opening
in 1914. They have performed their duties
loyally and well for the United States.

For many years it has been a matter of
extremely intense irritation on the part
of the Panamanians and the Government
that we have denied to those noncitizen
employees many of the benefits of em-
ployment accorded Federal employees
who are U.B. citizens. Such unequal
treatment is in direct contravention of
repeated promises of equality which have
been made by our Government to the Re-
public of Panama and represents a con-
stant source of anti-U.S. feeling among
Panamanians.

The United States has accepted an in-
ternational commitment to provide equal
pay and retirement benefits to noncitizen
employees in accord with that received
by U.S. citizen employees. Yet it still has
not made available fringe benefits such
as health and life insurance. It is inter-
esting to note that the Panama Canal
Company, the largest employer of non-
citizens in the Canal Zone has con-
tinually made recommendations for the
extension of the health benefits coverage
to all of their employees.

The continuation of soaring space-
bound increases in daily hospital charges
and doctors’ fees has raised the premium
that an individual has to pay to receive
coverage to the level that many of the
workers cannot afford coverage. This
then puts them and their families in a
welfare position when illness oceurs.

As early as December 23, 1908, 6 years
before the canal opened; the Secretary
of War issued a statement declaring as
a matter of public policy that the prin-
ciple of equality of opportunity and treat-
ment would be maintained. This policy
was restated again by Executive orders
issued on February 2, 1914, and once more
on February 20, 1920.

During the treaty negotiations of 1936,
the U.8. Government forwarded a note to
the Republic of Panama stating:

Regarding Panamanian citizens employed
by the Panama Canal or by the Panama Rail-
road, I have the honor to state that the
Government of the United States of America,
in recognition of the special relationship be-
tween the United States of America and the
Republic of Panama with respect to the
Panama Canal and the Panama Rallroad
Company, maintains and will maintain as
its public policy the principle of equality of
opportunity and treatment set down in the
Order of December 23, 1908, of the Secretary
of War, and in the Executive Orders of Feb-
ruary 2, 1914, and February 20, 1920, and
will favor the maintenance, enforcement or
enactment of such provisions . . . and will
assure to Panamanian citizens employed by
the Canal or the Rallroad equality of treat-
ment with employees who are citizens of the
United States of America,

In 1939, President Franklin D. Roose-
velt expressed his determination to im-
plement the statement of parity in Canal
Zone employment practices. On the occa-
sion of the signing of a law authorizing
new construction in the Canal Zone, the
President stated:
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I intend to ask Congress in its next session
to amend the present law so that It may con-
form with the obligations acquired in respect
to Panama, to concede to the citizens of Pan-
ama opportunity and treatment in employ-
ment for the Canal Administration and the
Panama Rallroad Company equal to that of-
fered to those who are citizens of the United
Btates,

The promise of parity was once again
announced in 1955. In that year the
United States concluded a new treaty
with the Republic of Panama. In connec-
tion with those negotiations the U.S.
Government transmitted to the Republic
of Panama a memorandum of under-
standing in which the following promise
was made:

The United States will afford equality of
opportunity for citizens of Panama for em-
ployment in all United States Government
positions in the Canal Zone for which they
are qualified and in which the employment
of the United States citizens is not required
in the judgment of the United States for
security reasons,

In 1962 again in connection with
treaty negotiations, our Government re-
affirmed the policy in a joint statement
with the Government of Panama:

The United States Government has pre-
pared a draft bill for presentation to the
Congress of the United States which would
make available to Panamanian employees of
the United States Government in the Canal
Zone the same governmental health and life
Insurance benefits as are avallable to the
United States citizens employees.

For these reasons, and by virtue of the
oft-enunciated promises, I introduced
H.R. 9136 in the first session of the 91st
Congress.

It cannot be argued that the outlay
will throw the Federal budget out of bal-
ance. On the contrary, all costs of canal
operations are covered by canal receipts.
The Panama Canal Company, for fiscal
year 1969, reports net operating revenue
of $15,566,098—after payment to the
United States Treasury of operating
costs: and interest payments on the
United States investment.

The complete annual expenditure for
health and life insurance benefits, if ap-
plied to today's employees, would amount
to less than $2 million, most of which
can be covered without any trouble out
of net operating revenue of the Panams
Canal Co. and the Canal Zone Govern-
ment.

The Panamanians are looking to us
for some of the securities which most of
us in the United States have long since
come to expect as a fundamental condi-
tion of employment. Passage of H.R.
16968, without providing for coverage for
the noncitizen workers in the Canal
Zone, will further facilitate the disparity
that presently exists between the citizen
and noncitizen employees.

Mr, Chairman, I commend the com-
mittee’s wisdom in incorporating in this
legisiation the provision extending both
health insurance and life insurance cov-
erage to these deserving employees. I am
gratified that the pertinent administra-
tive agencies have urged its incorpora-
tion herein. I am pleased, as the author
of the bill to fulfill our Government's
commitments to our Panamanian em-
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ployees, that my bill has been embodied
in H.R, 16968.

I urge the membership of this House
to adopt the committee’s bill without
amendment.

Mr, BYRNE of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. 1 yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. Mr,
Chairman, I welcome this opportunity to
lend my support to H.R. 16968, and to
help in the process of balancing the cost
of Government and employees into a
more reasonable ratio of 50-50. This bill
will, to some extent, help Federal em-
ployees to reach the level of health in-
surance benefits offered by private
American employers.

It was not until 1960 that the present
insurance program was adopted. Since
that time, the Federal Government has
never contributed more than 38 percent
of the aggregate premium costs, and then
only on two occasions. The promise of
equal sharing has been there, but the
actual benefits to employees have failed
to materialize. Since 1960, the Govern-
ment’s contribution has declined, under
the fixed dollar contribution limit, to ap-
proximately 24.2 percent.

What began as a contribution of more
than one-third has dropped in just 10
years to less than one-quarter. If hos-
pital and medical costs continue to rise
at their present rates, premiums will in-
crease yearly, and the Government's con-
tribution will begin to approach one-
fifth of premium costs, then one-sixth,
then one-tenth—unless immediate re-
medial action is taken.

You will note that Government’s share
of the cost has increased approximately
32 percent while the increase of costs to
the employee has increased 104 percent.
Stated differently, the employer is paying
over 75 percent of the cost for self and
family enrollment in high option and the
Government is paying less than 25 per-
cent.

It is important to note that the major
cost of premium increases has been due
primarily to the spiraling costs of health
care and not to liberalizations or new
coverages provided in the benefit struc-
ture. This fact was recently documented
in a report prepared for the Civil Service
Commission by Milliman & Robertson,
Inc., a firm of consulting actuaries. In
their analysis of the two Government-
wide plans they noted:

Premium increases for both the Service
Plan and the Indemnity Plan have been sev-
eral times greater than benefits added—
about 8 times greater for the high option
plans and about 3 times greater for the low
option plans. Thus, higher payments under
the original benefit provisions have ac-
co;:;ttgd for much of the additional premium
I ed.

Increases in hospital room rates were
the main contributor to the use in medi-
cal care costs. What this means—and it
is a surprise to no one, members of this
committee, administration officials, and
least of all to Federal employees—is that
health insurance premiums will have to
increase again next January to cover
these burgeoning medical care costs.

Few, if any, employees can afford not
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to have health insurance, yet the point
may be approaching when some employ-
ees cannot afford health insurance, or at
least the option they should have to as-
sure peace and adequate protection in
the event of major illness.

During recent years, the trend in the
private sector has been for management
to assume a larger proportion of the cost
of employee’s insurance. In a majority
of instances the employer foots the full
amount. A 1967 study of employee bene-
fits made by the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce of 1,150 firms revealed that 3.2
percent of the payroll was paid for vari-
ous types of insurance. Eighty-four firms
reported insurance payments amounting
to 6 percent or more of the payroll. The
report also shows that “payments for
insurance was reported by 98 percent of
both manufacturing and nonmanufac-
turing firms.” A breakdown of the
amount paid out by the firms for health
insurance was not given. However, the
outlook section of the February 18, 1969,
issue of the Wall Street Journal states:

Health insurance, like the Blue Cross plan,
is an outstanding type of unseen income to-
day. It's been estimated that as of 1967 al-
most 163 million Americans had some type
of private health insurance, and insurance
men figure that probably three-fourths of
these are covered by group policies either
totally or partly paid for by employers.

This simply supports something we al-
ready know—that group health insur-
ance has during the past few years be-
come a part of our way of life. Surveys
over the last few years by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics report that almost 100
percent of employees in private industry
have health insurance plans.

In 1962 the Congress enacted the Fed-
eral Salary Reform Act, providing that
Federal salary rates shall be comparable
with those in private industry. Even be-
fore that, in 1959, the Congress had en-
acted a provision for a health insurance
program for Federal employees. In this
respect the Congress provided for a
fringe benefit for Federal employees
which was intended to be comparable to
that of employees in the private sector.
The original intention of the Congress
was that the Government should pay 50
percent of the costs of an adequate plan,
leaving it up to the individual employee
whether he wished to subscribe to a
richer plan at his own cost.

The assumption that the majority of
employees would choose low-option cov-
erage turned out not only to be totally
invalid, but, far worse, it has diverted the
development of the Federal employees’
health benefits program away from the
original intentions of Congress. A system
developed, therefore, in which today the
low-option plans, in which a very small
minority of the percentage of employees
is enrolled, defermine the contributions
which must be paid by the 90-percent
majority enrolled in high options. This
demonstrates the need of a 50-50 ratio
based on the high-option plan for the
Government’s contributions, with an-
nual adjusting of contributions as costs
change.

To summarize, health,insurance is a
fringe benefit of the Federal employee
which the Congress intended to be com-
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parable with that of employees in private
industry. In private industry today, the
employer contribution, as a percentage
of basic wages, is almost twice that of the
Federal Government, more than half of
private industry health insurance plans
are financed solely by the employer, and
in those which are contributory the em-
ployer pays more than half. In my opin-
ion, the proposal of 50-percent Federal
financing, as embraced in H.R. 16968, at
least as to a basie plan, is required if the
promise of comparability is to be kept.

Mr, Chairman, the adoption of H.R.
16968 is essential. I urge its unanimous
passage.

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. I am
pleased to yield to the gentleman from
New York. ]

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
wholehearted support of H.R. 16968,
the primary purpose of which is to pro-
vide for the adjustment of the Govern-
ment contribution under the Federal em-
ployees’ and annuitants’ health benefits
Prograimn.

Your Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service, and its Subcommittee on
Retirement, Insurance, and Health Ben-
efits, considers the operation of this
particular fringe benefit program to be
one of its most important responsibili-
ties. In fact, with the terrifying inflation
in health care costs, it might well become
our most important concern.

The incessant increases in hospital and
medical care costs common to all seg-
ments of our society are reflected in these
programs, and particularly in the Federal
employees’ health benefits plan. These
rising costs are causing considerable an-
guish not only to employee and annuitant
subscribers, but to employers and the
purveyors of health insurance policies,
as witnessed by the multitude of discus-
sions on the subject in various congres-
sional committees and throughout the
country.

The apparent consequence of spiraling
health care costs has been that premi-
ums have had to be substantially in-
creased in order to maintain present
standards of benefits. A further conse-
auence, because of the maximum dollar
limitations imposed upon the Govern-
ment’s contribution, has been that the
employees and annuitants are unrelent-
ingly burdened with an ever-growing
share of premium charges.

In fulfillment of this responsibility,
its Subcommittee on Retirement, Insur-
ance, and Health Benefits recently con-
ducted public hearings to review and
evaluate the experience and administra-
tion of these programs, which are of vital
importance to both the active and retired
Federal work force. While the subcom-
mittee hearings largely dealt with the
serious question of the inadequacy of
the Government’s sharing of premium
charges—the basic problem being of
such magnitude that it transcends the
scope of our jurisdiction—we addressed
ourselves objectively to the related prob-
lems of these programs in the hope that
our deliberations will have at least a
salutary effect upon the larger issue.
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The committee has had a continuing
concern over the skyrocketing costs of
providing health benefits protection un-
der the programs within its jurisdiction.
Medical care costs, including the cost of
hospitalization, surgery, physician and
nursing fees, drugs and medicines, and
laboratory services, have spiraled in re-
cent years and continue to accelerate
faster than the prices of any other com-
modities or services.

The largest percentage rises in health
care costs have occurred over the 10
years in which the Federal programs
have been in effect. While the medieal
care index rose by an average rate of 4.7
percent annually during the 1950's, med-
ical care prices during the 1960’s have
increased at a much faster rate, rising
6.6 percent in 1966, 6.4 percent in 1967,
6.1 percent in 1968, and 6.9 percent in
1969.

A particularly disturbing fact is that
daily hospital rates have been increas-
ing more rapidly than any other com-
ponent of the medical care price index,
which increased 595 percent in the post-
war period; that is, they increased to 695
percent of what they were in 1946. While
physicians’ fees increased 142 percent
over the same period, the index for all
consumer items increased 88 percent.
‘Within the medical care component, hos-
pital room rates rose especially sharply,
increasing by 16.5 percent in 1966, and
leaping further by an additional 15.5
percent in 1967.

I am sure that all Members of the
Congress appreciates that the sharply
rising costs of care, and consequently the
increases in that portion of premiums
not paid by the Government, has re-
sulted in less take-home pay for em-
ployees and annuitants. With additional
premium increases appearing to be in-
evitable, I am equally sure that we all
agree that the Government should re-
sponsibly share the financial burden of
these increases.

During our deliberations on remedial
legislation, the committee took cogni-
zance of a recent actuarial evaluation of
the program made by Milliman and Rob-
ertson, Inc., regarded by the insurance
industry as one of the country’s leading
consultants in the field. The consulting
actuaries report stated:

It would seem desirable for the Govern-
ment to pay a larger part of the premium
since the limitations now imposed have re-

sulted in the decreasing percentage of con-
tribution observed.

Recognizing the traditionally conserv-
ative nature of actuarial authorities,
particularly in submitting such a report
to the Government, the committee feels
the suggestion to be most compelling, the
variable being the relative percentage of
costs that the Government will equi-
tably assume. In an apparent effort to
indicate what funding role the Govern-
ment should play, the actuarial consult-
ants reported:

A review was made by seven very large
employer plans that had been recently re-
vised, and which have benefits comparable
to the governmentwide plans. In all in-
stances the employer pald part of the cost;
in three Instances the entire premium for
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both employees and dependents was paid by
the employer; in only one case was the em-
ployee contribution more than $3.00 for an
individual enrollment or $7.00 for a family
enrollment.

H.R. 16968, while not attaining the
ideal of providing a cost-free health
benefits program, offers a moderate an-
swer to the problem faced by several mil-
lion employees, retirees, and survivors
by increasing the Government's contri-
bution from its present one-fourth to
one-half of the subscription charges. The
bill has the added advantage of annual
automatic adjustment, so as to continue
the cost-sharing ratio on a 50-50 basis.

This legislation will put meaning info
the funding formula by updating it in
a manner to assure that the Govern-
ment is at least striving to match pri-
vate industry’s trend toward providing
its workers and pensioners cost-free
health insurance.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the unanimous
adoption of H.R. 16968.

Mr. SCOTT, Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume,

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SCOTT. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr, CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to be a cosponsor of this extreme-
ly important legislation, and I urge its
passage by the House this afternoon,

The bill, HR. 16968, corrects a long-
standing inequity that has existed in the
Federal Employees Health Benefits pro-
gram since it became effective 10 years
ago.

At that time it was the intent of the
Congress that this new fringe benefit be
financed on a 50-50 sharing basis through
employee and agency contributions.
However, after the initial “shakedown”
period it developed that because of the
distribution of enrollments between self-
only and family coverage, between high
and low options, and among the various
30-o0dd plans, that the Government’s con-
tribution was only approximating 38 per-
cent of total premiums with the em-
ployees contributing 62 percent.

This unequal sharing of cost has con-
tinued with slight variations until now
the Government is actually contributing
only 24 percent with the employee pick-
ing up the remaining 76 percent.

As indicated earlier, this change in the
overall premium rates continually in-
crease with the Government’s share re-
maining at a fixed dollar amount.

In other words, every time the total
premium for any of the health benefits
plans is increased, the employee ends up
paying the total amount of the increase
with a resultant corresponding decrease
in his take-home pay.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that this sit-
uation is extremely inequitable. The
Federal employee is not the cause of,
nor does he have any control over, the
increasing cost of medical care. Until
or unless this problem of rising medical
cost is attacked and solved separately
there is no justification whatsoever in
requiring the employee to pay all of the
increased cost.

The bill now before us tackles this
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problem in a most reasonable and equita-
ble manner. Beginning next January 1,
and each year thereafter, the Govern-
ment's contribution will be set at a level
at which it will pay one-half of the
total premium charges with the employee
paying the remaining one-half.

Mr. Chairman, I would much prefer to
see the Federal Government as an en-
lightened employer paying more of the
employees’ health benefits costs as is now
done in private industry. However, rec-
ognizing the existing budgetary problems
I feel that 50 percent is as far as we
should go at this time. This is the very
least we should do to keep this vital
employee fringe benefit in pace with the
times.

Again, I urge approval of H.R. 16968.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this bill and join with the
chairman in urging its passage. It is
but one of many measures introduced to
increase the Government contribution to
health benefit coverage of Federal em-
ployees and annuitants. One bill would
provide that the Government pay the en-
tire cost of health benefits coverage and
another would have the Government pay
50 percent when the bill was enacted,
with a later increase to 75 percent and
still later to assume the full cost of cover-
age. Government employee representa-
tives appearing before our subcommit-
tee urged that the full 100 percent cost of
coverage be paid by the Government.
They were advised, however, that their
proposal was unrealistic and had little
chance of becoming law.

On the other hand, the Chairman of
the Civil Service Commission, in his
testimony before the subcommittee, sug-
gested the Government contribution be
increased to 38 percent, or approximately
the same percentage assumed by the Gov-
ernment when the health benefit pro-
gram became effective on July 1, 1960.

The basic reason this bill is needed is
that hospital and medical costs have
risen substantially over the years, but
the Government contribution has been
on a fixed basis. Therefore, the increase
in costs, over the years, for the most
part, has been assumed by the employee.

The bill under consideration is a com-
promise between opposing views on how
to meet a need. It provides for a substan-
tial equal sharing of the cost of health
benefits between the Government and
the employee. The Government contri-
bution of 50 percent toward the cost
would be based on high option plans car-
ried by approximately 84 percent of em-
ployees subscribing to all plans.

After public hearings, our subcommit-
tee had informal discussions and execu-
tives sessions to attempt to come up with
what we considered to be the fairest
measure to both the employee and the
Government, We concluded that an
equal sharing of the cost of health bene-
fits would be fair to both. Hospital and
medical care costs are rising, and if this
bill is enacted and becomes effective next
January 1, it will add approximately
$157 million to the cost of Government
for the remainder of the fiscal year.
However, the cost of medical care for
Government employees will be the same
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whether or not the bill is enacted.
Therefore, the question before us is what
part of the cost of medical and hospital
care should be provided by the Govern-
ment and what portion should be as-
sumed by the employee. Our committee
favors this bill providing for an equal
sharing between the Government and
the employee. I believe it is a fair bill
and urge its passage.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. HENDERSON), a member of
the committee.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of this vital legislation.
The recognition of the necessity and
importance of H.R. 16968, toward the
solution of a problem too long neglected,
will gain the gratitude of all Federal
retirees and their dependents, who are
the real victims of inflationary medical
costs.

Health benefits are, without a doubt,
one of the most important and necessary
fringe benefits received by an active or
retired employee. Not only does it affect
the employee and retiree, but it also has
a direct effect on the members of his
family. It is a benefit he can ill afford to
be without. However, the premiums have
risen to a degree where they are becom-
ing a burden almost too heavy to bear.

The Government's contribution to the
payment of premiums is lagging and is
not comparable to the pattern which has
been adopted by private industry. Health
benefits in private industry have been
steadily improving over the past few
years and now provide coverage for sub-
stantially all medical expenses. In most
cases, especially in the larger companies,
the complete cost of benefit plans are
paid for both hourly and salaried
employees.

The latest statistics show that medical
costs have shot up to an unbelievable
height. Recent figures show costs rang-
ing as high as $100 a day for semiprivate
facilities.

The net result of the increased cost is
that the premiums for hospital insur-
ance have also been on the increase. The
ultimate effect of this is to cause enrollees
to experience what amounts to a “pay
cut.” By definition “pay cut” means Gov-
ernment salary or Government retire-
ment pay has been reduced by the
amount that must be paid to meet in-
creased premium costs for medical and
hospital insurance.

While the effect upon the actively em-
ployed is substantial, the impact on re-
tired employees is even more serious. As a
retired employee, a man receives a fixed
amount of money in his annuity that is
much lower than his income was as an
employee, and upon this he must plan
his future needs and existence, and the
need for protection against the high cost
of medical and hospitalization expenses.
Premium payments for such protection
continues to increase. Such increases be-
come burdensome to the retiree since
they continually lower his fixed income
which is already heavily committed for
his normal needs.

Our retired people cannot hope to pay
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much longer the premium that will be
required of them. By the same reason-
ing, it is foreseeable that all plans under
the Federal employees’ health benefits
program will be in serious financial trou-
ble in the not too distant future, if the
present benefit and premium structure
applies to all subscribers, regardless of
age or income levels.

In any case, Federal annuitants and
employees are paying an extremely dis-
proportionate share of the cost for
health benefits, at a time when the trend
in private industry has been toward the
payment by the employer of the total
cost of their workers’ and pensioners’
health insurance programs. Many of the
larger companies in private industry
now assume the complete cost and many
small employers pay at least half of the
cost of their personnel’s health benefits
premiums.

According to the latest available fig-
ures of those industries surveyed which
had insurance plans, over 61 percent
were employee-noncontributory for the
basic hospitalization coverage and 60
percent were employee-noncontributory
for surgical coverage. Even for the more
unusual medical and catastrophic cover-
age, it was still true that a majority of
those were employee-noncontributory
plans. As it happens the latest data
available from the Bureau of Labor
Statistics is taken from a survey made in
fiscal 1967-68. There is every reason to
believe that the percentage just quoted
are even higher today.

Consider the statistics on this subject
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics of
the Department of Labor. They have
collected data on fringe benefits in pri-
vate industry since the enactment of the
Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962, The
Department has regarded fringe benefits
as a part of the Federal salary which
the Congress intended to be comparable
with private industry. The Bureau's first
survey was conducted in 1963, and in the
preface to its report on this subject the
Bureau stated:

As the Nation's largest employer, the Fed-
eral Government has an obligation to de-
velop and maintain a sound program for
compensating its employees—a program
which is equitable both to the employees
and to the country's taxpayers.

It is recognized that basic salary normally
is only part, although the major part, of
total employee compensation. Particularly
since World War II, a host of supplementary
pay practices (commonly called fringe bene-
fits) have become established as integral
parts of the compensation package. Conse-
quently the Bureau of the Budget and the
Civil Service Commission, which share re-
sponsihilty for analyzmg results of the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics salary survey and
for preparing the President's recommenda-
tions to the Congress on Federal pay, ex-
pres.sed a need for data on supplementary
pay in private industry. The Bureau of the
Budget and the Civil Service Commission,
therefore, requested the Bureau of Labor
Statistics to conduct a study of supple-
mentary compensation in private industry
which could be analyzed in conjunction with
the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ salary survey.

The result of the latest study by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics, of employer
expenditures for pay supplements pro-
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vided by private industry during 1968
showed that 25.1 percent of pay sup-
plements of basic wages and salaries
were paid as compared with 24.3 percent
in the Federal Government. Between
1966 and 1968 expenditures for supple-
ments relative to basic wages and sal-
aries ascended upward by approximately
one-half of a percentage point in each.

Another area of the Bureau of Labor
Statistics survey, dealing with employee
compensation in private industry for
1968, found that for that year manage-
ment paid an amount equivalent to 3.6
percent of basic wages for life, accident,
and health insurance, but in the Federal
Government the Government paid only
an amount equivalent to 1.6 percent of
basic wages for this purpose. An advance
of 0.3 of basic wages for life, accident,
and health insurance was made as com-
pared with 0.2 of a percentage point in
the Federal Government for the same
area.

As it stands now, the Federal employee
is shouldering too large a part of the bur-
den. Unless appropriate action is taken
to relieve him of a part of this burden,
by providing a more reasonable contribu-
tion by the Federal Government, as ex-
pressed in H.R. 16968, that burden will
continue to become heavier. This fast
pace will not only have a further de-
pressing effect upon active employees,
but will especially strike hard at annui-
tants, whose limited incomes make them
particularly tragic vietims of the high
cost of medical goods and services.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that the Gov-
ernment assume its fair share of the load

by the enactment of the legislation un-
der consideration.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Brasco), a member of the
committee.

Mr. BRASCO. Mr, Chairman, I rise to
commend the distinguished Chairman of
the Subcommittee, the gentleman from
New Jersey, Mr. Danters, for his fine
leadership in both the subcommittee and
in the full committee in guiding this leg-
islation to the House floor.

I fully support it.

Mr. Chairman, I stand to issue an
urgent appeal to the House in expressing
my total support of H.R. 16968. The Con-
gress should take a hard look at the facts
and give its full support to this legisla-
tion, for the much-needed relief from
the burdens of the unbalanced share of
medical expenditures which the em-
ployee in Federal Government, and the
retiree from Federal service, has to face.

This legislation would provide a major
improvement in the funding formula of
the Federal employees’ health benefits
program, as originally adopted and as it
presently exists. The original formula,
established by the 1959 act, set the
U.S. Government contribution at a
maximum of $3.12 per pay period
for its employees. Public Law 89-504,
enacted in 1966, increased the contribu-
tion to a maximum of $4.10 per pay
period. Unfortunately, the 1966 act con-
tinued the fixed-dollar contribution for-
mula and, thus, was merely a temporary
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resolution of the cost problem for em-
ployees participating in the program.

When the Federal health program was
enacted in 1959, it was anticipated that
the majority of employees would elect
coverage under low options. The general
intent, based on the legislative history,
would indicate that the Congress desired
to set the Government’s share of the cost
at 50 percent. It was assumed that the
majority of employees would elect the
low option plan, It was the premise that
this would, on the average, provide an
adequate level of protection. The original
Government contribution did cover 50
percent of low-option coverage. The vast
majority of employees, however, elected
coverage under high options. Quite evi-
dently the majority recognized the desir-
ability of securing the best health insur-
ance protection available. Experience of
the years has certainly demonstrated
that it was wise to insure in high option.
In each open-season enrollment period
since the program started in 1960, the
net result has shown a constant move-
ment to high option, and it is estimated
that more than 90 percent of all insured
now hold high-option coverage. Thus, it
is necessary for the Federal Government
to establish a 50-50 split of costs based
on high options, to provide adequate re-
lief for the vast majority of those en-
rolled in this program.

The cost of medical care, surgery, and
hospitalization has skyrocketed alarm-
ingly since the enactment of the act, and
corresponding increases in premium costs
and additional types of coverage adopted
by the private seetor industry have neces-
sitated a review of the program to deter-
mine what changes are appropriate and
desirable after 10 years of experience.
In 10 years of experience, the Govern-
ment’s share of the premium cost for
very limited coverage has reduced to ap-
proximately one-third, while its share of
more adequate coverage has reduced to
almost one-fifth of total charges.

It is important to note that the major
cost of premium increases has been due
primarily to the spiraling costs of health
care, and not to liberalizations or new
coverages provided in the benefit struc-
tures. This fact was recently documented
in a recent report prepared for the Civil
Service Commission by Milliman & Rob-
ertson, Inc., a firm of consulting actu-
aries. In their analysis of the two
Government-wide plans, they noted:

Premlum increases for both the Service
Plan and the Indemnity Plan have been
several times greater than the benefits
added—about eight times greater for the high
option plans and about three times greater
for the low option plans. Thus, higher pay-
ments under the original benefit provisions

have accounted for much of the additional
premium needed,

This sharp increase in costs for the
same benefits is primarily responsible
for the sharp increase in premiums. Ben-
efit changes have, of course, contributed
somewhat to the cost problems. The
Civil Service Commission has from time
to time recommended and requested lib-
eralization of benefits in order to provide
a greater health care coverage in those
areas where experience has shown a par-
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ticular need. This has resulted in a few
slight liberalizations of benefits within
the plans.

Over the years the percentage contri-
bution of costs by the Government has
dwindled due to the limited liberaliza-
tions of benefits within the plan, greater
utilization by the insureds, but, more
importantly, due to the rise of health
care costs—all of which have mandated
increased rates.

From all information it appears at
least for the next several years we will
have a considerable increase in health
benefits premiums. An annual adjust-
ment in the cost-sharing to keep the
50-50 ratio should be made so that the
financial burden will not hang completely
on the employee, annuitant, and survivor
as it has in the past. Such a proposed
increase would represent substantial and
worthwhile progress.

Therefore, I believe that justice would
be well served if Congress moved to
pass the equal employee-employer cost-
sharing ratio prescribed by the commit-
tee in H.R. 16968.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
{Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I regret
that again I must rise in opposition to
another in what has come to be a succes-
sion of “giveaway” bills reported in this
Congress from the House Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

Quite simply and bluntly, I do not
think the long-suffering American tax-
payers can now afford the luxury of
paying an additional $314 million per
year toward the cost of health insurance
for Federal employees including Mem-
bers of Congress.

Regardless of how desirable it might
sound for the Government to be paying
a greater percentage of the costs of
health benefits, I think it is equally de-
sirable that we consider whether or not
we can afford to do so, particularly in
view of what we have already done in
the way of pay and fringe benefits
liberalizations.

Consider, if you will, our record in this
area to date:

So far in this Congress the Post Office
and Civil Service Committee has been
responsible for the enactment of eight
public laws. Three of these were rela-
tively minor, dealing with the use of the
Civil Service Commission’s revolving
fund, a study of the position classifica-
tion system, and the franking privilege
for Mrs. Eisenhower, widow of the late
President.

However, the remaining five were not so
minor, particularly as to their effects
upon Government spending and the tax
load carried by the average U.S. citi-
zen.

Exactly 14 days after the 91st Con-
gress convened, Congress approved a bill
doubling the salary of the President
from $100,000 to $200,000 per year.

That one was followed with a back-
door pay increase for all Members of
Congress, for all judges, and for all Fed-
eral executives. This was accomplished
by the committee’s refusal to permit the
House to take a vote on the resolution
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I and other Members sponsored that
would have disapproved the President’s
pay recommendations.

Next came a bill to give hefty pay
raises to the Vice President, the Speaker
of the House, and the majority and mi-
nority leaders of both the House and
Senate.

Then, since it appeared that every-
thing had been done that could be done
to that moment with respect to pay, the
committee turned its energies to sweet-
ening the retirement programs for Fed-
eral employees, including Members of
Congress. Under the guise of enacting
urgently needed legislation to protect
the financial solvency of the retirement
fund, we enacted into law major im-
provements in everybody’s retirement.

And then we closed out the first ses-
sion by creating nearly 200 additional
superjobs paying up to $35,000 a year.

The last enactment came in April of
this year with another 6 percent across-
the-board pay raise for all Federal em-
ployees, retroactive to last January 1.

This pay raise came fully 1 year ear-
lier than it was budgeted, and involved
a total cost to the Federal Government
of $214 billion.

And, I might add at this point that
while not yet enacted into law, we have,
in effect, “given away"” the postal serv-
ice in the so-called postal reform bill
which passed this House just 2 weeks
ago.

Mr. Chairman, in reciting this legis-
lative record of my committee, I cer-
tainly have no intent to cast any un-
favorable reflection upon the commit-
tee or any of its members, and I hope
that my remarks are not so construed.
However, I do so in an attempt to try
to place into some perspective the leg-
islation now before the House.

I submit that, regardless of its basic
merits or demerits, in view of what this
Congress has already done to provide
improved pay and improved retirement
for Federal employees, this additional
costly benefit can at least wait until or
unless we are in a better position to pay
for it. Our Nation’s economy is in too
perilous a condition at this time for us
to take the risk of adding another $314
million to the Federal deficit.

Additionally, Mr. Chairman, I would
suggest that the committee undertake a
more comprehensive and complete study
of the entire Federal employees health
benefits program to ascertain if the real
answer to rising medical costs is, in fact,
a continual increase in premiums.

I had hoped that the subcommittee
would have gone into this subject more
thoroughly when the announcement
came that health benefits hearings were
to commence. With a bewildering array
of 38 health benefits plans, offering some
54 options all of which have administra-
tive expenses and risk charges, it is quite
possible that there is a much better way
of providing Federal employees with su-
perior health protection at a much more
reasonable and stable cost.

However, this subject unfortunately
was not explored and the subcommittee
came up with the easy answer of requir-
ing the Government to pay more and
more of the total increases in costs.
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Mr. Chairman, when we look at the
overall picture of pay and fringe bene-
fits for Federal employees and especially
at the enactments to date in this Con-
gress, I think the record clearly indi-
cates it is now time to give the taxpay-
ers a breather and that we should send
this bill back to the committee.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HocGaN).

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Chairman, I was
pleased to support the gentleman from
Iowa on many of the matters to which
he alluded during his remarks, but I am
sure he does not expect the hard-working
Federal employees to bear the total bur-
gg for the fiscal irresponsibility of this

Y.

We always seem to turn to the Federal
employees and say, “We cannot afford
this pay raise; we cannot afford this
fringe benefit.” But nowhere else do we
seem prone to use the knife of fiscal re-
sponsibility to cut spending.

I strongly supported many of the meas-
ures which the gentleman from Iowa
mentioned in an effort to cut down ex-
penditures, including the pay raise for
Congress, but I rise at this time to ex-
press my strong support of HR. 16968 of
which I am a cosponsor. I feel this bill
will relieve insureds of the heavy finan-
cial burden which they presently bear.

When the Federal employees’ health
benefits program was being set up, it was
thought that the Federal Government
would pay aproximately one-half of the
cost of the premium. The assumption
was that the majority of employees would
opt for the low—rather than for the high
benefit plans. However, the great ma-
jority, 85 percent currently, of employees
choose the high-benefit option and the
Federal Government’s share of the cost
was about 38 percent when the program
became effective in 1960.

Since medical expenses have continu-
ally risen, the Government’s share in
1966 was increased by 33 percent in order
to restore the ratio which had existed
when the program was inaugurated. Also,
due to a greater awareness on the part
of our citizens of health care, health
services are being used more extensively.
As a result, the rising cost of medical
care has resulted in Federal employees
paying an average of 76 percent of the
cost of their premiums. For example, in
1960 the premium for the Blue Cross high
option was $19.37. The current premium
is $38.33 or 199 percent of the 1960 pre-
mium. Aetna’s high-option premium,
which was $17.46 in 1960, is now $44.94,
or 257 percent of the 1960 premium. Con-
sequently, the Federal Government now
pays 24 perceiit of the total cost of the
program, rather than the 38 percent it
paid in 1960 or the 50 percent which
was contemplated as the Federal pay-
ment when the program was established.

These figures point out a steadily de-
teriorating situation and demonstrate
the urgency of relieving Federal em-
ployees and retirees of the entirely un-
fair, monumental burden of bearing the
major share of continuously increasing
medical rates.

The Congress has been committed for
some years to the concept of Federal em-
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ployee pay comparability with private in-
dustry pay. This concept necessarily
should include Federal employee fringe
benefits as compared with those in pri-
vate industry. In the private sector to-
day, in a majority of industries, manage-
ment pays the entire amount of medical
insurance premiums, and in the minority
of those industry, plans to which the em-
ployees contribute, management pays
over half of the cost. Year by year, it is
the impression that the percentage of
management contribution continues to
increase. This is the direction in which
our society is headed. In the Federal
service, the employer pays far below one-
half of the cost. This puts the Federal
Government as an employer lagging for
comparable practice.

Prevailing in private industry in years
ahead the Federal Government will con-
tinue to be even more out of line.

It was my hope that the subcommittee
would at this time give serious consid-
eration to authorizing the Federal Gov-
ernment to pay 100 percent of the pre-
mium costs for certain minimum benefits
as provided in my bill H.R. 10593.

On April 28, 1969, I introduced H.R.
10593 which would, as I said, authorize
the Government to pay 100 percent of the
cost of certain minimum benefits which
would be provided for all employees, an-
nuitants, and their families. I proposed
that this would become the low-option
plan which each carrier would make
available at no cost to the employee. Each
carrier would then be free to offer such
additional benefits as it chose, with the
em;t)loyee paying all of the additional
COST.

Inasmuch as my plan set a limit on the
types of coverage to which the Govern-
ment could contribute, it would not have
tended to inflate the health benefits poli-
cies offered to Government employees,
but would have continued to encourage
the competition that now exists among
the 36 plans serving Federal employees.

I am confident that the basic idea of
this approach to providing health benefit
coverage for Federal employees is sound
and merits consideration.

Although the bill before us today does
not take the same approach to the prob-
lem as I proposed, it is a sound step in
the right direction.

Premium costs have increased between
1960 and 1968 without any significant
increase in benefits; and the indication
is that people were required also to al-
most double the amount of out-of-pocket
cash they spent on medical care not re-
imbursed by insurance.

The reason, in my opinion, is to be
found in the almost total neglect of the
Federal Government to redeem its prom-
ises of 10 years ago to its employees.
Only once during the past decade has the
formula for the sharing of premium
costs been adjusted. That was in 1966.

Except for some low-option plans and
certain self-only enrollments, the contri-
bution by the Federal Government has
never equaled 50 percent of the total cost.
In fact, it has never exceeded 38 percent
for the overwhelming majority of em-
ployees, and now is at a threatening low

of one-fourth of its original intention.
This lopsided apportionment of costs
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was not what the 86th Congress had in
mind when it approved the act. The
printed report that accompanied the bill
at the time of its enactment included the
following language:

The committee recognized that the maxi-
mum amounts indicated could not remain
unchanged over a long period of years, any
more than the cost-of-living has remained
frozen. Medical care costs will undoubtedly
fluctuate at least as widely as other items of
1iving costs. The committee believes that the
Congress will continue to be responsible to
the needs of the employees and will appro-
priately act to keep the proposed program in
consonance with future developments.

I hope my colleagues will agree with
me that simple justice requires that the
Government reverse the trend of declin-
ing employer contributions to the Fed-
eral program.

1 feel very strongly that the request
for a more equitable participation in the
matter of health insurance represents a
reasonable request. The correction of this
inequity is long overdue. The employees
and retirees have been patient. One thing
is certain—the problem is not going to
yield to rhetoric alone. What is needed is
positive action—now—to fulfill the com-
mitment made by Government to its em-
ployees 10 years ago.

I hope the House will overwhelmingly
pass this long overdue legislation to dem-
onstrate to our dedicated Federal em-
ployees that we will keep faith with them.

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yleld?

Mr. HOGAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Montana.

Mr. OLSEN. I subscribe to a 100-per-
cent employer payment. I wonder if the
gentleman has any opinion as to what
this administration would do about such
a bill?

Mr. HOGAN. I assume the gentleman
knows that the Civil Service Commis-
sion representatives of the administra-
tion testified in favor of 38 percent. So at
this time I would think we would be cor-
rect in assuming that the administration
would oppose a 100-percent plan.

Mr. OLSEN. So the gentleman thinks
that would be impossible at this time?

Mr. HOGAN. I think it would be im-
possible at this time on the basis of the
testimony taken by the subcommittee.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the distinguished gentleman
from Montana (Mr. OLsEN), & member
of the committee.

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, the Con-
gress has long been committed to com-
parability in compensation to its em-
ployees, to their working conditions, their
retirement benefits, and health benefits,
and by that I mean comparability be-
tween Federal employees and employees
in the private sector. This legislation is
just a small step in the right direction.

There are some great businesses in our
country that are comparable to the Fed-
eral Government in many areas that pay
100 percent of the health benefit pre-
miums for their employees, and indeed
there are leadership organizations in this
country, large organizations comparable
to some sectors of the Federal Govern-
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ment, who say 100 percent of the pre-
miums for retirement for their employees.

Here is a small step going to 50 per-
cent of the health benefits premiums
for Federal employees.

Why is comparability important, Mr.
Chairman? I want everybody to under-
stand why comparability is important.

The main reason is that the Federal
Government as an employer has to at-
tract the best talent it can. We are in
competition to attract the leadership in
every classification, be they engineers,
lawyers, letter carriers or clerks, we have
to attract comparable talent. What we
are doing is just one of the elements of
comparability. As I say, it is a small step
in that direction.

I think we ought to have that much
pride, and to have that much of a pro-
gressive attitude in desiring comparable
employees, so that we have if possible
superior talent in every endeavor of the
Federal Government, because we all
know the Federal Government plays
such an active part in almost every type
of endeavor. That is the real reason. The
real reason for comparability is so that
the Federal Government as an employer
can compete with the other great em-
ployer in the private sector of this coun-
try.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. BUTTON) .

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port this much-needed legislation, of
which I am proud to be cosponsor.

The chief purpose of this legislation
is to correct a problem too long un-
answered. The problem I speak of is the
unfair, unbalanced, out-of-proportion
cost of premium charges of health bene-
fits placed on the shoulders of the Federal
employees and annuitants. I think it is
quite clear that adjustment by the Gov-
ernment to a more proportionate sharing
of premium charges is in order, as stated
in H.R. 16968.

The Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service believes the time is long overdue
for the Government to begin catching up
with private industry in providing fringe
benefits to its employees. The committee
has long felt that the Government should
be a leader in all areas including pay,
fringe benefits, and so forth, rather than
constantly lagging behind. Members of
Congress should be cognizant of the
problems that exist and take corrective
action.

Rises in hospital costs are averaging
about 15 percent per year, and as a re-
sult, every single carrier has been com-
pelled to increase premiums over the past
few years for essentially the same bene-
fits. The net practical effect has been
annual pay cuts for employees, who are
forced to pay substantial increases in
premiums in order to maintain essential
coverage.

As for health and hospitalization pro-
grams, the Federal employee is being
treated not only as a second-class Ameri-
can citizen—he is treated far worse than
citizens working in the private sector.
And he is actually also worse off than 10
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years ago, when the Federal employees’
health benefits system was installed.

Public Law 86-362, establishing the
Federal employees’ health benefits sys-
tem, shows clearly that the primary, orig-
inal intent of the committees drafting
that legislation, and of the Congress en-
acting it, was to provide to Federal em-
ployees a contributory health benefits
system comparable to that available at
that time to employees of large-scale
private industry.

One would expect, from these clear
expressions of congressional intent, that
Federal employees are being provided
with a health benefits program equal to
that available to employees of large-scale
private enterprise at the rate of a 50-50
split of the costs.

Despite action taken by the Post Of-
fice and Civil Service Committee and
the Congress, the Government percent-
age of the contribution has steadily de-
clined and now is less than 25 percent.
This places a tremendous burden on all
employees because of the constantly in-
creasing costs of health insurance, with
benefits increasing considerably less than
the premiums.

This spread in the percentage of costs
borne by the Government and the em-
ployee will continue to widen with the
passage of time unless corrective legisla-
tion is enacted. It is vital, in improving
the funding formula, that a new method
be adopted which will eliminate any fixed
dollar contribution on the part of the
Government and assess a percentage of
cost which will be automatically adjusted
in line with experience of the plans.

Government calculations show that
medical costs are rising faster than the
total cost of living. A recent actuarial
study of the Federal Employees’ Health
Benefits program indicates that health
insurance premiums will double over the
next decade. The study also suggests that
the two Government-wide plans can be
expected to increase premiums from 10
percent to 35 percent every 2 years be-
tween now and 1976, averaging between
20 and 25 percent.

Also to be considered is the burden
placed on retirees, who must continue to
pay the full premium beyond the age
when employees in private industry are
given free medicare hospital coverage.
This is a rather severe penalty on retired
employees who paid substantial pre-
miums during their active working years,
and now must continue to pay increas-
ingly higher premiums for health bene-
fits each year when their income is at
its lowest.

With these tremendous increases fac-
ing us—in addition to the many in-
creases already made in the health in-
surance premiums—it is of the utmost
importance that legislation be enacted
as quickly as possible to grant Federal
employees and retirees immediate relief.
Health insurance is extremely necessary,
but the rapidly increasing premiums are
making it very difficult for these dedi-
cated persons to continue this important
coverage.

It is, therefore, proper and desirable,
Mr. Chairman, that the Government re-
examine its position in order to more
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clearly align its obligation and responsi-
bility to reflect the more progressive
practices of private enterprise. There-
fore, I strongly urge the adoption of H.R.
16968.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. FisH).

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this
legislation, and wish to add my voice in
commendation for the efforts of the com-
mittee. This legislation is needed, its con-
cept is sound, it is equitable, and the
Federal employees deserve no less.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, in
view of the upward spiral in health care
costs generally, the relief for Federal
employees contained in HR. 16968 is
sorely needed, and I therefore rise in
support of that bill.

When this health insurance plan was
first established by Congress over a dec-
ade ago, the goal was a 50-50 sharing
of the total health premium cost be-
tween the Government and the individual
insured. However, for a variety of rea-
sons, the Federal share was limited to
50 percent of the premium for the lower
priced, so-called standard policy.

It soon became clear that most Fed-
eral employees did not consider the low-
option coverage adequate. Little wonder
that this was so, Mr. Chairman, as health
care costs skyrocketed during the sixties.
Those who chose the more comprehensive
“high option” policies were forced to
bear the entire cost of the additional
premium.

The net result is that, instead of pay-
ing elose to half the cost of its employees’
health insurance coverage, the Govern-
ment share is today less than 25 percent.

H.R. 16968 reaffirms the Federal Gov-
ernment’s intention to pay half the cost
of its employees’ health insurance. More
important, it sets up a formula for com-
puting the maximum Federal share that
would allow that intention to be realized.
That maximum, I believe, will be set at
50 percent of the average cost for high-
option coverage among the various in-
surers involved. Automatic annual read-
justments of the maximum are provided
for.

According to the figures in the report
of the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service, the benefit to individual Govern-
ment employees will be both tangible and
substantial. Currently, for example, the
total premium for high-option benefits is
about $40, with the Government contrib-
uting about $9 and the employee paying
about $31. Under the provisions of this
legislation, that $40 premium would be
shared equally by the Government and
the employee.

Passage of this measure is imperative
if we are to make it clear that the Fed-
eral Government intends to match the
efforts of private industry to provide low-
cost health insurance coverage for em-
ployees. I therefore urge swift passage of
H.R. 16968.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 16968, legislation
which I have joined in cosponsoring un-
der my own name as HR. 17472.
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It is becoming increasingly difficult to
attract competent employees to work for
the Government, and one important rea-
son is the fact that benefits offered to
Government employees cannot compare
with what private industry offers.

The bill now before us would help ease
the burden of rising hospital and medical
costs of Federal employees by requiring
the Government to share equally the cost
of their health benefits. Presently the
Government pays only 24 percent of the
premiums charged under the Federal Em-
ployee Health Benefits program, which
is available to the nearly 2.5 million Fed-
eral employees, including some 600,000
postal workers.

I might point out that in 1960, the Gov-
ernment was contributing approximately
38 percent of the premiums but because
inflation has caused medical costs to in-
crease along with everything else, the
Federal employees are now forced to pay
76 percent of the cost of health insur-
ance, which takes a large chunk out of
the family pay check.

By enacting this legislation, we will
have moved one step closer to matching
private industry’s trend toward provid-
ing its workers cost-free health insur-
ance.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I in-
tend to support, and I earnestly hope
that the great majority in this House will
also support, the measure now before us,
H.R. 16968, designed to more equitably
adjust the Government's contribution to
the health benefits coverage of Federal
employees and annuitants.

It is commonly agreed that the ex-
ecutive department and the Congress
should cooperate in doing everything
they reasonably can to encourage the
recruitment of competent Federal em-
ployees. It is obvious that to recruit such
personnel, the Federal Government, as
an employer, must demonstrate a dis-
position of genuine concern for the wel-
fare of the employee and his family, and
also be in a position to compete with
private industry for the highest qualified
personnel.

One of the basic areas and elements
that enters into such competition is, of
course, the quality and the cost of es-
sential health benefits coverage for em-
ployees, both while they work and when
they are living in retirement.

While eminent authorities have testi-
fied on the point, it is common knowl-
edege that the Federal Government, as a
major employer, is way behind major
private enterprise employers in this very
important factor of employee benefit
program and that major industrial em-
ployers are paying most, and in a great
many cases all, of the cost of comparable
health coverage benefits for their em-
ployees. If this great disparity in com-
petitive benefit attraction, in such a
basic area as health benefits coverage of
employees and dependents, between the
Federal Government and private enter-
prise, is permitted to continue, the Fed-
eral Government will inevitably lose the
services of many highly competent and
diligent potential employees.

In view of the great weight of the ex-
pert testimony, and by any other rea-
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sonable yardstick of judgment, the ob-
jectives of this bill are clearly in the na-
tional interest and I hope that the sub-
stance of this measure will be speedily
and overwhelmingly approved.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, the meas-
ure we are considering today, H.R. 16968,
which will adjust contributions made to
plans providing health benefits to our
Federal employees, not only reflects a
moral and legal obligation the Govern-
ment owes its workers but also plays an
important role in assuring our retired
Federal employees that they will not face
a continuing diminution of their fixed
pension incomes because of ever-increas-
ing health plan costs.

Our obligation stems from the fact
that Federal employees now pay more
than 75 percent of the premiums for
their health plans which is totally in-
consistent with the concept of com-
parability as prescribed in the 1962 Fed-
eral Salary Reform Act. Figures com-
piled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics
as well as by private agencies distinctly
show that management in the private
sector assumes the major share of em-
ployee health plan costs. It has also been
determined that in a majority of cases,
the private sector employers pay the full
health plan premiums for their workers.

An examination of the experience of
the Federal health plan program since
1960 discloses some facts that are em-
barrassingly in conflict with the intended
purposes of a progressive Government.
When the present health plan was con-
ceived in September 1959, the clear in-
tent of the framers was to establish a
50-percent contribution on the part of
the Federal Government. However, be-
cause of a failure to consider the effects
of possible immediate increases in costs,
the fixed-dollar amount contributed by
the Government turned out to be in real-
ity only 38 percent of the premiums paid
for the types of coverages available to
employees. The Federal worker was re-
quired to pay 62 percent of the costs at
a time when private employers continued
their trend to take up most if not all of
their employees’ health care premiums.

Had the 38-percent figure remained,
the present legislation would not be as
crucial as it is. But the combination of
ever-rising health care costs and a shift
to high-option coverages has pushed the
Federal employees’ share of the pre-
miums to a ridiculously high 75.8 per-
cent, further eroding his paycheck.

Mr. Chairman, we are talking about
health care costs for 2.7 million Federal
employees and approximately 5.5 million
of their dependents. In addition, we are
dealing with the costs of living for
175,000 annuitants in the retired Fed-
eral employee health-care program who
also have thousands of dependents in-
cluded under the coverages provided.
When we consider the undeniable fact
that medical care costs generally have
increased 158 percent over what they
were in 1959, we realize that the fixed
dollar contribution made by the Federal
Government has imposed this increase
squarely on the shoulders of our Federal
employees—and worse yet, on the retired
Federal employees who can least afford
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to reduce the already dwindling value of
their pension checks.

The bill before us will establish a per-
centage contribution to the plans pegged
at the high-option level of benefits. This
will correct the obvious inequity of the
fixed-dollar contribution now made by
existing law.

Mr. Chairman, the proposed 50-50
splitting of costs between the Govern-
ment and the employee is the least we
can do for the employees and retirees of
the Federal Government. It will no doubt
be claimed that the Federal budget can-
not afford to include additional funds for
health care benefits. The Bureau of the
Budget, reflecting the administration’s
concern with inflation, at first did not
approve any increase in contributions
made by the Federal Government. It
cited “urgent national needs” as the rea-
son to justify their disapproval of such
additional expenditures. Later, in recon-
sidering the matter, the Bureau of the
Budget expressed its approval of an in-
crease raising the Government's contri-
bution to 38 percent of the costs of health
plans, stating that this was the propor-
tion paid in 1960.

I completely disagree with this sort of
reasoning. It is surprising that all the
evidence available from a l0-year ex-
perience of rising health costs plus the
trends in private industry to assume the
bulk of premium payments for their
employees has been apparently over-
looked by the Bureau of the Budget. The
question they pose is “Can our taxpayers
afford this increase in our expendi-
tures?” We in this body most certainly
are concerned with the burdens placed
on the American people. But these bur-
dens cannot be computed only in terms
of health care costs and taxes. If we
examine the health care situation na-
tionally, it may provide us with a clearer
picture of the impact of this legislation.

First, let us recognize that a great
majority of all our taxpayers are covered
by some form of health insurance. If
we further consider the fact that most of
these plans in private industry are fully
paid for by management, we must as-
sume that, indirectly, these payments cut
into the tax revenue of the Federal
Government. The conclusion, therefore,
is that, in some form or another, health
benefits for all employees, public and
private, are subsidized by the people.

If, as we are now proposing, Federal
employees will be required to pay half of
their health plan costs while the majority
of private employees enjoy noncontrib-
utory or much lower contributory plans,
then it follows that the presently pro-
posed 50-50 cost split between the Fed-
eral Government and its employees is
indeed a modest adjustment in contri-
butions.

An additional factor must also be con-
gidered. The high cost of health care
plans today may force some Federal
workers, especially those at the lower
grade levels, to either choose not to be
covered, or to select the minimum cov-
erages. Worse yet, retired Federal em-
ployees with their fixed incomes may
find the cost of continued coverage so
excessive that they may elect not to par-
ticipate in the plan at a time in their
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lives when it will be most needed. Who
can put a dollar value on the burdens
Federal employees and retirees with lit-
tle or no health coverage will eventually
place on the public? Lost work days,
decreased productivity, public health
agency costs, and even ultimate untimely
deaths because of inadequate care must
be included as “costs” to our society in
whatever terms they are expressed.

Mr. Chairman, the provisions of this
bill to increase the Federal Government's
contribution to 50 percent for health plan
costs: to extend benefits to survivors of
Federal employees who die in active
service with less than 5 years of Federal
employment; and to cover certain re-
tired Federal employees who are pre-
1960 annuitants of the Federal Em-
ployees’ Health Benefit Act are crucial to
the welfare of our employees and are in
the best interest of the public they serve.
I urge my colleagues to pass this leg-
islation by an overwhelming majority.

Mr, SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, we have no
further requests for time on our side.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr,
Chairman, we have no further requests
for time on our side.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 8906 (a) of title 5, United States Code,
is amended to read as follows:

“(a) Except as provided by subsection (b)
of this section, the biweekly Government
contribution for health benefits for employ-
ees or annuitants enrolled in health benefits
plans under this chapter shall be adjusted,
beginning on the first day of the first pay
period of each year, to an amount equal to
50 percent of the average of the subscription
charges in effect on the beginning date of
the adjustment, with respect to self alone or
self and family enrollments, as applicable,
for the highest level of benefits offered by—

“(1) the service benefit pan;

“(2) the indemnity benefit plan;

“(3) the two employee organization plans
with the largest number of enrollments, as
determined by the Commission; and

“{4) the two comprehensive medical plans
with the largest number of enrollments, as
determined by the Commission.”.

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) of this section shall become effective at
the beginning of the first applicable pay
period which commences after December 31,
1970.

Sec. 2. (a) Section 8901(3) (B) of title 5,
United States Code, i1s amended to read as
follows:

“(B) a member of a family who receives an
immediate annulty as the survivor of an em-
ployee or of a retired employee described by
subparagraph (A) of this paragraph;".

(b) Section 8901(3) (D) (1) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by striking out “,
having completed 5 or more years of service,”.

Bec. 3. (a) Section 8701(a) (B) of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
“and the Panamsa Canal Zone" immediately
before the semicolon at the end thereof.

(b) Section 8901(1)(i1) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by inserting “and
the Panama Canal Zone"” immediately be-
fore the semicolon at the end thereof.

Sec. 4. (a) The Retired Federal Employees
Health Benefits Act (74 Stat. 849; Public Law
86-724) is amended as follows:

(1) Section 2(4) is amended by inserting
immediately before the period at the end
thereof a comma and the following: “and
includes the Social Security Administration
for purposes of supplementary medical in-
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surance provided by part B of title XVIII
of the Soclal SBecurity Act';

(2) Sections 4(a) and 6(a) are each
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following sentence: “The immediately pre-
ceding sentence shall not apply with respect
to the plan for supplementary medical in-
surance provided by part B of title XVIII of
the Social Security Act.”; and

(3) Section 9 is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following subsection:

“(f) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, there shall be no recovery of any pay-
ments of Government contributions under
section 4 or 6 of this Act from any person
when, in the judgment of the Commission,
such person is without fault and recovery
would be contrary to equity and good con-
science.”.

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) of this section shall become effective on
January 1, 1871,

Mr, DANIELS of New Jersey (during
the reading) . Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the entire bill be con-
sidered as read, printed in the REcorbp,
and open to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CROSS

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross: On page

2, line 1, strike "H0"” and insert in lieu
thereof *'38."

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment I have offered will change
the Government's contribution to the
health benefits program from the 50 per-
cent contained in the reported bill to 38
percent.

When the Federal employees’ health
benefits program commenced operations
in 1960, the Government's share of the
total premium cost worked out at 38
percent. When, because of constantly in-
creasing premium charges the Govern-
ment's share fell below the 38 percent
level, it was again increased by law to 38
percent, by Public Law 89-504, in 1966.
My amendment will again set the Gov-
ernment’s share at 38 percent and keep it
at that level in the future,

I would like to point out, Mr. Chair-
man, that over the years we have had
generally consistent opposition from all
administrations in the White House to
increasing the Government’s share of
health benefits premiums. This year,
however, the present administration did
recognize that an inequity had devel-
oped, and instead of appearing before
the committee and opposing any increase
in the Government’s share, the adminis-
tration spokesmen suggested a formula
whereby the Government would begin,
and continue, to pay the historic 38
percent.

Instead of accepting the administra-
tion’s recommendation, the committee
went much further and set the rate at
50 percent. The cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment at 38 percent is $182 million;
the cost at 50 percent is $314 million.

Mr. Chairman, while I would prefer
to see action delayed upon this entire
piece of legislation, at least until such
time as we are in a better position to
pay for it, I think the very least we
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can do at this time is to adopt my
amendment which will cut the cost of
this hill by $132 million. We cannot af-
ford the luxury of going 50 percent at
this time.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa. As reported, the bill will
relieve insureds of the heavy financial
burden which they presently bear. Any
lowering of the percentage figure I feel
would be detrimental and unfair to Fed-
eral employees.

When the Federal employees’' health
benefits program was being established,
it was intended that the Federal Gov-
ernment would share equally with the
employees and retirees the total costs of
the necessary premiums. This, however,
has never become reality and amounts
to a broken promise. Acceptance of this
amendment would not only fail to purify
the conscience of Congress, but would
continue the Federal Government in the
role of somewhat less than a first-rate,
progressive, model employer.

Since medical expenses have contin-
ually risen, the Government’s share has
decreased to 24 percent of the total cost
of the program, rather than the 38 per-
cent it paid in 1960, or the 50 percent
which was contemplated as the Federal
payment when the program was estab-
lished.

The figures point out a steadily
deteriorating situation and demonstrate
the urgency of relieving Federal em-
ployees and retirees of the unfair burden
of bearing the major share of continu-
ously rambling medical rates. If this
amendment is to be the answer, then the
Federal employees have a right to be con-
cerned and alarmed, for this amendment
would surely perpetuate an inconscion-
able situation.

The Congress has been committed for
some years to the concept of Federal
employee pay comparability with private
industry pay. This concept necessarily
includes Federal employee fringe benefits
as compared with those in private indus-
try. In the private sector today, a ma-
jority of industries management pays the
entire amount of medical insurance
premiums, and in the minority of those
industry plans fo which the employees
contribute, management pays over hasalf
of the cost. Year by year, it is the im-
pression that the percentage of manage-
ment contribution continues to increase.
This is the direction in which our society
is headed. A proposal that, in the Fed-
eral service, the employer pays far below
one-half of the cost simply follows behind
comparable practice prevailing in private
industry, and in years henceforth will
continue to be even more out of line.
Yet we are offered an amendment that
would not put us in step, but merely
hamper progress and keep us in a back-
ward stage of health benefits program
development.

Premium costs have increased be-
tween 1960 and 1968 without any signif-
icant increase in benefits; and the in-
dication is also that people were addi-
tionally required to almost double that
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amount of out-of-pocket cash they spent
on medical care not reimbursed by in-
surance. A continuation of this practice
is unacceptable; and to offer token ap-
peasement, as this amendment suggests,
is to play havoc with the lives of Federal
employees.

The Government has almost totally
neglected to redeem its promises of 10
years ago to employees. Only once dur-
ing the past decade has the formula for
sharing of premium been adjusted. That
was in 1966. Otherwise it was a decade of
“benign neglect.”

Except for some low-option plans and
certain self-only enrollments, the con-
tribution by Government has never been
equal to 50 percent of the total cost. In
fact, it has never exceeded 38 percent
for the overwhelming majority of em-
ployees, and now is at a threatening low
of one-fourth of its original intention.

This lopsided apportionment of costs
was not what the 86th Congress had
in mind in approving the act. The printed
report that accompanied the bill at en-
actment included the following:

The Committee recognized that the maxi-
mum amounts indicated could not remain
unchanged over a long perlod of years, any
more than the cost of living has remalned
frozen. Medical care costs will undoubtedly
fluctuate at least as widely as other items of
living costs. The Committee belleves that the
Congress will continue to be responsible to
the needs of the employees and will appro-
priately act to keep the proposed program
In consonance with future developments.

I believe sincerely that simple justice
requires that the Government reverse
the trend of declining employer contribu-
tions to the Federal program. I urge this
body to reject this amendment, which
would deny employees the 50-50 ratio
Congress promised in 1960, and which we
are attempting to deliver today.

I feel very strongly that the request
for a fair shake in the matter of health
insurance represents a reasonable re-
quest. The correction being proposed is
long overdue. What is needed is positive
action—now—to fulfill the commitment
made by Government to its employees
10 years ago. I urge the defeat or any
amendment that would deny this
promise.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Virginia is recognized.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, this bill
without the amendment provides for a
50-50 sharing of cost between the Gov-
ernment and the employee. It is a com-
promise measure. The amendment, as I
understand it, would reduce the 50 per-
cent the Government would contribute
to 38 percent.

This is an unfair amendment insofar
as the Government employee is con-
cerned. We have had other bills before
our committee that would have the Gov-
ernment pay the entire 100-percent cost
of health benefits. One bill considered
would have 50-percent payment by the
Government for the first period of time
with a later T5-percent contribution by
the Government, and still later 100
percent.

Mr, Chairman, I might mention that
the Bureau of Labor Statistics, in a re-
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lease dated May 18, 1970, indicated that
the fringe benefits, the amount paid for
life, accident, and health insurance by
private industry, averages 3.6 percent over
and above the base salary of the em-
ployee whereas the Government pays
only 1.6 percent in fringe benefits, which
indicates the Government is lagging con-~
siderably behind private industry in this
field.

It is my understanding that the Gov-
ernment today contributes roughly 24
percent of the cost of health benefits. It
seems reasonable to me, however, that
contribution between Government and
employees should be on an equal, a
share-and-share-alike basis, between the
Government and the employee. There-
fore, I urge defeat of the amendment.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment proposed
by the gentleman from Iowa. As the bill
presently stands it will, to some degree,
help Federal employees fo reach the
level of health insurance benefits offered
by private American employers.

The inescapable trend in private em-
ployment has been directionally pointed
toward noncontributory health insur-
ance plans. While the Federal employee
knows that the Government is unable
to grant him a noncontributory health
program at this time, he would humbly
accept the provisions of H.R. 16968.

This bill should be left untampered
with, so that it can promote a moderate
measure of relief to some of the finan-
cial burdens of employees and annui-
tants. If passed in its reported form, it
will be a landmark in Government
health benefits. It will restore some sen-
sibility to the ridiculous imbalance
which now exists.

The proposed amendment does little
to modernize the present health benefits
program. Something on a larger scale
must be done now to alleviate the hard-
ships that medical costs have brought
to Federal employees and retirees. If
adopted. the amendment is but one
more failure to respond to Federal em-
ployee needs. Fifty percent is a small
price to ask when consideration is made
of the trends in private industry, the in-
creased cost of living, and the increased
medical care cost. What the question
boils down to is whether Congress will
allow a continuation of a “horse-and-
buggy” health benefits program, or
whether it will make a positive move for
a trade-in on something a liftle more
dependable and modern.

When Congress adopted the present
insurance program in 1960, the promise
of equal sharing between Federal em-
ployees and the Federal Government
was the intention. However, this inten-
tion has never materialized, and adop-
tion of this proposed amendment would
further undermine the original congres-
sional intent.

This amendment, by decreasing the
proposed legislation, would merely per-
petuate the already flagrant inequity
that has been leveled on Federal em-
ployees by the Government.

By reason of periodic increases in
premiums, brought on mainly by rises in
medical care costs, and the failure of
Government to be responsive to the
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needs of employees, the employee has
been obliged to absorb practically the
entire amount of these periodic premium
raises. The situation today finds the
average Federal employee worse off than
he was 10 years ago when the law was
enacted. This amendment would involve
only a small percentage of what is nec-
essary to be done, and if it is adopted, it
will be outmoded upon acceptance.

The amendment offered is a negating
factor in all conceivable ways. I urge
that it be rejected.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in objection to the proposed amend-
ment. The Congress should take a long
look at the facts and give its full support
to the legislation without amendment.
The burdens of the unbalanced share of
medical expenditures which the em-
ployee in Federal Government, and the
retiree from Federal service, has to face
cannot be met by a compromise to a
lesser figure.

This legislation, as approved by your
committee, would provide a major im-
provement in the funding formula of the
Federal employees’ health benefits pro-
gram, as originally adopted and as it
presently exists. To accept this amend-
ment would provide only a minor im-
provement to an evergrowing problem,
one that is not substantial enough to
match the present trends in private in-
dustry or the needs of Federal retirees
and employees.

When the Federal health program was
enacted in 1959, it was anticipated that
the majority of employees would select
coverage under low options. The general
intent, based on the legislative history,
would indicate that the Congress desired
to set the Government’s share of the cost
at 50 percent. However, the vast majority
of employees elected coverage under high
options, making it evident the majority
recognized the necessity of securing the
best health coverage available. In each
open season since the program began in
1960, the net result has shown a con-
stant movement to high option, and it is
estimated that more than 90 percent of
all persons insured now hold high-op-
tion coverage. Therefore, I think it is
necessary for the Federal Government to
establish a 50-50 share of costs based
on high options, rather than compromise
by amendment to a figure unfair to the
vast majority of those enrolled in this
program.

Under Public Law 86-382, passed in
1959, the Federal employee has consist-
ently paid from two-thirds to three-
fourths of the entire premium costs. This
definitely was not the intention of the
86th Congress in approving the measure,
and it definitely should not be the in-
tention of the 91st Congress by accepting
the amendment.

The first, last, and only adjustment
made in the Government's share of the
total premium cost was in 1966. The bi-
weekly contribution for high option,
family plan increased from $3.12 to $4.10
or about 31 percent. This during a period
when, as indicated, medical expenses in-
creased by 52 percent. Are we going to
stand by and accede to an amendment
comparable in degree to the action taken
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in 1966? The answer should be definitely
not.

The cost of medical care, surgery, and
hospitalization has skyrocketed progres-
sively since the enactment of the act,
and corresponding increases in premium
costs and additional types of coverage
adopted by the private sector industry
have made necessary a review of the pro-
gram to determine what changes are ap-
propriate and desirable after 10 years of
experience. In my opinion, HR. 16968 is
the minimal answer to the change needed
in the program. To establish a lesser
ratio, as proposed in this amendment,
would be unjust and unharmonious with
the cost of medical care, surgery, and
hospitalization.

Government calculations indicate med-
ical costs have been rising faster than
the total cost of living. A recent actuarial
study of the Federal employees’ health
benefits program indicates that health
insurance premiums will double over the
next decade. When faced with this study,
can the Congress consider such a pro-
posed amendment featuring a lesser ratio
of Government and employee sharing?
The study also indicates that the two
Government-wide plans can be expected
to increase premiums from 10 percent to
35 percent every 2 years between now
and 1976, with biannual increases aver-
aging between 20 and 25 percent. What
further proof is needed to invalidate the
amendment offered?

A comparison between what the Fed-
eral Government pays and what private
employees pay for the health benefits
programs has been made by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics. It is expressed in
terms of a percentage of basic wages and
salaries. The contrast is striking. Accord-
ing to the latest figures, some 3.6 percent
of private wages are allocable to health
benefits programs, whereas the Federal
Government's expenditure for the same
benefits is only 1.6 percent of wages. This
comparison further demonstrates the
need for H.R. 16968 to be adopted without
any reduction in the percentage rate
recommended by your committee.

Should there be a mere 5-percent im-
provement in benefits in 1971, 1973, and
1975, the annual premium would increase
to over $900. Unless the Government’s
contribution toward premium is in-
creased from the present yearly legal
maximum of $106.56—26 pay periods
times $4.10—I wonder how many of the
215 million employees and their 5% mil-
lion dependents will be able to afford
health insurance 2, 3, or 5 years hence?
Sure, the amendment would provide re-
lief, but why do a poor job when a good
job is better?

Also to be considered is the burden
placed on retirees, who must continue to
pay appreciable premiums beyond the
age when employees in private industry
are given free medicare hospital cover-
age. While this amendment would alle-
viate this problem to a small degree, its
adoption would place a severe penalty on
retired employees who have paid sub-
stantial premiums during their active
working years, and then must continue to
pay a large percentage of the premiums
for health benefits each year when their
income is at its lowest.
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The time is long overdue for the Gov-
ernment to begin catching up with pri-
vate industry in the area of providing
fringe benefits to its employees. The
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice has long felt that the Government
should be a leader in all areas including
pay, fringe benefits, and so forth rather
than subsecribing to a policy of being a
poor follower.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I urge the
House to unanimously reject the pro-
posed amendment.

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr, ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the Gross amendment
and in support of the committee bill. I
have long called for a greater Govern-
ment contribution toward health bene-
fits for our Federal employees. Although
the present bill increases that contribu-
tion, it still is far from comparable to
that provided for by private industry.

The Gross amendment would further
turn back the clock and increase dis-
crimination against our Federal em-
ployees. I sincerely hope that this is only
a start toward increasing the fringe
benefits to which our Federal employees
are entitled and have long waited for.
I ask my colleagues to vote down this
amendment and support the bill without
any amendments.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. Chairman, when the health plan
was enacted in 1959, the intent was for
the Federal Government to pay 50 per-
cent of the costs of coverage. Rising
costs of health benefits have been the
leading factor in bringing about an in-
equitable ratio between employer and
employee costs.

One of the undesirable results of the
passage of Public Law 86-382, generated
10 years ago, has been a formula where-
by the employee has consistently paid
two-thirds or more of the entire pre-
mium costs. This definitely was not the
intention of the 86th Congress in ap-
proving the measure. The clear intent
was no less than a 50-50 sharing of costs.

Medical care costs have increased dur-
ing those 10 years since the passage of
Public Law 86-382. They have not only
matched the increases in all other items:
they have cutrun them by a great mar-
gin

F;rorn 1960 through January of 1969,
the Bureau of Labor Statistics reports
that the Consumer Price Index for all

items in the index budget increased
slightly less than 25 percent.

During that same period, the amount
of all medical care items increased by 52
percent, Contributing factors to that
amazing figure include a 55-percent in-
crease in physicians’ fees and a 155-per-
cent increase in hospital daily charges.
Only charges for prescription drugs re-
mained relatively stable during the same
period.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics also re-
ported that about two-thirds of the em-
ployers with contributory arrangements
paid over half the cost of hospitalization,
surgical and medical plans.

The first, last, and only adjustment




July 9, 1970

made in the Government’s share of the
total premium cost was in 1966. The bi-
weekly contribution for high option, fam-
ily plan increased from $3.12 to $4.10 or
about 31 percent. This during a period
when, as indicated, medical expenses in-
creased by 52 percent.

Unless steps are ftaken to determine
who is going to insure the retired Fed-
eral employee, and how his insurance is
going to be financed, it is a reasonable
prediction that: First, Federal annui-
tants are soon going to be priced out of
the health insurance market; or, second,
the Federal employees’ health benefits
program, as we now know it, will cease to
exist.

Retirees pay the same premium and
receive precisely the same benefits as
active employees. There are two things
wrong with that kind of setup. In the
first place, the Federal retiree can ill
afford a monthly premium ranging from
$25 to $35 and up for practically the same
insurance protection the average married
citizen at age 65 has been getting under
medicare for $8 per month.

Certainly, cost is a relevant factor—
along with all the other factors militating
the achievement of economic justice for
Federal workers and annuitants, and ful-
fillment of the fundamental pledge of
comparability. The key to reducing prices
is not a stubborn resistance to any en-
largement of the Government'’s premium
obligations. The wiser course would be
for the Government to bend its efforts,
in meaningful ways, to slow down the
spiraling costs of medical services.

The cruel reality is that a workingman
today simply cannot afford a serious ill-
ness, the end value of which is often
bankruptey and death. The working-
man—any person of moderate means—
receives only rudimentary medical at-
tention and is prostrate for considerably
longer financially than he is medically.

Mr., Chairman, I therefore urge the
overwhelming rejection of the proposed
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr., GROSS).

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments?

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, there are no further amend-
ments.

The CHAIRMAN, Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the Chair,
Mr. Brooks, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 16968) to provide for the
adjustment of the Government contribu-
tion with respect to the health benefits
coverage of Federal employees and an-
nuitants, and for other purposes, pur-
suant to House Resolution 1078, he
reported the bill back to the House.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The gquestion is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed

and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. GROSS

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. GROSS. In its present form I am,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Gross moves to recommit the bill HR.
16968 to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Bervice with instructions to report it
back forthwith with the following amend-

ment:

On page 2, line 1, strike “50" and Insert in
lieu thereof '38."

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
previous question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion to recommit.

The question was taken;

and the

Speaker announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.
The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is

not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there

were—yeas 146, nays 200, not voting 85,

as follows:

Abbitt
Abernethy
Adair

Belcher
Berry
Betts
Blackburn
Bow

Bray

Burleson, Tex.

Burton, Utah
Cabell

Camp

Casey
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Colller
Collins
Colmer

[Roll No. 211]

YEAS—146

Foreman
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Fuqua
Goldwater
Goodling
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Haley
Hall
Hammer-
schmidet
Hansen, Idaho
Hastings
Hosmer
Hull
Hutchinson
Ichord
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Keith
King
Landgrebe
Landrum
Langen
Latta
Lloyd
Lujan
McClory
McClure
McMillan
Mahon
Mailliard
Mann
Marsh
Martin
Mathias
May
Mayne
Michel
Miller, Ohio
Minshall
Mizell
Montgomery
Mosher

¥y

O'Neal, Ga.
Passman
Pettis
Pickle
Poage

Poff

Price, Tex.
Quie

Reid, I11.
Rhodes
Robison
Roth
Rousselot
Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield
Schadeberg
Scherle
Schmitz
Schneebeli
Schwengel
Sebellus
Shriver
Sikes

Stubblefield
Talcott
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Vander Jagt
Watson
Watts
Whalley
Widnall
Wiggins
Willlams
Winn

Wold

Wolff

Wyman

Zion
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Addabbo
Albert
Alexander
Annunzio
Ashley
Barrett
Bennett
Bevill

Blagei
Biester
Bingham
Elanton
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Erinkley
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Erown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, Calif.
Button
Byrne, Pa.
Clark

Clay
Cleveland
Cohelan
Conyers
Corbett
Cecrman
Culver
Daddario
Daniels, N.J,
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Delaney
Donchue
Downing
Dulski
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fallon
Fascell

NAYS—200

Giaimo
Gibbons
Gongzalez
Gray
Green, Pa,
Griffin
Gude

Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hogan
Holifleld
Howard
Hungate
Hunt
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Calif,
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Karth
Kastenmeler
zen
Kee
Kluczynski
Koch
Kyl
Kyros
Lennon
Long, Md.
Lowenstein
Lukens
MeDade
McFall
McKEneally
Macdonald,
Mass,
Madden
Matsunaga
Meeds
Melcher
Mikva
Miller, Calif,
Minish

Mink
Mollohan
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse

Moss
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.Y.
Nichols

Findley
Fraser
Gaydos
Gettys
Gilbert
Green, Oreg.
Griffiths

Jones, Tenn.
Kirwan
Eleppe
Euykendall
Leggett
Long, La,
MeCarthy
McCloskey
MeCulloch
MecDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
MacGregor
Meskill
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Ottinger
Patman
Patten
Pelly
Perkins
Philbin

Pirnie
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I,
Pucinski
Purcell
Railsback
Rees
Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Riegle
Roberts

Van Deerlin
Vanik

Vigorito
‘Waggonner
Waldie
Wampler
Watkins
‘Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Wright
Wydler
Yates
Yatron
Young
Zablockl
Zwach

So the motion to recommit was re-

Ford, Gerald R. O'Eonski

jected.
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr, Hébert with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.
Mr, Mills with Mr. Devine.
Mr, Casey with Mr, Cederberg.
Mr. Aspinall with Mr. Andrews of North
Dakota.
Mr. Whitten with Mr. Morton.
Mr, Rogers of Colorado with Mr, McDonald
of Michigan.
Mr. Podell with Mr. Dawson.
Mr. Caffery with Mr. Ashbrook.
. Pryor of Arkansas with Mr, Carter.
Rarick with Mr, Don H. Clausen.
Dingell with Mr, Beall.
Long of Louisiana with Mr, McCulloch.
Pepper with Mr. Cramer.
Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Nelsen.
Gettys with Mr. Cunningham.
Hicks with Mr. Denney.
Dent with Mr, Quillen.
Nedzi with Mr. Broomfield.
Celler with Mr. Horton.
Leggett with Mr. Powell.
Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Kleppe.
Gaydos with Mr. McEwen.
Gilbert with Mr. Bell of California.
Shipley with Mr. Findley.
Stratton with Mr, Pollock.

g
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Mr. Farbstein with Mr. MacGregor.

Mr, Randall with Mr. Euykendall,

Mr. Edwards of Loulslana with Mr, Brock.

Mr. Slack with Mr. Mize.

Mr. McCarthy with Mr. Meskill.

Mr. Brown of California with Mr. Diggs.

Mr, Adams with Mr, McCloskey.

Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Bush,

Mr. Fraser with Mrs. Chisholm.

Mr. Eirwan with Mr. Reifel.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Saylor.

Mr. Hanng with Mr, Taft.

Mrs, Hansen of Washington with Mr,
Weicker.

Mr. Rivers with Mr. Wyatt.

Mr, Myers with Mr, Wylie.

Messrs. FOLEY, BRAY, and WIDNALL
changed their votes from “nay” to “yea.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded,

The doors were opened.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 284, nays 57, not voting 90,
as follows:

[Roll No. 212]
YEAS—284

Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass,
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, Calif.

Abbitt
Adalr
Addabbo
Albert
Alexander
Anderson,
Calir.
Annunzio
Ashley
Ayres
Barrett
Belcher
Eennett

Bevill
Blaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blanton
Boggs
Boland
Bolling

Edwards, Callf.
Ellberg

Esch

Eshleman

Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.

Clay
Cleveland
Cohelan
Colller
Bow Collins

Conable
Conte

Brademas
Brasco

Bray Conyers
Brinkley Corbett
Brooks Corman

Flowers
Fo!

ley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,

William D.
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Galifianakls
Gallagher
Garmatz
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan

Helstoskl
Henderson
Hogan
Hosmer
Howard

Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala,
Jones, N.C.
Earth
Kastenmeler
Kazen

Abernethy
Andrews, Ala.
Arends
Baring

Berry
Blackburn
Burleson, Tex.
Burton, Utah
Camp

Carter
Clawson, Del
Colmer

Crane

Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Dennis
Derwinskl
Dickinson
Duncan

Long, Md.
Lowenstein
Lukens
McClure
McDade
McFall
McEneally
McMillan
Macdonald,
Mass.

S8,
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Marsh
Martin
Mathias
Matsunaga
May

Meeds
Melcher
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Minish
Mink
Minshall
Mollohan

Monagan
Moorhead

Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nichols
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
O'Konski
Olsen
O'Neal, Ga.
O'Neill, Mass.
Ottinger

n
Patman
Patten
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Roe

Rogers, Fla.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roth
Roudebush
Roybal

Ruth

Ryan

Schwengel
Scott
Shriver
Sikes

Black
Smith, Calif,
Smith, Iowa
Snyder
Stafford
Staggers
Stanton
Steed
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.

Thompson, N.J.

Tiernan
Tunney
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Waggonner
Waldie
‘Wampler
Watkins
Watson
Whalen
Whalley
White
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Willlams
Wolff
Wright
Wydler
Yates
Yatron
Young
Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

Mizell
Montgomery
Poage

Price, Tex.
Reid, T11.
Rousselot
Schadeberg
Bcherle
Schmita

Stelger, Ariz.
Thomson, Wis.
Watts

Winn

Wold

Wyman

NOT VOTING—90

Adams
Anderson, I11,

Bush
Byrnes, Wis.
Caffery
Carey
Casey
Cederberg
Celler
Clausen,
Don H.
Cramer
Cunningham
Dawson
Denney
Dent

Devine
Diggs
Dingell
Edwards, La.
Fallon
Farbstein
Findley
Fraser
Gaydos
Gettys
Gilbert
Grifliths
Hansen, Wash.
Hébert
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Rivers
Rogers, Colo.
Ruppe
Saylor
Shipley

Sisk

Stratton
Taft

Heckler, Mass.
Hicks
Holifield
Horton Mize
Jones, Tenn. Morton
Kirwan Myers
Nedzi
Nelsen
Pepper
Podell
Pollock
Powell
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinskl
Quillen
Randall

. Rarick
McEwen Relfel

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.

Mr, Mills with Mr. Devine.

Mr. Carey with Mr. Cederberg.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Bob Wilson.

Mr. Aspinall with Mr. Andrews of North
Dakota.

Mr. Whitten with Mr. Morton.

Mr. Rogers of Colorado with Mr. McDonald
of Michigan.

Mr. Podell with Mr, Dawson,

Mr. Caffery with Mr. Ashbrook.

Mr. Pryor of Arkansas with Mr. Thompson
of Georgia.
. Rarick with Mr. Don H. Clausen.
. Dingell with Mr. Beall of Maryland.
Long of Louisiana with Mr. McCulloch.
Pepper with Mr, Cramer.
Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Nelsen.
Gettys with Mr. Cunningham,
Hicks with Mr, Denney.
Dent with Mr. Quillen.
Nedzl with Mr. Broomfield.
Celler with Mr, Horton.
Leggett with Mr. Powell.
Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Kleppe.
Gaydos with Mr. McEwen.
Gilbert with Mr. Bell of Californla.
Shipley with Mr. Findley.

Mr. Stratton with Mr. Pollock.

Mr. Sisk with Mr, Byrnes of Wisconsin.

Mrs, Griffiths with Mrs, Heckler of Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. Farbstein with Mr. MacGregor.

Mr. Randall with Mr, Euykendall.

Mr, Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Brock.

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Mize.

Mr, McCarthy with Mr. Meskill.

Mr. Brown of California with Mr. Diggs.

Mr. Adams with Mr, McCloskey.

Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr, Bush.

Mr. Fraser with Mr. Ruppe.

Mr. Eirwan with Mr, Reifel.

Mr. Vigorito with Mr, Saylor,

Mr. Holifleld with Mr, Taft.

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr.
Welcker.

Mr. Rivers with Mr. Wyatt.

Mr. Myers with Mr. Wylie.

Mr. Casey with Mr. Latta,

Mr. Fallon with Mr. Pucinski.

MacGregor
Meskill
Mills

Kleppe
EKluczynskl
EKuykendall
Latta
Leggett
Long, La,
McCarthy
McCloskey
McCulloch
McDonald,
ch

Thompson, Ga.
Vigorito
Weicker
Whitten
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wryatt
Wylle

ER
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, T ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to extend their remarks on the
bill just passed, H.R. 16968, and to in-
clude extraneous material,

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, PRICE
of Illinois). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.
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LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I have taken this time for the purpose
of asking the distinguished majority
leader the program for the rest of the
week, if any, and the schedule for next
week.

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

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

Mr. ALBERT. In response to the dis-
tinguished minority leader’s inquiry, we
have no further business for the week
and will ask to go over until Monday
after the announcement of the program,

The program for next week is as
follows:

Monday is District day and we have
two District bills.

H.R. 18086, to authorize the District
of Columbia Commissioner to sell or ex-
change certain real property in Prince
William County, Va.; and

H.R. 17146, to amend the act incorpo-
rating Columbian College—the George
Washington University.

Also, while this is not on the whip
notice, there may be conference reports
from the Committee on the District of
Columbia and from the Committee on
Education and Labor.

Also for Monday and the balance of
the week, there are scheduled:

H.R. 17654, Legislative Reorganization
Act. of 1970. Open rule with 4 hours of
debate,

H.R. 13100, to extend programs for
training in the allied health professions.
Open rule with 1 hour of debate.

H.R. 14237, to amend the Mental Re-
tardation Facilities and Community
Mental Health Centers Construction Act
of 1963. Open rule with 1 hour of debate.

H.R. 16542, to regulate the mailing of
unsolicited credit cards. Open rule with
2 hours of debate.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY NEXT

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. PRICE
of Illinois). Is thére objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Oklahoma?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, and I shall not object,
I notice some blank spaces at the bottom
of the program for next week and I fully
expected to find there some notation as
to when I might expect to get a little
recess to go fishing or for some of us to
go fishing for votes.

Mr. ALBERT, Mr. Speaker, will the
distinguished gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. 1 yield to the gentleman,

Mr. ALBERT. I wish I were able to give
the gentleman a definitive answer at this
time, but I expect that the last 2 weeks
of August and the first week of Septem-
ber might possibly be recess time.

Mr. GROSS. That takes real good care
of if. I thank the majority leader.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH BUSINESS IN
ORDER UNDER THE CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY RULE ON WEDNES-
DAY NEXT

Mr., ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT ON 8. 3215

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the conferees on
the arts and humanities bill, S. 3215, may
have until midnight tomorrow night to
file the conference report to be printed
in the Recorp under the rule.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, on roil-
call No. 212 I was unavoidably detained
with a delegation in my office and was
unable to vote. If I had been here, I
would have voted “yea” for this legisla-
tion.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, on roll-
call No. 212 I was called out of the
Chamber, If I had been here, I would
have voted “yea.”

TOBACCO INDUSTRY EXPRESSES
RESERVATIONS CONCERNING H.R.
16920, TEXTILE IMPORTS

(Mr. McMILLAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. McMILLAN. As a cosponsor of the
Mills bill, H.R. 16920, in connection with
textile imports, I have heard a rumor
that some members of the tobacco in-
dustry have expressed reservations con-
cerning this proposed legislation.

My interest in this legislation is to
protect the textile industry and its em-
ployees. We all know that by permitting
textiles to be shipped into this country
from cheap labor markets, we are de-
stroying the textile industry in both
South Carolina and the entire Nation,
thereby causing thousands and thou-
sands of valuable, skilled employees to
lose their jobs.

I am certain there is nothing in the
textile bill which would jeopardize the
export of tobacco from this country as
other countries certainly need our tobac-
co to produce good cigarettes.

I am inserting a letter from the
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Coker’s Pedigreed Seed Co., addressed
to the chairman of the Ways and Means
Committee, in the ReEcorp at this point.
I would like to state that the Coker
Co. is the largest tobacco seed company
in the Nation and its president, Mr. Rob-
ert Coker of Hartsville, S.C., is one of
the outstanding agriculturists in this
country. He is greatly interested in the
tobacco industry since his company is
located in my congressional district and
tobaceo is the largest money crop. How-
ever, Mr. Coker has not only the tobac-
co industry, but other farm products
and the textile industry of our State
and the Nation at heart. We are equal-
ly interested in cotton and textiles and
will do everything possible to see that
the Government places quotas on tex-
tiles coming into our country from cheap
labor markets.

I hope every Member of Congress will
take time to read Mr. Coker's letter,
which follows:

CokEer's PEDIGREED SEED CO.,
Hartsville, S.C., June 30, 1970.

Hon. WiLsur MiLLs,

Chairman, Ways and Means Committee, U.S.
House of Representatives, Washington,
D.C.

DEear CONGRESSMAN MrLrs: It is our opinion
that the textile import legislation known as
the Mills Bill (HR 16920), which you have
introduced In Congress, is of vital impor-
tance to the future of cotton production In
the United States.

Our company has for many years been en-
gaged in seed breeding and development of
improved varieties of the prineipal southern
fleld crops which include cotton, tobacco,
soybeans, wheat and corn. The export market
for all of these farm commodities is of great
importance to the welfare of American agri-
culture.

The many issues involved in your proposed
legislation have been widely discussed pro
and con. The purpose of this letter, copy of
which will be released to the news media in
the agricultural areas of the South, is to re-
spond to the argument advanced by some
opponents of the measure that Its p
would result in retaliation by foreign coun-
tries against a broad range of American agri-
cultural export products.

Because of the importance of the agricul-
tural export market, notably Japan, to Amer-
ican farm interests, the natural concern felt
for any legislation which might have a dam-
aging effect on any segment of the agricul-
tural economy is understandable. However,
this concern is not justified by the facts of
international trade as it exists today.

Actually, textile imports have no direct
relation to exports of our agricultural prod-
ucts. Our trade with Japan is the best ex-
ample. Japan is the leading forelgn market
for American farm products, Last year, Japan
purchased from the United States about $1.1
billion worth of wheat, corn, feed, grain sor-
ghum, tobacco, cattle, hides, lemons, alfalfa
meal, soybeans, cotton, tallow and other farm
products. At the same time, the United States
purchased from Japan about £49 billion
worth of products, mainly manufactured
goods. Japan’s total purchases from the U.S.
came to $3.5 billlon. This left a difference of
about #1.4 billion in favor of Japan or a def-
feit in that amount for the United States.

With such a favorable trade balance, grow=
ing larger every year as a result of a care-
fully sheltered home market and aggressive
and often subsidized selling abroad, the Jap-
anese are in no position to talk about “re-
taliation”. Japan's gross natlonal product is
increasing 10 to 14 per cent annually, and
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today it is the second largest in the {ree
world. Japan’s economy is moving rapidly
toward heavy industrialization, and as a re-
sult, 1s dependent more and more on imports
of agricultural products.

It is a well established fact that Japan
buys needed raw materials wherever and
whenever it can get the best price, most re-
liable source of supply and best trading
terms. This is illustrated in recent years by
rising textile imports from Japan and fall-
ing raw cotton exports. Since 1965, Japanese
imports of U.S. agricultural products in-
creased from $901 million to about $1 billion
in 1969, an increase of 11 per cent. Over the
same period, U.S. purchases from Japan rose
from $2.4 billion to $49 billion, an increase
of 104 per cent,

Japan sells virtually no cotton textiles in
Mexico, yet, last year Japan imported more
raw cotton from Mexlco than it did the
United States.

Tobacco is another case In point.

The United States is the major supplier of
tobacco to Japan. In 1969, we sold $49 mil-
lion worth of tobacco to Japan for a T4 per
cent share of its total tobacco purchases. But
to argue that the imposition of reasonable
restraints on U.S, textile imports from Japan
will mean a reduction in her American to-
bacco purchases is contrary to simple eco-
nomic facts. Japan buys tobacco and other
raw materials from those countries from
which she can obtain the best prices, quality,
and trading terms. This she will continue to
do, There is really no relationship between
our Japanese textile imports and our exports
of tobacco to her. In 1966, Japan sent us $415
million worth of textiles. She bought from
us $46 million worth of tobacco. In 1969, her
textile exports to the U.S. totaled $540 mil-
lion in value, while her tobacco imports from
us reached £49 million. While textile im-
ports rose by $125 million worth, tobacco
exports rose by only $3 million.

Under your legislation pending in Con-
gress, there would be no reason for Japan
to curtail its purchases of cotton, tobacco or
any other farm commodities. The bill does
not seek to cut off all textile imports. On
the contrary, it encourages the Presldent
to negotiate reasonable agreements with
exporting nations. Only if a country refused
to enter into a voluntary agreement would
the specific limitations outlined in the bill
apply.

The United States textile industry is by
far the biggest, best and most dependable
market for American grown cotton, and its
economic health and well-being are highly
important to our national economy. The
passage of this legislation should be sup-
ported by farm people and their leadership.

Sincerely yours,
RoBERT R. COKER,
President.

ALBERT RAINS SPEECH CONTEST
WINNERS

(Mr. BEVILL asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks
and to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, each year
since becoming a Member of Congress,
it has been my privilege to have placed
in the ConGRESSIONAL REcorp the three
winning speeches in the annual Albert
Rains Speech Contest held at Snead
State Junior College in my congres-
sional district. This contest, which is
sponsored by former Congressman Rains,
gives the students at Snead the oppor-
tunity to express their thoughts and feel-
ings on vital topies. These speeches are
always interesting and informative and
show the intense concern today’s stu-
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dents have for the problems facing our
Nation.

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I place in
the Recorp copies of the three winning
speeches and offer my congratulations
to the winners.

This year’s winners are:

First place: Larry Buchanan, 1600
O'Brig Avenue, Guntersville, Ala. 35976.

Second place: Mrs. Cindy Godwin,
Route 2, Horton, Ala. 35980.

Third place: Freddie Henley, Route 1,
Gunterville, Ala. 35976.

SHouLD 18-YEAR-OLDS VOTE?
(By Larry Rogers Buchanan)

What are our youth? We are people who
have interests in the successes of our city,
our state and our nation. We are people who
have something to offer this nation and its
people.

We are not all rioters; but neither are we
all good. The majority of our students are
prepared to stand for this nation and Its
beliefs. We are ready to tell the world that
this nation is great and that its goals are
going to be successful because we are going
to make them that way.

By the time we are eighteen years old, we
have already come into contact with many
of the problems that face this nation. We
have already come into contact with the
poor. We have met the sick. We have met
the hungry. We have developed sympathy
and compassion for the people who are af-
fected by these conditions.

We want to make changes; but we don't
necessarily want to make those changes that
the radio, and televislon, and newspapers
say that we wish to. We don't necessarily
want to burn the colleges. As a matter of
fact, the majority of the youth want to learn,
We don't necessarily want to trample on the
flag. As a matter of fact, most of us still ap-
preciate what it stands for: the symbol
of freedom, the symbol of rights for all men,
and the great heritage that it represents:
Washington’s fighting, Henry's statement
that still rings through the history of the
United States.

We want to make changes, yes. We want
to change the conditions that prevent man
from having a happy life. We want to thwart
disease. We want to improve education. We
want to alleviate poverty.

Many of us will, In the next few years, be
fighting for our flag and all of us will be
?ghtmg the problems that this nation must
ace.

We are Interested in good government more
g0 than any other age group. Just look at
the polls that are taken in our high schools
and colleges during the governor's race and
the senate race and the presidential race.
At these polls there is a better turn out than
there is at the polling place on election day.

We are constantly bombarded with head-
lines in newspapers and on radios and on
television that tell us of the ills of our
nation. Constantly we hear about the prob-
lems that we face as a nation. We know these
problems that we face, and we wish to be
able to help solve them.

‘We are responsible. Most of us have learned
responsibility by having had jobs which
told us that responsibility is a good word.

We are more highly educated than the
twenty one year old group was when the
twenty one year old age limit was set. By
elghteen, most of us have graduated from
high school and most of us have started to
attend a college or trade school or business
school. This is a new thing compared to the
time when the twenty one year old limit
was set.

What makes the big difference in educa-
tion is that we have better facllitles and
classes through which we are able to learn
about world affairs. We have already had
many years of history. We have studled
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geography. We have studied in a limited
amount the fleld of space and we have al-
ready learned about the stock market, We
have the chance to learn to vote through
having Student Council on a widespread
basis.

Most people when thinking of this mew
age for voters think that if a person is old
enough to go fight for his country, he is
old enough to vote. Just giving a man a gun
does not make him qualified to vote. The
thing that does make him qualified is inter-
est. We are Interested in better education.
We are interested in better government, We
are Interested in being able to help fight
man's problems that prevent his having a
good life.

We learn many things from our parents,
From them we learn the problems of this
nation, We want to be a part of the solutions
to our problems and not a part of the prob-
lems. We do want to vote.

Eighteen year olds should be able to vote
because we are qualified: we have been ex-
posed to our problems, we want better gov-
ernment, and we want to vote. If we are al-
lowed to vote now, we can be better prepared
to be good leaders later because we will
know how to be responsible in making
decisions.

You cannot have freedom without respon-
sibility. If you will give us the right to vote,
we will do our best to exercise that right
responsibly.

SHOULD 18-YEAR-OLDS VOTE?
(By Cindy Godwin)

For a nation that has historically con-
cerned itself with enlarging the electorate,
the United States has always treated one
large group of citizens with curious neglect.
Over the years, five major groups have been
added to the voting ranks; the landless, Ne-
groes, women, cltizens in the District of Co-
lumbia and refugees from the poll tax. Yet
America, a nation obsessed with youth, with
half its population under 25, does not let a
citizen vote until he is 21. An 18-year-old
can be drafted, he can be held responsible
before the law, and can even be given the
death penalty in some states, but he can-
not cast a ballot except in Eentucky and
Georgla.

The idea of 18 year olds voting first reached
Capitol Hill in 1942 and President Eisenhower
lost a 1954 bid to lower the natlon’s voting
age by a mere 5 votes. In 1968, President
Johnson proposed the 26th Amendment to
lower the voting age, which was also killed.
President Nixon has again proposed the
amendment but the chances are growing dim
that it will pass.

Why should 18 years olds be given the
privilege of voting? President Johnson ex-
pressed it this way. “The young people of
America in this decade,” he declared, “are
far more ready, far better qualified, far more
able to discharge the highest duty of citi-
zenship than any generation of the past.”
The welght of recent physiological and psy-
chological evidence suggests the the U.S. 18
year old is not appreclably different from a
21 year old. The voting age of 21, after all,
survives in the U.S. as the age of maturity
more because of legal conveniences and
medieval custom than through blological ne-
cessity, “Based on everything we know,” says
Dr. C. Keith Connors, director of the Child
Development Laboratory at Mass., General
Hospital, “an extra three years is not go-
ing to add to emotlonal stability or ma-
turity.”

Equally important, according to Dr. Ed-
ward Shoben, director of Academic Affairs for
the American Council on Education, today's
18 year olds are well-informed. They stay in
school longer, more of them get high school
diplomas, and more of them go on to col-
lege than ever before. Furthermore, the media
all keep the young informed about what is
happening. In fact, Shoben believes, the
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scores that young people make on achiev-
ment tests show that they know more about
the world than their parents did at the same
age. Mr. Shoben says, “One of the major
problems for youth is that they are biologi-
cally men and women and they have the same
information as men and women have, but
they are excluded from making decisions and
acting as adults.

The most frequently heard argument in
favor of letting younger people vote is this:
If a man is old enough to fight and die for
his country in the armed forces, he is old
enough to vote. Way over one-fourth of the
American troops in Viet Nam are under 21.
Why shouldn't these young men be allowed
to vote for the man they will ultimately
take orders from, the President.

If the right to vote is denied to the young
people between the ages of 18 and 20, it Is
entirely possible that they will join the more
militant minority of their fellow students and
engage in destructive activities.

Another argument for lowering the voting
age is that it would stimulate interest in
public affairs. We young people have been
accused of being too idealistic. But maybe
that is just what our government needs, a
little more idealism and optimism.

I am 20 years old now, but when I was 18
and a senior in high school, I felt the voting
age should definitely be lowered. I still feel
the same way, and I will continue to work
to have it lowered so that maybe by the
time I have children and they become 18,
they will be able to have a voice in our
nation. America is a wonderful country. God
has truly shed his grace on us. We younger
people would like to make it even greater,
and I know we can if we are ever given the
opportunity.

SHoULD 18-YEAR-OLDS VOTE?
(By Freddle Henley)

If you don't think 18-year-olds should
vote, I suggest you visit any Army Medical
Center in this country. Go and talk to the
thousands of young men who are crippled
and scarred for life as a result of their in-
volvement in a war in southeastern Asia.
Many of these young men don't vote.

In 1968 over 10 million young Ameri-
cans between the ages of 18 and 21 were
denied the right to vote. They were refused
the privilege of helping to select their future
leaders.

At present, there are over 3 million people
under 21 who are married. Many have chil-
dren. They are unable to vote.

More than 6 million young people be~
tween ages 18 and 21 work and pay taxes.
They are, therefore, taxed without repre-
sentation. It was not too many years ago
that taxes without representation was one
of the battle cries for a revolution.

Eighteen year old men and women facing
criminal charges are brought into adult, not
juvenile, courts to be tried.

All of the points just mentioned are valid
reasons for lowering the voting age to 18.
There are, however, other reasons just as
important.

Today's world Is fast and action packed.
The activities of this age are keyed on the
young people. Almost everywhere you turn,
advertising beckons the youth. Fashions,
movles, television, music—all center on
young people.

The youth of today are involved. They
know more and are better informed on vital
issues, It is a proven fact that more young
people graduate from high school and col-
lege today than in any other age.

Earlier this week a newscast reported on a
proposal made by the United States senator
from the state of Washington. He suggested
that during election times, college campuses
should close for two weeks to allow students
to participate in campalgn work for their
favorite candidate. The majority of college
students who work in political campaigns
cannot vote.
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Throughout America, political leaders ac-
knowledge the fact that 18 year olds are con-
cerned and interested In the welfare of this
country. In the words of former President
Johnson:

“The young people of America in this dec-
ade are far more ready, far better qualified,
far more able, to discharge the highest duty
of citizenship than any generation of the
past.”

President Nixon, former Presidents John-
son, Kennedy, and Elsenhower all have ac-
knowledged that 18 year olds should vote.
Yet nothing has been done.

Other countries around the world allow 18
year olds to vote. Israel, Uruguay, and Bra-
zil, all have a voting age of 18 without any
obvious trouble or confusion.

I am sure that at one time or another you
have heard the saying, " America’s greatest re-
source is her young people.” Well, if this
statement is true, then America 18 wasting
that valuable resource. The young people of
this country are shackled and rendered vir-
tually useless by a medieval law that passed
from reason years ago. The voting age of 21
survives in the United States more because of
custom and legal convenience than any-
thing else.

By concerning and better educating thems-
selves on issues that confront this country,
the young people have earned and well de-
serve the right to vote at age 18.

REALITIES REQUIRE BARGAINING
IN CHANGE OF COMMITMENT TO
KOREA

(Mr. HANNA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, the in-
formation that Secretary Rogers is indi-
cating an accelerated action on pre-
viously indicated intentions to withdraw
at once troop strength in Korea disturbs
us. The move if taken now would be ill
timed in our opinion. Whereas it is cor-
rect now and actually overdue to discuss
a new stance in the Pacific, it is a matter
which takes careful planning and deli-
cate and selective timing.

My own view of the matter is being
conveyed to Secretary Laird with copies
to Secretary Rogers and to President
Nixon. The text of those views, Mr.
Speaker, is included below:

Following World War II, the U.S. com-
pletely threw off its traditional tendency to
remain aloof from the rest of the world.
America has given generously of its human,
financial and material resources in the re-
construction and improvement of many areas
of the world, Nor has all this activity been
without reward. Our sales and investment
experience has contributed significantly to
the growth of both production and wealth
in our own nation.

We are now facing a serious re-evaluation
of our overseas commitment program. Domes-
tie economic and political conditions are
placing severe restraints upon the Washing-
ton policy-makers, Although these domestic
conditions are compelling, it is hoped that
we will not allow our short term problems at
home to seriously distort and damage our
long term foreign policy and our interna-
tional interests abroad.

Last week we marked the anniversary of
our original involvement in Korea. It might
be well to use this country and our commit-
ments there as an illustrative case. There
is presently some suggestion relative to re-
ducing our troop strength in the Immediate
future. Let us examine the ramifications of
any precipitous and ill-planned exercise to
accomplish such an end.
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South Eorea was the first polnt of con-
frontation in Asia in the bipolarized world of
East and West. Its economic and geograph-
ical conditions were most unfavorable but the
indomitable will and the boundless ener-
gles of its people have countered much of
this. Ungquestionably, the remarkable prog-
ress of the Republic of Korea, particularly
under President Park, make of it one of the
most successful examples of the worth of
American foreign assistance programs., May
we hasten to point out, however, that knowl-
edgeable and thoughtful study of existing
conditions would warn against an overesti-
mation of present stability in Eorea.

There Is ample evidence of improvement
and a welcomed and genuine emergence of
self-confidence and self-reliance. But the
truth is all of this is still fragile, and needs
some additional care before it can be counted
to flourish on its own. When one calculates
the great sacrifice and suffering of the Ko-
rean people and in partnership therewith the
losses and expenses of the Americans and
other allies; when one recounts the impres-
sive efforts for economic improvement mus-
tered by the Republic of Korea and the
matching investments over the years by U.S.
Aid and technical assistance; it is not a thing
one would lightly place at risk.

The truth is that a sudden and present
withdrawal of our two divisions from Korea
would do just that, placing in jeopardy not
only all that we have given and invested in
the past but make highly questionable the
future goal which now appears so close to
realization, Le., that point at which the Ko-
reans would have reached a plateau of social,
economic, and political stability.

There 