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The House met at 11 o'clock a.m.

Rev. Lowell S. Garland, the United
Methodist Church, La Vale, Md., offered
the following prayer:

Almighty God, we come in gratitude
today for the gift of life, for the blessings
of home and family, and for the oppor-
tunity that is ours to serve our Nation
and mankind. We thank You in this mo-
ment that You have not left us alone, but
that You do govern with authority in
the affairs of men.

We confess that our greatest need as
individuals and as a nation is for Your
help. When we rely upon our own wis-
dom we are given to despair. We find
ourselves divided by our own partial in-
terests, and our most cherished projects
are confounded.

Come into our hearts, O Lord. Come
with divine guidance and bless all the
deliberations in this Chamber of Govern-
ment today. Give these Your servants a
vision of the needs of Your people, and
then use them as instruments of Your
holy will and purpose.

In the name of our Lord, we pray.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

REV. LOWELL 8. GARLAND

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

Mr. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, we are hon-
ored today to have as our guest chaplain
the Reverend Lowell S. Garland of the
La Vale United Methodist Church in
La Vale, Md. I am delighted Reverend
Garland could be here with us today in
the House of Representatives, and I hope
he can return again.

Reverend Garland is a graduate in
psychology of the American University
in Washington, D.C. He followed his
studies there at the Wesley Theological
Seminary also here in Washington. He is
married to the former Eula Ann Stone,
and they have two children, Linda Sue
Garland and Edward L. Garland. He has
previously served in New Market, Md.,
Wytheville, Va., Brookville, Md., Chevy
Chase, Md., and has been at his present
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pastorate since 1969, where he is a much-
respected community leader.

I welcome Rev. Lowell S. Garland to
the House of Representatives and thank
him for his stirring prayer to open
today’s session of the House. I hope he
and his family and friends will come back
often to be with us.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. 635, AMENDING MINING AND
MINERAL POLICY ACT OF 1970

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (S. 635) to amend
the Mining and Minerals Policy Act of
1970, with the House amendment there-
to, insist on the House amendment, and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Colorado? The Chair hears none, and
appoints the following conferees: Messrs.
ASPINALL, EDMONDSON, BARING, SAYLOR,
and McCLURE.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. 3284, MISSOURI RIVER BASIN
AUTHORIZATION INCREASE

Mr, ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (S. 3284) to in-
crease the authorization for appropria-
tion for completing work in the Missouri
River Basin by the Secretary of the In-
terior, with the House amendment there-
to, insist on the House amendment, and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
AsPINALL, HALEY, JoHNSON of California,
HosMER, and Camp.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
HR. 13435, UPPER COLORADO
RIVER BASIN AUTHORIZATION IN-
CREASE

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 13435) to
increase the authorization for appropria-
tion for continuing works in the Upper
Colorado River Basin by the Secretary
of the Interior, with a Senate amend-
ment thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendment, and request a conference
with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
AsPINALL, HALEY, JouNsON of California,
HosMer, and LrLoybp.

ANSWERS OF CONSTITUENTS TO
QUESTIONNAIRE

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

Mr. PEYSER. Mr, Speaker, I felt that
Members of the House would be inter-
ested in a personally conducted survey in
my district; the people questioned were
both apartment dwellers and homeown-
ers. A total of 283 persons were inter-
viewed.

We asked the following questions with
results as indicated:

1. There is a limit on how much a person
can earn after age 66 without losing his So-
clal Becurity benefits. Presently, the limit s
$1680. Congressman Peyser has proposed leg-
islation increasing this to $3600. Would you
support this legislation? ¥Yes 280; no 3.

2. Congressman Peyser has testified before
the Price Commission complaining about the
increase in food prices over the past six
months. He has suggested that, if food prices
do not drop in the immediate future, con-
trols be placed on food prices. Would you
support this legislation? Yes 235; no 46.

3. Do you agree with Congressman Peyser's
position that money should not be spent to
bus our children for racial balance, but
rather should be spent to improve the quality
of education? Yes 195; no 88.

THE LATE HONORABLE CARL W.
RICH, FORMER MEMBER OF THE
HOUSE

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

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I would like to bring to the atten-
tion of my colleagues in the House the
fact that a former Member from my dis-
trict has died, Mr. Carl Rich. He was
formerly mayor of the city of Cincinnati,
formerly councilman, and formerly a
judge of the court of common pleas. He
died yesterday at the age of 73 at Cin-
cinnati, Ohio. He served in this House
from the First District of Ohio from 1962
to 1964,

I had the privilege of serving as a judge
on the same court on which Carl Rich
served. DonNaLD Crancy, Congressman
from the Second District, succeeded Carl
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Rich as mayor of the city of Cincinnati,
and those were probably the two most
popular mayors who ever served in that
category in the city of Cincinnati for
many, many years.

It is therefore with deep regret that I
have to report to the Congress the death
of our former colleague, Carl W. Rich,
who served with distinction in this House
from the First District of Ohio.

Most of you know the outstanding rec-
ord he performed while serving in the
Congress.

But it is in our community of Cincin-
nati where Carl Rich made his imprint as
a community leader, attorney, mayor,
and businessman.

His unselfish dedication to those he
served and to those who knew him and
worked with him clearly made Carl Rich
a man we all admired.

After a long and outstanding record
as a judge, Carl Rich resigned from the
bench to seek election for the congres-
sional seat in my district, the First Dis-
trict, in 1962.

Born in Cincinnati, September 12,
1898, Carl Rich attended Avondale Public
School and was graduated from Walnut
Hills High School. His first business ven-
ture was selling newspapers at Reading
Road and Rockdale Avenue. In 1922 he
won his A B. degree, in 1924 his law de-
gree from the University of Cincinnati
which also conferred an honorary LL.D.
degree in 1939. He received the Univer-
sity of Cincinnati Distinguished Alumni
Award in 1966.

In his early years of law practice, Carl
Rich served on the faculties at the Uni-
versity of Cincinnati and other area
schools, teaching oratory, public speak-
ing, and commercial law-

He served in World War I with dis-
tinction, entering the army as a private
and being discharged as a second lieu-
tenant. He also served in World War II
as a lieutenant in the infantry and was
separated as a lieutenant colonel after 3
years with the chemical warfare division.

He first entered public service when he
served as assistant city solicitor in 1925.

In 1930 he was elected to a short term
in common pleas court but resigned to
accept the position of county prosecutor.
He was reelected to that post in 1940 and
again in 1944, resigning to fill a vacancy
on the Cincinnati City Council. He was
named mayor on March 5, 1947.

In 1957, Carl Rich was elected to the
court of domestic relations where he
served until he resigned his judgeship to
run for Congress.

Carl Rich formerly was president and
chairman of the board of the Cincinnati
Royals basketball team and also was an
officer and director of many building and
joan institutions in the Cincinnati area
including the Kennedy Savings & Loan
Co., the Central Hyde Park Savings &
Loan Co., the First National Bank of
Morrow, the Grand Central Savings &
Loan Co., the Home State Savings & Loan
Co., and the Hamilton Mutual Insurance
Co.
He was a 33d degree Mason and &
Shriner, a member of the Moose and
Eagles and the Hyde Park Community
Church.
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A widower, his wife, Frances Ivins Rich
died in 1965. They had no children.

Mr. Speaker, truly our community will
be saddened by the loss of Carl Rich. We
all will miss him.

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

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the distin-
guished minority whip.

Mr. ARENDS. I was sorry to learn of
the passing of this good and fine man, Mr.
Rich. I had the privilege and opportunity
of serving with him during the time he
was a Member of this body. He was a de-
lightful individual, the type of person
one enjoys visiting with, and working
with. He was very diligent during the
time he was in the Congress of the
United States, dedicated to the service
of this Nation, his State, and his coun-
try.

Those of us who were privileged to
know him, we considered him one of the
finest gentlemen who ever came to this
body. I am indeed sorry to learn of his
passing, and I extend to his family my
deepest and sincere sympathy.

Mr. KEATING., I thank the gentleman
from Illinois for his gracious comments.

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

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

Mr. DEVINE. I wish to commend the
gentleman from Cincinnati for taking
this time to commemorate the passing of
our great former colleague, Carl Rich of
Cincinnati. He was probably one of the
most friendly, most cordial Members of
Congress during the time I have had the
honor to serve here. I recall that very
frequently Carl Rich would take con-
stituents to lunch, and it did not make
any difference whether they were from
his district or from the district of some
other Member. If they were from Ohio,
he was glad to accommodate them. He
was a dedicated, hard-working man who
served his Nation with honor and his
city with distinction, not only as mayor
but also as a judge and as a colleague,

Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentleman
for his kind remarks.

INCREASE IN RETAIL SALES

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

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, the
Department of Commerce reported re-
cently that retail sales increased sharply
during May. The volume was a seasonally
adjusted $36.79 billion, up 2.3 percent
from April and 9.8 percent above May
1971. Total retail sales, as seasonally ad-
justed, for the first 5 months of this year
are 8.4 percent above the comparable
period in 1971. In the important durable
goods category, sales last month totaled
an adjusted $12.22 billion, 3.3 percent
above April and 15.5 percent above May
1971. Total durable goods sales, as ad-
justed, for the first 5 months of this year
are 13.1 percent above sales in the com-
parable period last year.

Shortly after releasing the May retail
sales figures, the Department of Com-
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merce reported that last month industrial
output also continued its recent strong
growth. During May industrial produc-
tion rose 0.5 percent to a seasonally ad-
justed 111.6 percent of the 1967 average.
During the 9 months since the Presi-
dent introduced his new economic policy,
the Index has risen from 105.3 to 111.6,
an annual rate of increase of almost 8
percent. This compares to an increase in
the 9 months preceding August 1971
from 102.6 to 105.3, an annual rate of
increase of 3.5 percent.

Mr. Speaker, this strong industrial pro-
duction, accompanied by the rapidly ris-
ing consumer demand reflected in the
retail sales figures, is still further evi-
dence that our economy is continuing to
surge ahead.

MILITARY PROCUREMENT
AUTHORIZATION, 1973

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 15495) to au-
thorize appropriations during the fiscal
year 1973 for procurement of aircraft,
missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons,
and research, development, test, and
evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to
authorize construction at certain instal-
lations in connection with the Safe-
guard anti-ballistic-missile system, and
to prescribe the authorized personnel
strength for each active duty component
and of the Selected Reserve of each
Reserve component of the Armed Forces,
and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Louisiana.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill H.R. 15495,
with Mr. RosTENKOWSKI in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Before rising on yes-
terday, it had been agreed that title I,
on page 2, through line 23 would be con-
sidered as read, printed in the REecorp,
and open to amendment at any point.

Are there any amendments to be pro-
posed to title I?

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I should like, if I may,
to take this time simply to emphasize
some of the salient points made in my
speech yesterday.

In the first place, in all our defense
planning our objective is not to make
war. It is to deter war. We do not seek
military superiority in any one category
of weapons or on an overall basis. We
seek a well-balanced defense, no more,
and no less than is sufficlent to our na-
tional safety and to deter aggression.

In determining what is sufficient we
must necessarily take into account what
our adversaries, real, and potential, have
on hand and on order, and what we and
our allies have on hand and on order.
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And it is well to bear in mind that what
is sufficient today may not be sufficient
tomorrow. We must plan now for the dis-
tant tomorrow, several years hence.

The bill our committee presents to you
today is based on these general premises:
What is sufficient under all the circum-
stances as we look to the future?

Our committee made a total of $1.5
billion reductions in preparing this bill.
This is the largest cut our committee has
ever made in a defense bill. Part of this
cut—$582 million—was the result of
SALT. And independent of SALT our
committee made reductions of almost a
billion dollars—$§981 million, to be exact.

The reduction made by our committee
belies the allegations that there is really
no saving from SALT, that the money
would be spent on new strategic weap-
ons. Obviously, this is not the case. But
I must say that if SALT is not ratified
there will have to be a supplemental.
There would be no alternative.

In this connection, Mr. Chairman, I
should like to say a word or two about
some of this nonsense that has been cir-
culated about military spending. Of
course our defense budget is huge, and it
may be politically popular to attack it.
But we should make certain that the
American people have the facts.

Our defense budget is huge, but it is
not excessive. As a matier of fact, the
new budget allocates more money to the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare than to the Department of
Defense.

As far as the trend of spending for
procurement of weapons is concerned, it
has been downward for several years. In
real terms—that is after inflation is
taken into account—procurement out-
lays have dropped almost every year
since 1967.

In 1971 weapons procurement expend-
itures were only about 70 percent of the
1967 level.

Those who contend that our defense
budget could be reduced by $10, $20, $30
billion or more should be reminded that
57 percent of our defense budget is for
personnel and personnel-related costs.
This is true even though President Nixon
has been able to reduce the Armed Forces
by 1 million men and has reduced de-
fense civilian employment by several
hundred thousand. The major reason
why our personnel costs are so high is
that the Congress insisted that we estab-
lish an all-vounteer force and to this
end, substantially raised all military pay,
particularly at the lower levels.

With 57 percent of our defense budget
going for personnel and personnel-re-
lated costs, where are the billions to be
found in weapons procurement when it is
already at a low level?

There is one final point, Mr. Chairman,
that I should like to emphasize and which
I developed in my speech of yesterday:
The offensive strategic weapons—the
B-1 bombers to replace the B-52, and the
Trident to replace the Polaris subma-~
rines included in this bill were requested
prior to SALT, These are follow-on items
to replace those that will be over 20 years
old by the time these items, now to be
authorized, are deployed. Our commit-
tee would have sought their authoriza-
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tion whether or not there was a SALT
agreement. They are necessary if we are
to continue to have a balanced national
defense sufficient to deter aggression.

The SALT treaties address themselves
to quantities but not to quality. It is to
quality that we are addressing ourselves
in the authorization bill. It is for this
reason that the only increase in this
bill over fiscal 1972 is for R.D.T. & E.
funds. We are determined that we shall
maintain our technological advantage.
The SALT was only the beginning in our
negotiations for a mutual reduction in
military weapons. If we are able to be
successful in our further negotiations
with Russia, we must maintain a posi-
tion of strength.

I hope this measure will receive the full
support of the House. No item is entitled
to a higher priority than our national
safety. As President Nixon said in his
state of the Union address:

Strong military defenses are not the en-
emies of peace. They are the guardians of
peace.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY ME, PIKE

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PIkE: Page 2,
line 14, strike out “$3,201,300” and insert
*$2,954,300 none of which shall be used for
the authorization of additional ships or the
procurement of long lead time items for
additional ships of the DD 963 class.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, the gentle-
man who preceded me in the well asked
that in the debate on this bill we ad-
dress ourselves to the facts and oh, man,
would I love to. The problem is that most
of the facts have been taken out of the
hearings. Most of the facts have been
classified.

We cannot find, reading the record,
how bad the performance has been on
the LHA contract, because it has been
deleted. The only thing we will find, on
page 10567, was that the original cost
of one of the ships was supposed to be
$43 million, and the current estimate is
$183 million. From $43 million to $183
million per ship.

This amendment strikes out $347 mil-
lion for the follow-on ship to be built at
the same yard.

One cannot address himself to the
facts on this one either, because again
all of those facts have been taken out
of the hearings. If one reads the testi-
mony regarding the LHA contract and
the DD 963 contract it is just replete
with the word “deleted.” One cannot
find out how much the cost has escalated.

One cannot find out how much the
time has been delayed, because that has
all been deleted.

And then the gentleman from Illinois
says, “Please address yourselves to the
facts.” I would dearly love to. I know how
much they have been delayed, and I
know how much the cost has grown, and
there are a few indications in here.

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

Mr, PIKE. I have only 5 minutes, and
I would say to the gentleman I would
rather he got his own time on this par-
ticular amendment.

The gentleman declines to yield.
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Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, a point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. LEGGETT. I wish to point up the
absence of a quorum, Mr. Chairman. I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present. '

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair w
count.

Fifty-six Members are present, not a
quorum. The Clerk will call the roll.

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

[Roll No. 230]
McKinney
Macdonald,

Mass.
Metcalfe
Minshall
Mollohan
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Pepper
Pucinskl
Rarick
Reid
Rosenthal
Scheuer
Schneebell
Schwengel
Scott
Teague, Tex.
Terry

Abernethy
Abourezk
Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.
Baring
Blanton .
William D.
Fulton
Gallagher
Goodling
Gray
Griffin
Griffiths
Hagan
Hall
Hawkins
Heckler, Mass.
Holifleld
Johnson, Pa.
Kastenmeier
Eee

Blatnik
Boggs
Erinkley
Broomfield
Burke, Fla.
gu?on
affery
Celler
Chisholm
Clark
Clay
Conyers
Culver
Davis, 8.C.
Dent
Dickinson Kyl
Dowdy McDade
Edwards, Callf, McDonald,
Erlenborn Mich.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. RosTENkOwsKI, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill H.R. 15495, and finding itself
without & quorum, he had directed the
roll to be called, when 361 Members
responded to their names, a quorum, and
he submitted herewith the names of the
absentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. Pixe) had 2 minutes remaining in
support of his amendment.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent to proceed for 5 addi-
tional minutes.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PIKE, Mr. Chairman, I find that,
being a little old country boy, I left three
zeros off my amendment on both the
total amount and the amount to be
stricken, so I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment may be corrected and
reread.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk reread the amendment as
follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, PIKE: Page 2,
line 4, strike out $3,201,300,000" and insert
“22 054,300,000 none of which shall be
used for the authorization of additional ships
or the procurement of long leadtime items
for additional ships of the DD-963 class.”

Ware
Whalley
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
New York has 7 minutes in support of
his amendment.

Mr. PIKE, Mr. Chairman, this amend-
ment strikes $247 million. The $247 mil-
lion is designated at the moment to go
to pay for the purchase of long leadtime
items for ships Nos. 17 through 23 of
the DD-963 class.

In other words, we have already au-
thorized 16 DD-963's and we have not
laid the keel for No. 1 yet and here we
are going ahead with money for 17
through 23.

Now, why should we stop it? At the
moment the same shipyard which has the
contract to produce these ships is work-
ing on another ship called the LHA and
on that contract they are 400 percent
over cost and 2 years behind schedule.

Now, that contract—and you can elicit
a few things from the hearings on this—
has at the end of 40 months a very major
clause in it and the clause simply says
that when that contract is 40 months
old they go from the procedure of pay-
ments as money is expended to payments
as progress is made; and the fact of the
matter is that when we reach that point
the Government is not going to owe the
contractor any money, the contractor is
going to owe the Government money be-
cause the contractor has already been
paid for more work than he has done on
the ships.

I do not think there is any member of
the committee who really believes that
this contractor can produce these DD-
963's for the scheduled cost and within
the scheduled time period. I do not think
the Navy believes this. I do not think the
chairman of our committee believes this
and I guarantee you I do not believe this.
It is absolutely impossible for them to
do it.

The testimony shows that as to their
manpower requirements—and I call your
attention to page 10589 of the hearings:

Admiral Goopine, The projection is even
with their current hiring rate, they will be
2,000 men short by the end of the calendar
yvear.

" The CHAIRMAN. 2,000 men short by the end
of the calendar year. What Is their retention
rate?

Admiral Gooping. About 50 percent, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. About 50 percent is the
retention.

Admiral GooprnG. Yes, sir,

So they are having a 50-percent turm-
over in personnel, they are 2,000 men
short, this despite the fact that they
are paying $1,000 bonuses to get people
to come work there. They are not only
paying $1,000 bonuses to get people to
come work there, their rate of pay for
production workers in the last year has
gone from $3.60 an hour to $4.80 an hour.
The production work on the prior con-
tract, the LHA conftract, in April when
we were talking about this, was only 2
percent done, 2 percent of the production
work had been done.

Now, there is just no way on earth that
this contractor can perform this con-
tract.

What I am asking is that we stop this
thing right here, right now, with the 16
which have already been authorized, see
how badly it turns out, and it has got to
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turn out badly, but see how badly it turns
out.

You are going to hear a lot of talk from
the other side—that if we cancel the
contract, there are going to be all these
penalty payments due to the contractor.

Well, I guarantee you that penalty
payments due are going to be nothing
compared to the cost overruns if we do
not stop the contract.

As I say, they are at 400 percent over-
cost on the ships which they are buflding
right now. They are short of manpower.
Their wage rates have increased by 334
percent by last year and the most reason-
able thing we can do on this contract is
to call a halt to it right now.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I could not agree more
on some of the things that the gentle-
man from New York has said in con-
nection with this contract. I do not be-
lieve that any one contract or any one
subject matter which we have discussed
and considered in committee caused more
anguish and more agonizing moments
than did this particular contract.

We recognized immediately the short-
comings based on the past performance
of this particular shipyard. But I think
what it does show demonstrated the
alertness of the committee as a result
of this strong investigation and in-depth
study of the situation as it related to the
seven DD-963 destroyers, which at no
time did the chairman after knowing the
facts of the case, intend to ask the com-
mittee to authorize. Nor did I believe the
committee would authorize these seven
extra destroyers, in view of the perform-
ance of this particular shipyard in the
past.

However, there was an obligation on
the part of the committee to keep the
subcontractor line open if at all pos-
sible, within reason, to be assured that
the Government would get its product
within reasonable cost parameter.

Now the gentleman from New York
has described the LHA contract. This has
absolutely nothing to do with the DD-
963 contract.

So do not become confused.

The committee, the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. Arenps) and Mr. Slatin-
shek and Mr, Norris and I went down and
made a special personal investigation on
the site of this shipyard.

We came away, after looking at what
is the most magnificent shipyard that
I think I have ever seen, with a new
understanding of ship production line
techniques, but with the realization that
the LHA ships had not yet been pro-
duced in accordance with the require-
ments of the LHA contract.

Keep in mind now what we are talking
about is that this shipyard has met every
obligation under the contract on the
16 destroyers. The gentleman from New
York has said that the keel has not been
laid. I inform him that the keel was just
recently laid 6 months ahead of time.
Under the contract, the first keel was not
to be laid until January. The metal has
been cut 6 months ahead of time.

The eagerness of the company to pro-
duce is quite evident.
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The gentleman from New York (Mr.
Pige) has said they are paying $1,000
bonus to hire people. We examined that
thoroughly in committee, and I was much
disturbed about it and I learned on our
visit down there afterwards, that this
practice has not been indulged in in over
a year,

They seem to be on their way, and I
think in fairmess, we should give them
every opportunity to perform on this
contract.

Now in order to protect ourselves and
to protect the Government, we have ar-
ranged through the cooperation of the
Navy and the contractor to have a 1-
year slip in which we then will give $247
million, the amount which the gentle-
man from New York wants to cut out, to
purchase long-lead items. But this in no
way authorizes seven new destroyers.

If you will read the report on pages 15
to 18, you will see the exchange of cor-
respondence and there is spelled out in
full detail the arrangements that have
been made. The money expended on
these long-lead items in the event the
options are not taken up a year from now,
will not be lost since much of this equip-
ment will be usable on other shipbuild-
ing programs.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Louisiana has expired.

(Mr, HEBERT asked and was given

permission to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. HEBERT. In other words, if the
option is not picked up by the Navy or
by the Government or by the Departmet
of Defense, these long lead items in
great part can be used in other vessels
that are now under construction or will
be under construction, so the Gover-
ment loses nothing in the long lead items
because they can be utilized in future
construction.

At the same time we msintain our
option; at the same time we give this
yvard an opportunity to perform; and I
have every hope that it will perform.

I do not defend the LHA contract at
all, but that is not before us today. I
do not defend its past performance; it
js terrible in my book; and that caused
the committee to go into the proposition.
Of further interest to the House is that,
as a result of going into this contract,
the committee included in this bill a pro-
vision which prohibits future multivear
contracts. The provision strikes at the
very basis of this particular trouble in
which we find ourselves. The committee
vote, in support of this provision on
multiyear procurement was as I recall
a unanimous voice vote. The committee
has been concerned with this contrasting
problem but deleting $247 million is not
the way to solve it. I certainly urge re-
jection of the amendmnt.

Mr. HATHAWAY. I rise in support of
the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is obvious
from the statement made by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. PIxe) and
the testimony adduced at the hearings
that Litton Industries will not be able
to perform under this contract, and
that the House would be wise in
not expending any more money for
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the purpose of allowing Litton to build
the remainder of the ships. Actually I
think that any contracts for any remain-
ing ships should be put out for rebid to
give other yards in this country an op-
portunity to finish the job. I know there
are other yards, including the Bath Iron
Works in Maine, that would be equipped
to finish the contract and do it on fime.

Litton’s history of schedule delays, cost
overruns, and manpower shortages pro-
vide eloquent testimony in support of the
gentleman’s amendment. Secretary Laird
has admitted the Pascagoula yard is sig-
nificantly behind on the LHA contract; a
GAO study has concluded that a signifi-
cant delay in the production of the LHA
ships would “have a material effect on
the DD-963 contract.” Authorizing more
money for Litton under this destroyer
contract is like pouring money into an
empty hull. We have an obligation to the
taxpayers of this country to demand more
in terms of cost control and onschedule
delivery than Litton can provide.

Mr. PIKE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HATHAWAY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. PIKE. My distinguished chairman
has stated that he heard or he was ad-
vised that the first keel had in fact been
land on the DD-863 contract 6 months
ahead of time. I simply say I do not know
what he has heard. There is absolutely
nothing in the record which indicates
that. In fact, the testimony of the Navy
in this regard is:

The major problem is that the latest delay
in LHA results in LHA construction being
superimposed on the scheduled DD-863 con-
struction. It is feasible to expand the facili-
ties of the shipyard to accommodate con-
struction of both programs simultaneously.
The concurrent manpower expansion neces-
sary is & more difficult problem. Without
knowing the success Litton will have in solv-
ing this problem, predictions of DD-963 de-
livery schedules are only guesses.

If we are being asked to authorize
money for ships 17 through 23 where
they can only guess as to the delivery of
ships 1 and 2, I think it is a very sad
state of affairs.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. PIKE. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. HEBERT. I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me. Here is how you get
confused in a lot of mumbo-jumbo. The
testimony which the gentleman from
New York has just read, of course, is
accurate. That is when it took place.
This is what sparked the alertness and
the investigation of the committee, which
was its duty and its responsibility. I am
sure if one had read the weather bulle-
tins back in January he would have found
no indication of the Hurricane Agnes,
but it did occur. At the time it was
accurate. It was our duty then to correct
the shortcomings, which we have.

The keel has been laid. We have been
informed formally that the keel has been
laid, and there is not one iota of author-
ization in this bill for the continuation
of this contract. We are not authorizing
seven new destroyers. We are only au-

thorizing the long-lead items.
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If the ship construction company can
produce, they will get their authorization
from Congress. If they cannot produce,
they do not get their authorization. It is
as simple as that. The Government is
protected, the committee is protected,
the Defense Department is protected,
and the taxpayers are protected—all
through the operation.

Mr. HATHAWAY. I reiterate my re-
marks, that I do not think the DD-963
contract can be performed by Litton. I
think the amendment is fully justified.
I hope the Members will support it.

Mr. HICKS of Washington. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
New York and others will offer a number
of amendments today, some of which I
will support—enough of them to make
my chairman unhappy, I am sure—but
this is not one I intend to support.

There is no talk by the gentleman from
New York about whether the Navy needs
the destroyers or not. Our Navy is in a
rather sad shape at the present time as
far as the age of our ships and the num-
ber of our ships. We have gone from a
900-plus Navy down to a 600-ship Navy,
and we are going to be going down to
about a 542-ship Navy, and the ships
have got to be replaced.

The money authorized today, that
which the gentleman from New York
would strike, the $247 million, as has
been pointed out, but which should be
reemphasized, is for Ilong-lead time
items for needed destoyers. We are going
to need the destroyers.

This is not to say the seven ships ought
to go to the present shipyard that is
building them, the Litton shipyard. If
they get themselves straightened out,
they ought to have the contract. If not,
the contract should go some place else. I
think it will go some place else in that
event. But the $247 million are needed to
keep the program going.

We talk about delays, but the delay is
going to be that many more years down
the road if we adopt this amendment, so
I would urge defeat of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. PIKE).

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, LEGGETT

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. LEGGeTT: Title
I, page 2, line 10, under “MISSILES": Delete
£888.400,000.” Insert in its place, “8538,400,-
000",

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
this amendment to the Safeguard missile
system. I am not trying to cut out the
system. We are still going to be spending,
with the cut of $350 million, on deploy-
ment a total of $443 million on the Safe«
guard anti-ballistic-missile system in
1973.

I have a package of amendments. Un-
fortunately, I cannot offer them all
simultaneously, but they total $1.489
billion. One might ask the general ques-
tion, why do we need to cut $1.4 billion-
plus out of the defense bill? I think the
answer is relatively simple. We are
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spending ourselves to death. We need
to reorient national priorities. I think if
we take the President’s budget document
and analyze what the United States has
spent for national defense over the past
10 years, we will find 95 percent of all
the individual income taxes collected
have been directly cookie-jarred into na-
tional defense—that is $762 billion out of
$772 billion collected.

In addition to that, of course, we have
a major source of income from corporate
taxes, but the corporate income taxes
are needed to pay for what we call the
past war debt. This year $12 billion for
veterans’ benefits will be paid as com-
pared to $6 billion when I came to the
Congress. There is $22.5 billion interest
on past war debts, a debt that has ac-
celerated while I have been in Congress
from something like $280 billion to now
$4380 billion, all concurrent with the war.
All of our national debts have been con-
current with war. All of the interest for
the national debt is concurrent with and
is needed to pay for past war debfs.

All of our corporate income tax is need-
ed to pay for the interest on the debt
plus the veterans benefits which we are
obligated to pay. Therein lies the need to
reorient some of our national priorities.

One can say that we are spending 50
percent in the domestic sector, or per-
haps a little more, and 50 percent or less
on defense, but we all have to recognize
this money in the domestic sector is being
spent directly in the trust fund “cookie
jar” for social security, unemployment
insurance, highway trust funds and
things of that nature.

The amendment I am now offering is
the amendment for the primary reduc-
tion in the procurement title, $350 million
out of a total of $486 million for procure-
ment. I mention again we have $305 mil-
lion left for research and development
plus $8 million left for construction.

You know, we bury our errors every
vear in national defense. Sometimes we
get a Jack Anderson or a Bernie Nos-
siter or somebody to talk about some of
the errors we have made, and they are
pretty well explained. The gentleman
from New York (Mr. Pixe) tried to ex-
plain something that is going on in the
LHA program which promises to be
scandalous. There is no way to avoid
that. I just personally do not believe it
has much to do with the construction of
the DD-963.

I believe we have to recognize that we
have probably spent for the Safeguard
system, to make it a very substantial bar-
gaining chip at SALT, an extra $2 bil-
lion. Nobody has mentioned how much
we have wasted at the Malmstrom site,
now being abated, which will be disman-
tled over the next several months. No-
body has mentioned how much we have
wasted on research and development.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from California has expired.

(By unanimous consenf, Mr. LEGGETT
was allowed to proceed for an additional
5 minutes.)

Mr., LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, no-
body has mentioned how much we have
wasted on the full 12 site deployment
program, which is clearly banned by the
SALT agreement.
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I am sure there is nobody in this room
who doubts that the SALT Treaty is go-
ing to be approved, and also the law
which has to be enacted by this House
and by the other body respecting the
limitation on offensive weapons.

So far as the Safeguard system is con-
cerned, our whole effort in building the
program around Malmstrom and Grand
Forks was to guarantee that we would
have a retaliatory force that would be
invulnerable to a first strike by the So-
viet Union. So therein lies the reason
why we were stampeding ahead to build
at this billion dollar rate.

We have to recognize that as a result
of the SALT agreements and our ability
to monitor from very high altitude there
will be no ability on behalf of the Soviet
Union to effectively make a first strike.
Therefore, we have no reason to protect
the Minuteman missile sites.

I believe we should go ahead and per-
haps complete them, but why, I say, at
this scandalously high rate of accelera-
tion, in view of the fact that we have
probably wasted in excess of $2 billion
making this a bargaining chip? We can
go ahead to proceed at the $403 million
rate rather than the $700 million-plus
rate and still complete Grand Forks, and
study whether or not we need a Minute-
man site at what we call the National
Command Center, which now is Wash-
ington.

I always thought that our National
Command Center was in a rock hole at
Colorado Springs, but now it is Wash-
ington.

I know we have hard sited the Penta-
gon and hard sited the CIA. I say that if
the National Command Center in the
White House, why, the President is only
there about one-third of the time, and we
ought to be spending at least two-thirds
of this money at Key Biscayne or at San
Clemente.

I do not mean to be facetious, but we
are really stampeding ahead trying to
meet the Soviet Union because they have
the Golosh system around Moscow. I be-
lieve the record shows that as the result
of the deployment of the mechanical and
rather obsolete Golosh system around
Moscow, according to some of our experts,
including Secretary Laird, Moscow is less
secure today than it was before the de-
ployment of the Golosh system.

Now, if we want to make Washington
less secure, all we have to do is go ahead
and stampede forward and put the 100
ABM sites around the city. That means,
instead of just targeting two or three
ICBM’s for the Capital, we will be tar-
geting about 102 or 103.

My God! I hope that ABM system
works. Otherwise we are really in worse
shape, because if we have only a 75-per-
cent effectiveness rate out of it, we have
multiplied the missiles that will be
knocking out the Capital by several thou-
sand percent. So I think we can really
slow down in this program.

The President has said as he signed
the SALT agreements that we want to
stop the arms race. Secretary Laird has
said, let us stop the arms race, but we
have to accelerate these other programs
and be ready in 5 or 10 years when the
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5-year agreement on offensive missiles
expires.

I do not think we ought to accelerate
under the SALT umbrella, That is the
fundamental question that has to be de-
cided by this Congress. I will ask for a
record vote on this amendment. I think
we have to either take the President at
his word that he wants to deescalate the
arms race, or else we are going to be
spending all our money for these quality
accelerations under the terms of the
agreement. I think we can well afford to
cut out at least $350 million from this
item without degrading our defense one
iota, but merely looking forward to not
having quite so expensive bargaining
chips as we have had in the past.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to have
the attention of the gentleman who just
preceded me, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

I thought you were doing pretty well
until you mentioned Bob McNamara.
Then you lost me.

Mr. Chairman, as a result of reduc-
tions made by SALT, the bill reduces the
Safeguard ABM authorization $582 mil-
lion below the original request.

The amendment of the gentleman from
California would delete an additional
$350 million from the Safeguard pro-

The gentleman’s amendment would re-
sult in eventually raising the cost of the
system. The components of the Safe-
guard’s complex system are procured
over a period of years but the amend-
ment would cut so deeply that it would
interrupt the pipeline and force a reduc-
tion in the production process.

The site at Grand Forks, N. Dak., is 90
percent completed. Dr. Kissinger has told
us very clearly that this was one of the
big incentives in getting the Russians to
agree to sign an arms limitation agree-
ment. To fail to complete the deployment
now would be sheer folly. It would either
mean that eventual completion of the
system would be more expensive or it
would mean failure to complete the sys-
tem which would take away the incen-
tive for the Russians to continue further
arms negotiations.

Some of the materials on order for
Malmstrom, Whiteman, and Warren, the
discontinued sites, can be used at the
Washington, D.C,, site. But the gentle-
man's amendment would cut so deep that
it would prevent continued orderly pro-
curement of materials and probably
eventually raise the cost of that site.

I earnestly urge that the amendment
be defeated.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. LEGGETT).

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my point of order,

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman
from California withdraws his point of
order.
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TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr, Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.
Tellers were ordered.
Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers with clerks.
Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers:
Messrs. LEGGETT, ARENDS, PIKE, and BraY.
The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 116, noes
258, not voting 58, as follows:
[Roll No. 231]

[Recorded Teller Vote]

AYES—116

Forsythe
Fraser
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gibbons
Green, Pa.
Gude
Halpern
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hathaway
Hechler, W. Va.
Helnz
Helstoskl
Hicks, Wash.

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif,
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Begich
Bergland
Blester

O'Hara
O'Neill
Plke
Podell

Bingham
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Burke, Mass,
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Celler

Clay

Collins, I11.
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Curlin

Selberling
Smith, Iowa
Stanton,

James V.
Stokes
Symington
Thompson, N.J.
Udall

McCloskey
McCormack
Dellums Madden
Denholm Matsunaga
Digegs Mazzoli
Dingell Meeds
Donohue Metcalfe
Dow Mikva
Drinan Mink
Eckhardt Mitchell
Edwards, Calif. Moorhead
Eilberg Nedzi
Evans, Colo. Nix
Foley Obey
NOES—258
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Va.
Danlels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dennis
Derwinskl
Devine
Dorn
Downing
Dulski

Abbitt
Anderson, 111
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Aspinall

Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hillis
Hogan
Horton
Hosmer
Hull

Hunt
Hutchinson

Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burleson, Tex.
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron

Cabell

Camp
Carlson
Carter

Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy

Duncan

du Pont
Dwyer
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Eshleman

Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Kazen

Keating

Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
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Keith
Eemp

King
Kluczynski
Kuykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lennon
Lent

Lloyd

Long, La.
McClory
McClure
MecColiister
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEKevitt
McMillan
Mahon
Malilllard
Mallary
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Melcher
Michel
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mizell
Monagan
Montgomery
Morgan
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
O’Konski
Passman
Patman

1972

Patten
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pirnie
Poage

Pofl

Powell
Preyer, N.C.,
Price, 111,
Price, Tex.
Pucinski
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Roe

Rogers
Rooney, N.Y.
Rostenkowskl
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schmitz
Sebellus
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes

Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex.
‘Terry

Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.

Thone
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
Whalley
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,

Charles H.
Winn
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion

NOT VOTING—b58

Abernethy
Abourezk
Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.
Baring
Blanton
Blatnik
Boggs
Brinkley
Broomfield
Burke, Fla.

Clark
Culver
Davis, Ga.
Davis, §.C.
Dent
Dickinson
Dowdy

Erlenborn
Esch

Findley

Ford, Gerald R.

Gallagher
Gray
Grifiin
Griffiths
Gubser
Hagan
Hall
Hawkins
Heckler, Mass.
Holifleld
Howard
Jonas
Kee

Kyl

McCullech
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McKinney
Macdonald,
Mass.
Mann
Minshall
Mollohan
Mosher
Moss
Rarlck
Scheuer
Schneebell
Schwengel
Scott
Springer
Stuckey
Tiernan

So the amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LEGGETT

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer

an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. LeceerT: Title
I, page 2, line 14, under “NAVAL VESSELS":
Delete “$3,201,800,000" and insert in its place
“$2,902,300,000"

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, the
Members are not cooperating very well.
Really, if we are going to pick up the
$5.2 billion we spent out of the deficit
the other day, that I helped contribute
to, for revenue sharing, we are going to
have to pick up the money someplace.
This year we have a deficit of more than
$34 billion, even with the revised state-
ment put out by the President the other
day. For fiscal year 1973 it is $38 billion,
assuming we spend the money we author-
ized and appropriated here the other day.
This is going to be almost the last
chance to save any substantial amount
of money.
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This particular amendment is one of
the items in my $1.44 billion package.
And those of the Members here who are
for economy in Government and cutting
down on the national debt and cutting
down on the deficit ought to pay a little
bit of attention.

On the carrier—we decided that issue
last year, when the Navy said on the
CVAN-T70—which is the nuclear car-
rier—and we all like these carriers. I
think these nuclear carriers are really
wonderful vehicles. The Navy said if we
did not buy the carrier last year for $750
million, it was going to cost us $1 billion
this year. This House, and our committee,
chose not to put the $750 million in on
advance procurement money, and the
Senate likewise took the same action. As
a result, we did not start the CVAN-70—
and notice, it is CVAN-T70 and not
CVAN-T2.

The Essex class during World War II
used to cost $1.5 million, and the Enter-
prise class cost $200 million-plus, and the
ones we are finishing now in the Nimiiz
class are going to cost a half billion, but
this carrier is $1 billion.

The amount we have in this bill, that
my amendment relates to, is $299 million.
It is kind of an illusory amount, because
this is probably only about one-guarter
of what this carrier is going to totally
cost when it is all done. We give these
contracts to the Newport News yard,
and they are the only shipyard in the
country that can build these. They are
the best shipyard in the country, and I
admit that, representing one of the best
public naval shipyards in the country.
There is only one place that can build the
carrier. They will have a work force of
6,800 men, and $1 billion worth of air-
planes on it, and it is going to have to be
defended by a $1 billion support force,
which means we are going to have $3 bil-
lion all tied to these vulnerable carrier
decks.

The carrier is vulnerable. Witness the
fact that when we are in jeopardy over-
seas, we keep as many airplanes as we
can in the sky. Everything takes off from
the carrier deck. Why? Because we do
not want to trap those airplanes in the
carrier’s depths. But understand we can
park a carrier out in the Gulf of Tonkin
and the carrier very eflectively raids out
there with their new laser smart bomb
capability. But we really cannot plan on
this kind of warfare for the indefinite
future.

I believe with the 34,000 men we have
in the Pacific, as part of the Tth Fleet,
we have enough capability out there.
Everybody admits the Mediterranean
Fleet is really too small for a carrier
force. We have two carriers. The total
6th Fleet depends on the survivability
of those two carrier decks.

In the event that a war were to break
out, either one ASROC or one SUBROC—
one tactical nuclear weapon—would be
sufficient to put our $3 billion carrier
task force out of action.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from California has expired,

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LEGGETT
was allowed to proceed for an additional
2 minutes.)

Mr. LEGGETT. These missiles were
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carried from the fantail of our old “tin
cans,” or could be carried in our new
nuclear submarines. They have been
there for better than 10 years, and they
can take out the carrier decks.

I assume that the Soviets are going to
have a laser. That is not banned by the
SALT agreements. If anyone has a laser
he has the capability for a “smart bomb”
and has the capacity to take out a com-
mand center of a carrier with only one
bomb.

We do not have good capability to de-
fend against even the Styx missile,
which either can be nuclear or nonnu-
clear.

I say if we are interested in moving to
a modern Navy we should do so. I be-
lieve that we ought to be moving to the
patrol hydrofoil missile ships. We are
building two. We ought to be building 20.
I rode a hydrofoil the other day, and I
talked with a young lieutenant, who told
me that he could take out any fleet in
the world with only few bombs if he
had those hydrofoil ships.

We have to recognize that we have an
old Navy working for old-style ships,
keeping a big budget for old ships, com-
peting with the new, young people trying
to spend the money for a new, viable
Navy.

I am not going to ask for a record vote
on this amendment, but if the Members
want to save some money they will vote
for it. If the vote sounds close I will
ask for a standing vote. I believe it is
an opportunity to save $299 million, and
we can reprogram this into some more
productive line of activity.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, it would be hard to pick
the most ill-advised amendment to put
on this bill. But if I were going to pick
one I would pick this one, I believe, as
possibly the most ill-advised amendment,
and this is because the one place where
the United States has clear and real su-
periority over the Russians at the present
time is in the field of carriers and we
must maintain that advantage.

It would be foolish for us to build an
old-fashioned carrier. We certainly need
new carriers at this point, because our
carrier fleet is becoming antique and
overage. This particular nuclear car-
rier has the advantage of being in the
long run cheaper, because it delivers so
much more,

Actually, a nuclear carrier today is
about twice as effective, as far as striking
power is concerned, as some of our older
carriers. It provides air superiority,
which is needed, and it can get to where
it is needed at the time it is needed. It
does not have to worry about having a
followup oil situation. So when it is
needed it can go where we need carriers,
into the area immediately, and it does
not have to worry about using up its oil
too fast or whether it has enough oil o
make the trip.

It has adequate space for a large berth-
ing of personnel. It saves so much space
from not having to carry its own oil, be-
cause it does not need oil, that this fact
gives it a much greater striking force.
Many more planes can be on it. The fuel
situation for the planes can be taken




22514

care of because of the space made avail-
able on it but not present on an oil-burn-
ing carrier.

This carrier has been constructed so
that it is the safest vessel ever built. It
is so strong, as a matter of fact, that it
can withstand a near hit of a nuclear na-
ture. Some people say that one could
knock out a carrier, and I guess one
could, with a well placed adequate nu-
clear weapon. One could also knock out
this city of Washington with one such
weapon or could knock out New York
City with one such weapon.

The difference, however, is that the
carrier target is not there continuously
at the same place. In other words, New
York City is going to stay where it is. So
is Washington, D.C. The carrier, though,
by the device of navigation, can be put
in a spot that no enemy can know pre-
cisely where it is.

Besides that, we have a supporting
force with this, to protect it.

The really important aspect of this,
which I should like to reemphasize, is
the fact that this really is the most credi-
ble war deterrent we have. This new car-
rier gives us an additional strength and
credibility in the war for peace, if we
want to call it that, as we are trying to
cool things throughout the world.

It is the one thing we have which is
greatly superior to that of the Russians,
adds greatly to our capabilities and is
a great thrust toward maintaining peace
in the world.

Mr. DOWNING. Will the gentleman
yvield?

Mr. BENNETT. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. DOWNING. I want to commend
the gentleman for his statement. I think
he is completely right. This amendment
should not be adopted.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California.

The gentleman says that the proposed
carrier is vulnerable to attack. Of course,
it is, but no weapon system, no base, sea
or land, is invulnerable. I say to you
that this moving sea base is less vulner-
able than any other major weapons sys-
tem yet devised. We have walited long
enough for this carrier. It is essential
to maintain our national defense and
each year of delay increases the cost by
millions of dollars.

We are gradually losing our military
bases on foreign soil. We can no longer
depend on these bases as a part of our
overall defense system. With an adequate
number of nuclear carriers strategically
stationed at various points in the world,
we will not have to depend on these for-
eign bases.

The Enterprise has proven beyond
doubt, the need for nuclear carriers.
That great ship was commissioned in
1961 and is now 11 years old. The Nimitz
funded in 1969 will be delivered in 1973.
The Eisenhower, funded in 1970, will be
ready in 1975. The CVN-T0, included in
this authorization, will not be available
to the fleet until 1980.

We must get on with the job right
now if we are to have two nuclear car-
riers in the Pacific and two in the At-
lantic by 1980.
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I am completely convinced that nu-
clear aircraft carriers are vital to our na-
tional defense and I hope the amend-
ment will be soundly defeated.

Mr., DOW. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I must emphatically
protest the construction of this aircraft
carrier, the CVN-T0.

This carrier is going to cost $1 billion.
Think of that. I suspeect it is the first
vessel ever built in the world that cost
$1 billion. Consider how much good that
money could do if it were spent to help
the kids in our cities.

I had a group of youngsters from
Poughkeepsie down talking to me today,
and they wanted to know is there more
money for the Youth Corps. Also, $1
billion could provide tremendous bene-
fits for older people in this country and
countless others who are suffering and
in need.

Further than that, let us take note
that we have about 15 aircraft carriers
already, Mr. Chairman. These aircraft
carriers cost billions of dollars just to
run, to say nothing of construction. They
are draining our resources day after day
and night after night.

This new aircraft carrier is a big one.
Like most aireraft carriers, as we found
in World War II, these vessels are vul-
nerable. They are easy targets. Nobody
can say a Russian rocket, if we are ever
at war with Russia, could not hit and
destroy this $1 billion in a few seconds.

The Russians have no fighter aircraft
carriers. Why, indeed, do we need to have
15 aircraft carriers, if you please, and
another one built at a cost of $1 billion,
when any potential enemy has none
whatsoever?

In my judgment, Mr. Chairman, this
aircraft carrier is intended to carry out
the nefarious and cruel work of empire-
building that we are conducting out in
Vietnam. This aireraft carrier is designed
for more Vietnams. I do not think it is
directed against Russia or China, be-
cause they do not have aircraft carriers.
It is not that kind of a war we would be
waging with them if, God forbid, we ever
wage such wars. But this carrier is to
carry out more Vietnams on the beach-
heads of poor, downtrodden, poverty-
stricken nations in other parts of the
world who refuse to do our bidding.

Mr. Chairman, I often read about the
filers out there on the aircraft carriers
off Vietnam. It is very tragic to read
about them, because a newspaper or press
man will speak to the pilots on the air-
craft carriers and say, “What do you
think about this work you are doing? Do
you ever wonder about the women and
children down below you in Vietnam who
are being destroyed and burned and hurt
by your bombing?” They say, “Well, no,
we do not think about that. We just have
a job to do.”

This aircraft carrier puts another jug-
gernaut in the hands of our young
men to dull their finer sensibilities, to
corrupt their morality, and to provide
mechanisms whereby they can go ahead
and carry out a policy that this House
and this Government should be ashamed
to authorize, in a world where there
should be some humanity in our relations

June 27, 1972

with other countries, particularly the
poor and poverty stricken and down-
trodden nations like the people in Viet-
nam.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. LEGGETT).

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I have
certain reservations about this bill as I
have had, and so indicated, in previous
yvears. However, I voted for the bill in
committee and it is my intention to vote
for its passage by the House.

Apart from the reservations that I feel,
and which are by now well known, I
would like to make a few remarks about
one aspect of the bill which has my un-
qualified and complete support.

I am referreing to the decision of the
committee to continue certain aircraft
production lines which would otherwise
close down in the near future. The com-
mittee added authority that these lines
are kept open while at the same time
obtaining for our forces aircraft that are
well supported from the standpoint of
need.

As the committee report indicates,
there was thought in the committee of
adding $30 million to insure the contin-
ued production of the F-111 on very
much the same basis as authority was
added for the C-130, the A-7, and the
F-5. This action was not taken by the
committee on the basis that there is still
some time within which appropriate ar-
rangements can be made for the con-
tinued production of the F-111.

Failure to insure the continued avail-
ability of this aireraft would be, to my
mind, a very serious matter indeed. As
the report indicates, the F-111 is, in its
most literal sense, a unique fighter-
bomber. The Air Force itself concedes
that its deep penetration capability is not
even approached by any aircraft in the
world. Many other uses for this aircraft
are being studied at this time within the
Alir Force although, paradoxically the Air
Force appears to be making no very spe-
cific plans to continue production of the
aircraft.

Like in the case of nuclear submarines
a number of years ago, the situation with
respect to the F-111 presents an occa-
sion where it is clearly incumbent upon
the Congress to exercise its own responsi-
bility by insuring that this magnificently
performing fighter-bomber continues to
be available to our forces.

In support of my views in this respect,
I insert as part of my remarks at this
point in the Recorp the three pertinent
pages of the committee report dealing
with the high advisability of keeping
certain existing aircraft production lines
open, and including references in this
respect to the F-111.

Aircraft production lines: C-130, A-7, F-5B

During the hearings on the bill, a number
of members raised questions concerning
continuing in operation some alreraft pro-
duction lines scheduled to be stopped in the
relatively near future. The Committee was
troubled by the short-sighted economy of
closing down production lines in cases where
continued future requirements could be fore-

seen, Four aircraft with valld additional re-
quirements beyond the numbers presently
planned were identified: the C-130, the A-T7,
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and F-56B and the F-111. The replacement of
normal attrition losees alone over the years
would create requirements not allowed for
in present programs, the Committee found.
Ailr Force Secretary Seamans testified that the
Air Force recognized that a production line
is a national asset and that once a produc=-
tion line is stopped it Is very difficult and
very costly to restart. He further testified
that each of the aircraft programs mentioned
above was discussed in detail within OSD and
the Air Force, and each one of them on its
merits, in the final analysls, was not inzlud-
ed in the budget because it was felt that
they would not have sufficlently high prior-
ity with respect to the other items In the
aircraft budget.

Subsequent information furnished to the
Committee indicates that “the FY 73 Budg-
et as submitted to the Congress will result
in two major alrcraft production lines, the
C-130 and A-TD, closing in December 1973
and the F-111 line one year later in Decem-
ber 1974. The F-5B line will complete pro-
duction early in 1973.

Further, the Committee was told that to
restart the C-130 line after closure would
cost between $125 and $1756 million. To re-
start the F-111 production line would cost
between #$150 and $200 million: to restart
the A-TD production line would cost between
$38 and $40 million; to restart the F-5B pro-
duction line would cost approximately $15
million.

The Committee, therefore, had Indicated
its intention to consider additional funds
for such production lines during its markup
of the bill.

Bubsequent to completion of the Com-
mittee's hearings, the Chalrman of the Com-
mittee received a communication dated April
27, 1972, from the Secretary of Defense in-
dicating that the Senate Armed BServices
Committee had llkewise deleted procurement
asuthorization for the AWACS but had added
$83 million in RDT&E, Air Force, for AWACS,
The net reduction of 8226.9 million was
termed acceptable by the Secretary.

His letter continued:

“During the course of my testimony before
your Committee, a concern was expressed
that production for the A-7, C~130, and F-5B
aircraft would be terminated after the FY
1972 buys. It was emphasized that in the
event of additional requirements for these
aircraft, it would be extremely costly to
restart the lines that as a matter of prudence
small quantities of these alrcraft could be
procured to sustain a production base at
reasonable costs. Additionally, it was pointed
out that there is a current requirement for
the aircraft, but as a consequence of priority
considerations, they could not be included
within the budget totals. The current in-
vasion of South Vietnam has Increased air-
craft losses and emphasized the need for
continued production, particularly in the
case of the C-130 and the F-5B. In fact, the
F-5B aircraft are needed for tralning for
the South Vietnamese Air Force.

“Following my appearance before your
Committee, I concluded that as a prudent
measure we should release the $5.8 million
of A-T advance procurement funds added
by the Congress to the FY 1972 DoD budget
request. It is now recommended that a
portion of the authorization which would
otherwise have been required for the FY 1873
AWACS Program be applied to the pro-
curement of 24 A-Ts, 12 C-130s and 7 F-5Bs,
An amount of $50 million would be required
for the C-130s, $12 million for the F-5Bs,
and $90 million for the A-Ts. The latter
amount is to cover the amount of alrcraft
procurement plus squadron equipage. The
total of $152 million can be partially offset
by an amount of $60 million in savings from
prior year A-7 programs. These savings in
the Fiscal Year 1971 and prior Aircraft Pro-
curement, Air Force appropriation could be
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transferred to the FY 1873 account. Thus
suthorization for new appropriation in the
net amount of §92 million would be required.

“This request has been cleared with the
Office of Management and Budget.

“Singcerely,
“MEeLVIN R. LAIRD.”

The Committee, therefore, has approved
the $92 million to extend the life of the
production lines for the C-130, A-TD and
F-5B until December 1974.

F-111

The bill contains $160.3 million, the
amount requested, for the procurement of
12 additional F-111 aircraft.

The Committee, as indicated above, initial-
1y considered adding another $30 million to
the bill to keep the production line for the
F-111 aircraft open beyond its presently
scheduled termination. The Committee, as
Members of the House will recall, in last
year's legislation added authorization for the
continued procurement of the F-111 and
the Committee's judgment on the need for
this unique, outstanding aircraft was con-
firmed by the subsequent action of the Ap-
propriations Committee and the Armed Serv-
ices and Appropriations Committees of the
Senate and was concurred in by the Depart-
ment of Defense.

The Committee feels that its judgment was
further confirmed by the fact that the De-
partment itself requested funds this year for
the procurement of another 12 alrcraft.

The F-111 is a long-range, twin-engine,
all-weather, attack aircraft which provides
a capability existing in no other aircraft in
our inventory or anywhere else in the world.

The Committee would like to make crystal
clear that it supports the continued pro-
duction of the F-111 and recognizes that re-
quirements will exist beyond the presently
programed buy.

It will be noticed, however, that the ad-
ditional authorizations provided for the
C-130, the A-7D and the F-5B aircraft will
continue their production lines to the same
point in time as that now contemplated for
the F-111; namely, until December 1974. In-
vestigation by the Committee disclosed that
the purchase of long-leadtime items for the
F-111 consistent with the extension of its
production lines beyond the end of 1974 will
not be necessary until February or March
of 1973.

The Committee directs that the Depart-
ment of Defense restudy the requirement for
the F-111 with a view to taking steps as
necessary to assure appropriate follow-on
procurement, whether by reprograming or
other means.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BINGHAM

Mr, BINGHAM. Mr, Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BingHAM: On
page 2, line 7, strike "'$3,101,600,000" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “$2,618,100,000."

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, as the
chairman and the members of the com-
mittee know, I have been a longtime crit-
ic of the F-14 program and I rise again
today as I have in the past to propose
that the procurement funds for the
F-14 be deleted and that is what this
amendment would do.

I must say I offer this amendment
with some diffidence today because I do
not see how the money proposed here is
ever going to be spent, if I read correctly
the report and the remarks of the chair-
man in the Recorp yesterday. The com-
mittee proposes to authorize $407 mil-
lion for procurement of F-14A aircraft
on the condition that this sum will pro-
vide at least 48 such aircraft.
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I am suggesting, Mr. Chairman, that
the $407 million which is mentioned at
the bottom of page 27 of the committee
report for the procurement of 48 F-14A
aircraft will in fact probably not be spent
because it is inconceivable that the con-
dition laid down by the committee that
this money must produce at least 48 air-
craft could be met. That figures out at an
average unit cost of $8.5 million. The
committee report indicates that the cost
per unit may well run as high as $16.5
million, according to the December re-
port, and it is known that the contractor
is requesting at least an additional $2
million per aircraft.

In his remarks in the general debate
yesterday, the chairman repeated the
statement in the report that the author-
ization on the premise that “not more
than $407.8 million shall be available only
for the procurement of not less than 48
F-14 aircraft.” And then the chairman
went on to say. “This means that the
contractor must deliver on the basis of
the terms in the existing contract with-
out a $2 million increase in unit price as
he has requested.”

If that means what it says, then I do
not believe that my amendment is very
necessary because I do not think the
funds will be spent.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. BingaaM) has answered
his own question. It means exactly what
it says and the amendment is not neces-
sary.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I do
not understand why, if we have the op-
portunity to cut out $407 million in funds
because the money is not going to be
spent, and since we are all interested in
making a reduction at this time, why do
we not do it.

Mr. HEBERT, If the gentleman will
yvield further, we are giving the con-
tractor the opportunity to perform on
his contract, and the committee is in-
sisting that he bite the bullet and per-
form under the contract. We are holding
his feet to the fire. I believe that lan-
guage is quite clear, I know the language
is very clear and in my unsophisticated
way I understand it. The gentleman has
read it correctly, the gentleman has ob-
served correctly and the gentleman has
argued the fact that we do not need his
amendment.

Mr, BINGHAM. May I ask the chair-
man of the committee this question: If
in fact the contractor says he cannot per-
form on the contract, what will then be
the situation? Will the committee come
back with a proposed new authorization
for a higher unit price for the F-14?

The CHATRMAN. We do not have that
problem at all.

Mr, BINGHAM. Then that would term-
inate the production or procurement of
the F-14 planes; is that correct?

Mr. HEBERT. That is correct.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, on that
understanding, I ask unanimous consent
to withdraw my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GROSS
Mr. GROSS. Mr, Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr, Gross: On page
2, line B, strike out “$2,508,600,000" and in-
sert “‘$2,348,300,000".

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Chairman, this
amendment is a simple one. It would
simply take out of this bill $160,300,000
for a continuation of the production of
McNamara's “Flying Edsel,” otherwise
known as the F-111, the plane that does
not seem to be able to stay in the air.

You will probably hear someone who
has ridden in one on a flight or two try
to defend this appropriation for the pro-
duction of a dozen more of these planes
that were grounded again last week.
From one source I hear that was the
eighth time all of them have been
grounded. Another source says it is the
22d time they have been grounded.

The story of the F-111 is a long and
sordid one. I could not begin in 5 min-
utes to retrace the history but it began
back in the early sixties under the ad-
ministration of one, Lyndon Johnson—
and come hell or high water, the con-
tract for the F-111 had to go to Tex-
as. We have had nothing but trouble with
it ever since.

At one time, perhaps 3 or 4 years ago—
the late Mendel Rivers, chairman of the
Armed Services Committee told the
House, and I happened to have had the
pleasure of questioning him about the
F-111—that its day had come and gone;
that the committee was going to wind
down the F-111 program, and quit buy-
ing them.

But somewhere, somehow, somebody
got busy and the F-111 has been resur-
rected. Somehow or other it was brought
to life again. I cannot forget the days
when Fred Korth and McNamara were
busy getting the F-111 contract—not to
Boeing—at millions upon millions of
dollars of saving. Oh, no, the contract
could not be awarded to Boeing. It had
to go to General Dynamics at Fort
Worth, Tex.

When the General Accounting Office
sought to find out the basis for the fig-
ures that went into the evaluation of the
contract—when they went to McNamara,
he said he was carrying the figures in
his head.

That is testimony under oath before
the MecClellan committee in the Senate
in its investigation of the sordid history
of the F-111 contract.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I think
the gentleman’s criticism might be a
little bit intemperate.

Mr. GROSS. In what way is it intem-
perate?

Mr. LEGGETT. Let me ask you this—
the F-111 as T recall was the 111-B and
the 111-A and through about the 111-K.

Mr. GROSS. Yes, and the contract
went to General Dynamics on the basis
that it would be a dual purpose plane—
land-based and carrier-based.
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Mr. LEGGETT. Yes.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman knows
that, and he knows that General Dyna-
mics could not cut the weight sufficiently
to land on carrier decks. And the costs
of production became astronomical.

The Navy never bought a single copy
of this plane,.

Mr, LEGGETT. That is right. Then, of
course, the Navy took the contract out of
the Fort Worth plant, which is not in my
district, and moved it up to New York.
Then you got involved in this debacle
that was just explained on the floor here
between the chairman and the gentle-
man from New York (Mr., BINGHAM)—
where now we have $400 million in this
bill for all 48 airplanes and the contrac-
tor says he cannot complete it—the plane
is too heavy. It has an engine with less
than 1-to-1 thrust and it is a kind of
bum airplane.

Mr. GROSS. Why do you want to make
12 more of these planes? Why do not
we get out of the business of making
military aircraft that are constantly
being grounded?

Mr. LEGGETT. As an alternative to
making 12 more planes, would the gen-
tleman want to commit us now to spend
$70 million each for 277?

Mr. GROSS, I certainly would like to
have in service a plane that will stay in
the air. These planes will not stay in the
air, and the gentleman knows it.

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, there is a very real
and pressing need for more lightning and
less thunder as applied to the F-111. We
have heard it bandied around and kicked
around here for years. More misinforma-
tion has been applied toward the F-111
than probably toward any other aircraft
that was ever built. We hear talk about
accidents. Let us look at the record very
briefly.

As to the recent ¥-111 accidents, I will
say that the F-111 has had eight ac-
cidents in the last 215 years—only eight.
From Air Force figures that I have here
I see that our best known fighter bomber
had had 81 aircraft lost in accidents. I
see also that another aircraft has had
42 major accidents.

If we are going to start eliminating air-
planes just because they have accidents,
then let us forget about the U.S. Air
Force. They all have accidents.

I have similarly dramatic figures for
the Navy aircrait. And I will merely note
at this time that as against the eight
F-111 accidents in the last 2 years the
Navy had 63 with one of its major air-
craft, 64 with another, and 48 with a
third.

Incidentally, to my friend from Iowa
I might say that as of last Monday all
F-111's were in the air back fiying again.
The F-111 has had accidents, and the
F-111 may continue to have accidents,
and the same statement can be made
about all of our high-performance com-
bat aircraft. That is the name of the
game. It happens, unfortunately.

The big difference that I find between
F-111 accidents and the accidents of our
other high-performance aircraft is that
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we all get to know both immediately and
with great fanfare when an F-111 has
an accident, but we never seem to hear
very much at all about the accidents to
other important aircraft. Perhaps now is
the time and this is the place for a very
brief review of accidents to our combat
aircraft and the subsequent groundings
or nongroundings of the important part
of our defense structure.

Another important Air Force fighter
bomber that I have referred to suffered
42 accidents in the past 214 years. The
F-111 suffered eight. By any comparison,
hours flown in the air, or any other, the
F-111 is the safest airplane of its type
that has ever been built, and the records
show that.

In the Navy one of our newest fighter
bombers has suffered 64 accidents since
July 1, 1970, until today. Another im-
portant naval aircraft has suffered 41
accidents, and another, 48, and still an-
other, 22, but we have heard very, very
little, if anything, about these accidents.

Why are not efforts being made here
to strike out money for continuation of
these programs? Why pick on the safest
airplane of its type that has ever been
built—the F-111—and I have the records
here to confirm that fact.

In any event, as important as it is in
itself, it is not the safety record itself
that I am trying to emphasize here as
much as the fact that nobody knows
about the other aircraft accidents and
everybody seems to know about the
F-111 accidents.

Lest I be misunderstood, I want to
point out most emphatically that I am
not attempting to support one aircraft
by exploiting the shortcomings or defi-
ciencies of another aircraft, but let us
get our facts straight, let us put the
whole matter in a fair and proper con-
text, and let us remember that, as one
old and experienced combat pilot put it:

The only way to stop accidents in high-

performance combat aircraft is to stop fiylng
them, =

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FISHER
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, I am in-
serting in the Recorp at this point a list-
ing of some eight of the prinecipal air-
planes now flying, including the F-111,
giving the record of their accident in-
cidents which have occurred during the
past 2 or 3 years:

AIRCRAFT ACCIDENTS
[Yan. 1, 1570, through June 1, 1972 (234 years)]

1972
1971  (June 1)

1970

41 26
2 13
3 1

MREOUWWR &
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AIRCRAFT ACCIDENTS—Continued
[July 1, 1970 through June 1, 1972 (2 years)]

July 1, 1971
to June 1,
1972

24
34
12

Notes: Air Force accident records are kept on a calendar
year basis; Navy records are kept on a fiscal year basis.

Mr. Chairman, the F-111 is a fighter
bomber whose performance is well known
in the filying world, and any man who has
ever flown one and who is familiar with
its operation will tell the Members, as
they have told this committee for years,
that it is undoubtedly the greatest plane
of its kind that ever has been built. The
old B-52’s could be classified as being an
endangered species. They have been go-
ing a long time, and they have per-
formed magnificently, but their days are
numbered. The successor, the B-1, will
not be along until the end of the decade.
The F-111 is the only plane of its capac-
ity to fill this interim demand, fill this
vacuum during a critical time in our his-
tory and in the operation of our Defense
Department, during the years between
now and the time the B-1 is in action;
and we do not know for sure, judging by
the opposition we hear, what may hap-
pen.

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

Mr. FISHER. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I
commend the gentleman from Texas for
his remarks. He has made a very good
point. In fact, the FB-111, the advanced
bomber version of the F-111, is already
flying out of Plattsburg Air Force Base
in upstate New York, and has not been
subject to any of the accidents in re-
cent days that the gentleman from Iowa
has referred to. This plane is our in-
terim bomber force. It would be a seri-
ous mistake to cut it out.

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

Mr. FISHER. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, if it is
such a good airplane, why is the com-
mittee asking for only 12 copies of it?

Mr. FISHER. We had 12 in the pro-
gram last year, and 12 additional this
yvear. I hope the gentleman will support
us when we attempt to put in 12 next
year.

Mr. GROSS. I will be right here, I
hope—trying to knock them out.

Mr. HICKS of Washington. Mr. Chair-
man. I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have about as much
business down here in the well taking
on the gentleman from Iowa (Mr,
Gross), as I would have taking on the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Havs) but the
situation is the gentleman from Iowa is
just wrong in this case.
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I have some knowledge of Boeing Air-
craft Co., I think, and I agree with the
gentleman 100 percent, that the Boeing
Co. should have built this airplane. It
would have been built a lot cheaper and
I think it would have been maybe a
little better airplane. But I came to the
Congress with that fixed view that the
F-111 was a lousy airplane. I was on a
subcommittee that investigated the air-
plane some years ago. Every time the
Air Force has appeared before our com-
mittee I have taken the occasion to ques-
tion General Ryan, or whoever happened
to be representing the Air Force, about
the airplane. The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. Fisuer) is exactly right when he
says one cannot talk to a pilot who files
this airplane who will not say that it is
the best airplane in the world. General
Ryan tells us it is the best airplane in
the world for the purpose for which it
was designed.

The gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
Gross) asked the question why is the
Air Force not buying more? I will tell
the gentleman it is because they are so
hung up on the B-1 that they are afraid
to come and ask for any more money
for the F-111, because they are afraid
it might jeopardize the B-1. It would
probably not hurt to jeopardize the B-1
a little. What we are trying to do by
putting in money for the F-111 is to keep
the line open, thus, in the event anything
happens to the B-1, if we do not go into
production of the B-1, we will have at
least an airplane line in production
which could be changed to produce
FB-111 if necessary.

The F-111 is a marvelous airplane. It
is not a fighter. It is an attack airplane
and the FB-111 serves as an interim
bomber. I think the amendment of the
gentleman should be rejected.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross) is
a man whom I have respected for a long
time as being for a strong defense in this
country, as his record shows. I suppose
he was referring to the fact that I am
one of those who have checked out in this
aireraft, some time ago. With 2,000 to 3,-
000 jet hours in single-engine, twin-en-
gine, and prop-driven aircraft, I would
not be up here pumping for an aircraft
that I did not feel was vital to the de-
fense of this country. There is no other
alrcraft in our inventory which has the
capability of this aircraft today.

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

Mr. PRICE of Texas. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Because of my great ad-
miration for the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. PriceE), I am more than pleased
that in his testing of the F-111 he did not
lose his life as a number of others have in
these planes that will not stay in the
air.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
should like to continue with my defense
of this aircraft, which I consider to be a

very fine flying machine,
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This bill contains $160.3 million, the
amount requested for the procurement of
an additional 12 F-111 aircraft. If we
stop this production line on this aircraft,
which is the only one capable of reach-
ing the interior of Russia in our inven-
tory today, just to restart the production
line would cost between $150 million and
$200 million.

So, Mr. Chairman, I support HR.
15495, the bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1973 for military
procurement, research and development,
certain construction, and for other pur-
poses,

I am sure the Committee on Armed
Services worked hard on this bill and
presented to the House a measure that
provides an adequate defense so far as
fiscal year 1973 is concerned. It is a good
bill and a strong bill.

I made particular note of the fact that,
at the request of the Department of De-
fense, authority was added to the bill to-
ward the end of its consideration for
C-130, A-T7, and F-5 aircraft. All of these
aireraft are urgently needed in our in-
ventory, and very importantly the lines
that produce them must be kept going by
this authority in order that their produc-
tion can proceed in an orderly and fiscally
responsible fashion.

The committee in its report on page
30 was told that to restart the C-130 line
after closure would cost between $125
million and $175 million. To restart the
F-111 production line, as I said, would
cost between $150 million and $200 mil-
lion.

The document that made the request
that these aircraft be added to the bill
had in it, until the last moment, a re-
quest for authority for $30 million for
long-lead items for the F-111. In other
words the long-lead items for this great
aireraft would have joined the three air-
craft that were added to the bill.

I am not aware of the exact circum-
stances that dictated the withdrawal of
this $30 million at the last moment by
the Department of Defense, and I regret
that this was done. This is a regret that
I know is shared by many other Mem-
bers of the Congress because we have
found in the F-111 the greatest deep-
penetration alrcraft in the inventories
of any nation in the world. Its record is
superb and its performance leaves vir-
tually nothing to be desired.

It is my earnest hope that some action
can be taken in the next several months
to assure that the FP-111 line is also kept
going in the same fashion as the lines of
the other important aircraft that have
been added to the bill. We can find no
better insurance policy than low-level
production of the F-111 as a hedge
against a future that none of us can
predict.

Now we get into the facts here, I say
to the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross)
on the grounding of the F-111's.

Two F-111's were recently lost in
accidents on June 15 and June 18. The
accidents were totally unrelated. The
first, an F-111F, occurred during a rou-
tine training flight after the aircraft had
been airborne for some time. The second,
an F-111A, occurred shortly after takeoff
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and ground witnesses stated the airplane
appeared to be on fire prior to crew
ejection. Both accidents are under in-
vestigation and conclusions cannot be
drawn at this time.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Price of
Texas was allowed to proceed for 3 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Now the safety
record. The accidents of the F-111 are
such that it has a safety record which
continues to be unmatched when com-
pared with all other Century series Air
Force aircraft. The two airplanes with
the next best safety records are the F~106
and the A-T7. At 150,000 hours, the F-106
suffered 40 accidents while the A-T ex-
perienced 51 accidents. This compares
with the F-111 at 180,000 flight hours
with 26 accidents. All other contempo-
rary aircraft, such as the F—4, the F-105,
the F-102, and the F-101 have safety
records which are significantly worse.

Recent records show there was an order
to suspend the training flights on the
Tactical Air Command F-111 fleet as a
precautionary measure, and corrective
measures have been taken, This is stand-
ard practice. For example, the A-T7 fleet
was grounded twice in the 6 months
during the last year while these accidents
were being investigated. The F-111 do-
mestic TAC fleet is again flying, and the
SAC F-111's in the United States and
the TAC F-111's in Europe have not been
suspended in their flying.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to refer
to the record of aireraft accidents in
comparison to the F-4, the F-100, the
F-101, F-102, the F-105, the F-111, and
the A-7. All of them have many more
accidents than the F-111.

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

Mr., PRICE of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. EDMONDSON. I want to congrat-
ulate the gentleman on an excellent pres-
entation. I think he has made a fine
contribution to the understanding of the
House of the performance record of this
airplane. The personal experience which
he has brought to the attention of the
House and the flicht experience he has
had in this airplane are indeed signifi-
cant. I am sure his experience and that of
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. WRIGHT) ,
who is also an experienced pilot, will
carry a great deal of weight in the House
when we evaluate this particular item in
the budget.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. I thank the
gentleman.

I would like to say in conclusion, re-
cently at the invitation of the Secretary
of the Air Force I flew the XR-71 at
80,000 feet at a speed of 2,200 miles an
hour to evaluate its capabilities. It is a
great airplane. I would not be up here
pumping the F-111 if we did not need it
for our defense, because we do not have
any other aircraft at the present time
with the ability to penetrate into Russia
should it come to a confrontation with
them in the future.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. GROSS).
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This is not the first time such an
amendment has been offered on the floor
of this House. It will not be the first time
for such an amendment to be resound-
ingly defeated, as this one deserves to be
and I earnestly trust that it will be.

The gentleman from Iowa acknowl-
edged in his remarks that he has had a
sort of personal vendetta against this
aircraft since long before the first one
was built. Conversely, I have a natural
interest in the aireraft—a recognizable
and probably understandable parochial
interest—since it is built in my district.
Because of this fact, I have gained con-
siderable familiarity with the F-111 pro-
gram.

Setting aside personal vendettas and
parochial interests, I should think the
House would be interested in three basic
factors regarding this remarkable air-
craft. These factors are safety, capa-
bility, and cost. It is to them, therefore,
that I shall address my remarks.

BAFETY

First, Mr. Chairman, the F-111 is de-
monstrably the safest modern aircraft in
the military inventory. This fact no
doubt would come as a surprise to many
whose only familiarity with military air-
craft is through the newspapers. Every
accident of the F-111, because of the
controversy that attended the initial con-
tract award in 1962, has been front page
news.

But let us briefly compare accident
rates. During the past 21, years, there
have been some 450 accidents in Air
Force and Navy craft. Only eight of these
involved the F-111. News accounts have
blown these eight far out of proportion.
We have hardly heard about the others.

During this period when the F-111 has
experienced eight accidents, there were
81 accidents in Air Force F-4's and 63 in
Navy F-4's, 64 in A-T's, 42 in F-100's, 48
in A-4's and 41 in F-8's. Only eight, as I
say, involved F-111's.

For a more precise comparison, let us
talk in terms of the number of accidents
per hours flown, Here again the F-111
has a highly superior safety record.

During 180,000 hours of flight there
have been only 26 accidents in F-111's.
At 150,000 hours of flight the A-7 ex-
perienced 51 accidents and F-106 suf-
fered 40. These two aircraft, against
which I intend no criticism, are in fact
the next best to the F-111 among all the
13 aircraft in the Century series in re-
gard to their safety records.

All of this adds up indisputably to the
fact that the F-111 is, on balance, the
safest airplane in the military inventory.

CAPABILITY

In regard to capability, it must be
pointed out that the ¥-111 is the only
low-level, all-weather plane in the in-
ventory which is capable of penetrating
the Soviet defenses.

It is the only plane we have which is
capable of continuing bombing missions
at night and in very bad weather. This
is true because of the unique terrain
avoidance system which is built into the
F-111. It can fly in under the enemy
radar at night or in inclement weather,
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and not be detected. We have no other
aircraft which can perform this mission.

The committee report on page 31, in
reference to this performance character-
istic, declares that:

The F-111 provides a capability existing
in no other aircraft in our inventory or any-
where else in the world.

This additional comment from the re-
port of our Armed Services Committee is
worth noting:

The Committee would like to make crystal
clear that it supports the continued produc-
tion of the F-111 and recognizes that re-
quirements will exist beyond the presently
programed buy.

It is apparent that the Soviet Union is
impressed with the performance char-
acteristics of the F-111. This is evident
in the fact that the Russians have men-
tioned this specific plane on several oc-
casions in the SALT talks, in their ef-
forts to gain some agreement from us
that it would not be deployed in Europe.

The aircraft is deployed in England
and those who operate it are highly im-
pressed with its capability. Every pilot
who has flown the aireraft is enthusiastic
about its performance.

COST

In connection with cost, Mr. Chair-
man, relatively little would be saved in
the overall proportions of this bill if the
amendment by the gentleman from Iowa
were adopted.

The bill provides only some $160 mil-
lion for the procurement of 12 additional
aircraft this year. It is clear that the pur-
pose of the committee in building this
number is to keep the production line
alive and active, as further amplifed in
the comments of the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. Fisger) that the committee
will expect to come back next year and
ask for sufficient appropriations for 12
more of this aircraft.

This is the cheapest way I can imagine
for us to have an aircraft for long-range
penetration in these critical years while
the old subsonic B-52's are being phased
out and before the B-1 becomes opera-
tional.

Nobody expects us to have B-1’s in op-
erational numbers before 1980 at the
earliest. Meanwhile, if we are to main-
tain a viable defense throughout the re-
mainder of this decade obviously we need
to continue producing F-111’s.

For each of these reasons and for all
of them together, I ask that we vote no
on the amendment.

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

Mr. WRIGHT.
man from Texas.

Mr. FISHER. The gentleman will re-
call that the Government of Australia
a couple of years ago bought, I believe
it was, 32 of the F-111's.

Mr. WRIGHT. That is correct.

Mr. FISHER. I had the occasion to
talk with the Australian Ambassador
when he was on Capitol Hill last week.
He brought the subject up. I did not.
But he made the statement that the
Australians and the Australian Air Force
are highly pleased and greatly elated
over the performance of the F-111’s and

I yield to the gentle-
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they are mighty glad that they bought
them,

Mr. WRIGHT. I thank the gentle-
man from Texas for that comment and
I think it reflects the feelings of those
who have had some familiarity with the
plane, with its performance, its capa-
bility and with its safety record.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a vote against
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. Gross).

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, HARRINGTON

Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HARRINGTON:
Page 2, line 12, strike out the period and
insert the following *: Provided, That a sum
not to exceed $2,983,600,000 is authorized to
ke appropriated for the procurement of mis-
siles for the Army, Navy, Marine Corps and
Air Force during fiscal year 1973 "’

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
this is part of a continuing problem I
have had as a newer member of the com-
mittee, and maybe something that the
House has become inured to over the
years.

The sum that I am talking of here is
the sum of $468.9 million. Even that fig-
ure is supposed to be secret. The sum in-
volves moneys that apparently in gen-
eral have not been made known to the
Armed Services Committee, but which
are included in this year's authorization
bill. It follows a practice that has only
been narrowly expanded—a practice
which has been followed for years—that
only the chairman and the ranking mi-
nority member of the General Services
Committee are apprised of the use of
substantial sums of money and the fact
that despite the extensive classified
briefings and secret meetings of the com-
mittee the majority of the committee
was not allowed to know what the money
was for.

My purpose in offering this amend-
ment is to apprise the House of the fact
that we have a total of approximately
$830 million of the $21.5 billion that
members of the Armed Services Commit-
tee know nothing about. Some of the
members of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, including the gentleman from
New York (Mr. StraTTON) and myself
have asked for and been refused infor-
mation, and that strikes me as not being
productive of a well-informed branch of
the Government.

I do not know what the money is for.
I cannot comment on the mischief that
may be turned loose by our inability to
know or what we may find ourselves com-
mitted to as a result of the expenditure of
these funds.

It seems to me, if there is going to be
any credibility attached to the legisla-
tive process that we are a part of—if we
are going to be asked to act both in good
faith and in a well-informed fashion—
we should have the benefit in sessions
that are closed to the public, if there is a
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sensitive matter before us, to be told as a
committee, what this money is for.

I think the history of this counfry in
the last 20 years is rife with examples of
moneys being appropriated, particularly
to the CIA which end up causing us a lot
more grief than the momentary benefit
of keeping it secret.

It is for this reason that I come here
this afternoon offering this and other
amendments which will total approxi-
mately $830 million to apprise Members
of the House who are concerned about
this problem of the fact that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, Republicans
and Democrats alike, do not know what
this money is for and have been refused
information about it.

I think the time has come, if we are go-
ing to be responsible at all in carrying
out our obligation to the public and to
ourselves that we be given enough in-
formation to know it is a worthwhile ex-
penditure of public funds.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that the partic-
ular sum be stricken from the budget.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. HARRING~
TON) .

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE II—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT,

TEST, AND EVALUATION

Sec. 201. Funds are hereby authorized to
be appropriated during the fiscal year 1973
for the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States for research, development, test, and
evaluation, as authorized by law, in amounts
as follows:

For the Army, #$1,997,332,200, of which
amount not more than $174,658,000 is au-
thorized to be appropriated for the military
sciences budget activity;

For the Navy (Including the Marine
Corps), $2,661,5633,250, of which amount not
more than $131,022,400 is authorized to be
appropriated for the military sciences budget
activity;

For the Air Force, $3,168,940,150, of which
amount not more than $124.338,000 is au-
thorized to be appropriated for the military
sclences budget activity; and

For the Defense Agencles, $494,082,650.

Sec. 202. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the Department of Defense
during fiscal year 1973 for use as an emer-
gency fund for research, development, test,
and evaluation or procurement or produc-
tion related thereto, 850,000,000,

Mr. HEBERT (during the reading.)
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that title IT be considered as read, print-
ed in the Recorp, and open fo amend-
ment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Louisi-
ana?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PIKE

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PIkE: On page
3, line 4, after “Air Force" strike out ““$3,168,-
940,150" and insert *$2,728,940,150 none of
which shall be authorized for the B-1 pro-
gram and”.

Mr. PIKE, Mr. Chairman, this amend-

.ment strikes $445 million which is the

22519

total amount in this bill authorized for
the further development of the B-1
bomber.

Two years ago in our committee re-
port, we said that prototypes of the B-1
bomber were going to cost about $450
million each. Today, only 2 years later,
we are told that prototypes of the B-1
bomber are going to cost $873 million
each.

We are going to build three proto-
types of that B-1 bomber and the R. & D.
program for these three prototypes is
currently estimated at $2,618,000,000.

Now, obviously, the cost in the last 2
years has escalated like crazy and we are
only just beginning. The program is only
2 years old. There was $100 million in the
budget for it 2 years ago. There was $370
million in the budget for it last year.
There is $445 million in the budget for
this year.

All that you are talking about here is
the beginning of the cost of building the
bomber. This does not include the cost
of missiles which are going to be put on
the bomber. The missiles are going to cost
about $7 million per bomber.

That is only the beginning on the mis-
siles because that cost does not include
the warhead on the missiles that go on
the bomber, so we have not really be-
gun to talk about what this program is
going to cost.

The Air Force alleges that although it
is going to cost $873 million each to
build the three prototypes, they can
build the production models for $35 mil-
lion each—Iless than 5 percent of what
the prototypes are going to cost. I frank-
ly find that prediction to be incredible,
Even if it were credible, and even for-
getting the missiles that you are going
to put on the bombers, and even forget-
ting the warheads that you are going to
put on the missiles that you are going
to put on the bombers—none of which
are in this cost here—if we build the 241
of these aircraft that we say we are
going to build, and if all of their predic-
tions, which have been so wrong in the
past, are true, you are talking about a
program with a cost of $11,113,000,000.

I do not know really how far down the
road we have got to go in the capability
of blowing other nations to smithereens.
Obviously we have got the power to blow
the Soviets to smithereens. All we are
talking about here is how fine a powder
we deem it to be necessary to grind the
other peoples of this earth into, and we
are talking about also, of course, about
how fine a powder we ourselves are will-
ing to be ground into if we continue this
kind of inflation of an arms race.

Do you really believe that we could
build 241 bombers without the Russians
wantin_g to build more bombers? They
are going to say, “Well, we have got to
have this for a bargaining chip.” What
did we get out of our bargaining chips?
We got a SALT agreement which has
resulted in a request for a higher author-
ization bill than we had last year.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in opposition to the amendment,
mainly because I think it is time that the
United States developed a new long-
range strategic bomber. This is one
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weapon system which is not exactly the
original idea of the Air Force or the De-
partment of Defense. For 15 years, to my
knowledge, the Congress through the
House Armed Services Committee has
been talking about a follow-on long-
range bomber. Everyone who has been
a member of the committee for any
length of time recognizes the word
“AMSA,” the advanced manned stra-
tegic aircraft, and it is about time that
we built it.

The most advanced modification of
the B-52 will, at the time this aircraft
comes into being, be over 20 years old.
The gentleman who preceded me said we
would cause the Russians to build more
bombers. I think he should be aware of
the fact that they are already developing
more modern bombers than we are. They
could well be ahead of us in the develop-
ment of a strategic aircraft. I think it
would be foolhardy on the part of this
House to stop the development of an ad-
vanced manned strategic aircraft. It is
a weapon of conventional war, as well as
being useful in the event that we do have
a nuclear attack.

I urge my colleagues in the House to
soundly reject the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York.

Mr. CHARLES H, WILSON. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON. Mr, Chair-
man, I commend the gentleman for his
statement in opposition to this amend-
ment.

The gentleman from New York yes-
terday, when we were in general debate
on the subject, mentioned the B-T70 as
one of the reasons why we should, per-
haps, not proceed with the B-1 program.
I would just like to say had we pro-
ceeded with the B-70 in the early sixties
we, perhaps, would not have to be doing
this at this time. In my opinion, the
Secretary of Defense in the early sixties
is the one who made the great mistake
in not proceeding with the manned
bomber at that time.

IMPACT OF B—1 FUNDING REDUCTION

Mr. Chairman, this year's B-1 fund-
ing request of $4445 million is re-
quired to insure that this vital develop-
ment program will move forward in a
sound and efficient businesslike manner.
The program as currently structured will
provide the best product at the lowest
cost to the Government and the tax-
payer.

It is important that we recognize that
this year’s funding requirement of $444.5
million is $286 million less than the orig-
inal plan which called for $750.5 million
this year. In other words, the compromise
for B-1 funding this year has already
been made.

A further reduction at this stage on top
of the reductions that have already been
made would have a devastating effect
upon the orderly progress of the pro-
gram and would be penny wise and dol-
lar foolish. Fiscal year 1973 is a near peak
funding year in the development pro-
gram. Hiring is generally complete at
both the prime contractors and their
subcontractors. Design is being trans-
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lated into hardware, and near-term
hardware is now undergoing design veri-
fication testing, with substantial effort
being expended on actual flying details
and components. Air vehicle subsystems
are well into qualification testing.

On a nationwide level, by the end of
this calendar year alone, more than
25,000 people will be gainfully employed
on the program if we include the air
vehicle and engine prime contractors and
their vast network of subcontractors and
suppliers. This in turn is now creating or
supporting more than 43,000 additional
nonaerospace jobs—the butcher and
baker—nationwide.

The disruptive effects of the orderly
progression of the program, whether at
the prime contractor or at the multitude
of the subcontractors, is difficult to even
imagine. A reduction in this year’s fund-
ing could jeopardize over 33,000 new
aerospace and nonaerospace jobs that are
now being added to the Nation's work
force at a time of need in calendar year
1972 alone. This is the work force that
could become tax users instead of tax-
payers capable of supporting our do-
mestic peacetime priorities.

Even more serious, the B-1 first flight,
IOC and buildup of the SAC force struc-
ture could be delayed by at least 1 year.
This will result in a reduction and subse-
quent reactivation of SAC bases, man-
power and support equipment associated
with the strategic heavy bomber inven-
tory. The cost increases attendant to the
disruptive effects, the stretchout and in-
flationary efiects could exceed many tens
of millions later in the program.

In summary, the B-1 development pro-
gram is growing to maturity in fiscal year
1973. It is staffed and moving in an ex-
emplary manner toward the development
of the much needed quantum improve-
ment in the SAC bomber force. A reduc-
tion in funding would result in near dis-
astrous program consegquences and would
burden our already high unemployment
roles. To cut back the Nation's expand-
ing economy and a growing work force
would be like trying to stuff the eagle
back into its egg. Starting and stopping,
cutbacks, indecisiveness, and stretchouts
not only increase the ultimate costs, but
prove wasteful of the Nation’s resources
and risk product obsolescence with the
resulting jeopardy to our national secu-
rity.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I would say to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, all the effort and money we put
into the B-70 was not exactly wasted.
Much of the development of commercial
aircraft since that day and supersonic
aircraft for our military has been the
result of the effort we put into the B-70.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to ap-
pear to be a know-it-all as I am not a
member of this committee. However, I do
feel that experience in this field allows
me to speak on this subject.

During the fiscal year 1973 the budget
includes $445 million to continue en-
gineering development of the B-1 inter-
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continental bomber, intended to replace
the aging B-52 fleet. The B-1 is being
designed to improve capabilities over the
B-52 through faster reaction, increased
resistance to nuclear effects, shorter es-
cape times, longer range, greater pay-
load, higher speeds at both high and low
altitudes, reduced infrared signatures,
decreased radar cross sections and great-
ly increased electronic countermeasure
capabilities. These increased capabilities
should enhance prelaunch survivability
and penetration capabilities of the man-
ned bomber force for the post-1980 time
period.

Mr, Chairman, I would like to ask the
gentleman whether he can make a state-
ment as to what he has in mind to re-
place or to use between the period of the
B-52 and the time in which this bomber
will be in production.

The development program includes the
design of the aircraft as well as fabri-
cation, and then there will be testing of
three flight vehicles and one fatigue air-
frame. We do not develop these aircraft
overnight. They have to be designed.
New materials have to be created.

Of course, the first flight of the B-1
is planned for April 1974. This will be
followed by a full year of testing before
a production decision is made. The pro-
gram is on schedule and within the cost
estimates.

The Committee on Armed Services
continues to strongly support the need
for manned strategic aircraft and the
modernization of our existing capabili-
ties, The last B-52 bomber was produced
in 1962, 10 years ago. If the B-1 is pro-
duced and introduced into the Air Force
inventory, it will be another decade be-
fore we have this follow-on bomber in
significant numbers. At that time the
newest B-52H will be 20 years old.

I would like to ask the gentleman who
introduced the amendment, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. PIke) what he
has in mind in this interim period, be-
tween now and the time this aircraft
could be in production and in place.

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

Mr. PRICE of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I would sim-
ply say to the gentleman, I listened to all
of the eloquent arguments they made on
behalf of the FB-111 and the F-111 a
while back, and I would swear I heard
people say the FB-111 had the low at-
tack capability, and all these powers, and
I was terribly impressed by all the argu-
ments people made on the subject of the
FB-111. It was a very compelling argu-
ment. I voted for continuation of that
line. That is, indeed, one of the routes
we can go.

I think if all of us who happen to have
been in the service and have done some
action stand up as experts, we are going
to have nothing but experts around here.

My own feeling, frankly, is that tacti-
cal aircraft with bombs that can hit
things are far more effective than either
the B-52's which have been spraying
them all over Vietnam without hitting
anything for 5 years——

Mr. PRICE of Texas. South Vietnam.

Mr. PIEE. Or the B-1's, which are
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going to be standing off at a range of 200
miles and firing the SRAM missiles.

I happen to believe very strongly that
the way to have an effective Air Force is
to have an Air Force that can hit some-
thing. This is something we have not
seen with the strategic bombers of today.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. That is very true.
The B-52 cannot, as a rule, go over North
Vietnam at the present time because of
the Sam missile. It can knock them down
like flies. They are hitting along the
edges.

But this aircraft is designed to de-
liver nuclear weapons. We can put a nu-
clear weapon on a B-52 now, and go
within 200 miles of the target, but it
would be shot down before it got there.

We must look 10 years ahead. We can-
not all of a sudden crank out bombers
overnight. The gentleman knows that,
and I know that.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, President Nixon re-
cently returned from an historic mission
to Russia.

Since his return there has been great
debate and discussion whether the
United States was sold down the river
and thus jeopardizing the security of this
Nation and her allies, or whether in fact
the SALT agreements were significant
steps toward peace. We cannot resolve
this question here today. We do not pos-
sess the crystal ball that will tell us
whether this was good or bad. The fu-
ture is unpredictable and our judgment
is not absolute. This question can only
be answered through time, and through
the record that history makes. We have
an opportunity, however, to shape the
destiny of this history that is being writ-
ten. We have an opportunity to deter-
mine the eventual outcome of this his-
toric agreement. In my opinion, these
SALT agreements will be recorded as a
significant first step in man’s quest for
peace only if we are willing to make the
sacrifice to maintain a strong national
defense; and only if we are willing to
continue development of modern weap-
ons prior to the second round of talks.
Neither security nor peace can be found
in hiding from reality. We would be naive
if we came under the illusion that the
Russians will not continue the develop-
ment of military hardware not covered
by the SALT agreements. We would be
kidding ourselves if we assumed the false
notion that the SALT agreements are an
absolute solution for all the ills of the
world. Only by maintaining a strong de-
fense will we maintain our bargaining
position among the world powers.

Those who scoff at balance-of-power
diplomacy should recognize that the only
alternative to a balance of power is an
imbalance of power, and history shows
that nothing so drastically accentuates
the danger of war as an imbalance. We
must constantly remind ourselves that
among the great powers only the strong
will survive, and as we look {o the future
it is essential that our potential adver-
saries retain the respect for American
strength. This reality is sufficient reason
to continue the development of modern

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

weapons such as the B-1 bomber, which
is now in question.

The pros and cons of the usefulness
and timeliness of the bomber in today's
modern warfare I will leave to the ex-
perts. Suffice it to say, that in an all-out
atomic war, it would be difficult to claim
that any weapon system is not vulnerable.
However, too often we have found our-
selves in the past, and perhaps in the
future, involved in limited wars such as
Korea and Vietnam. Under the Nixon
doctrine perhaps these skirmishes are a
thing of the past. However, I would hate
to leave this question fo mere specula-
tion. Being prepared however, is far
better than relying upon hopes, wishes,
and mere speculation. It is a fact that
the B-52, which will be 15 to 20 years old
has been playing a vital role in South-
east Asia. The destructive capabilities of
this giant of the air has had a significant
impact on the ability of the South Viet-
namese to continue in their quest for
self-determination and peaceful exist-
ence. The bomber has proven itself time
and time again. The B-52 however is old.
It is worn out and it is behind the times
as far as modern weaponry. A new bomb-
er is desperately needed if we are to have
this continued capability. The B—1 bomb-
er is a replacement for the B-52.

I represent an area of southern Cali-
fornia where the B-1 bomber is being
built and have thus followed its devel-
opment with great concern. I support the
manned bomber concept, and I am
firmly convinced the Department of De-
fense is taking the proper steps to acquire
a replacement for the B-52. It has now
been 2 years since the contract for en-
gineering development of the B-1 was
awarded. In any major program the in-
itial years are by far the most impor-
tant. Those first years are the foundation
for the program, and the success or
failure in meeting performance goals,
schedules and cost targets invariably can
be attributed to early ear performances.

The first 2 years for the B-1 can be
held up as a model for future defense
programs. Schedules are being met, mile-
stones reached and passed, and most im-
portantly, the program is within the
cost. The B-1 today is no longer a paper
airplane on a draftsman’s table. It is
being cast in aluminum, titanium, and
steel. Major tests are being done on full-
size flight aireraft hardware, and the re-
sults have been outstanding in some of
the most critical structural areas on the
new aireraft.

One further note, with the cutbacks in
Federal spending and the subsequent
unemployment, I remind Congress that
the B-1 bomber provides nearly 70,000
jobs nationally just in this R. & D. stage.
If we were to turn away from our
position as a world leader, if we were to
lay down our world responsibilities, if
we were to isolate ourselves from the
turbulent arena of world affairs then we
can be very certain the vacuum we left
would rapidly be filed by others. We
could also be certain that such a world
would be less safe for America, less safe
for democracy, and less safe for man-
kind.
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Mr. RANDALIL. Mr, Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I had not planned to
speak on this amendment until the gen-
tleman from California who preceded me
made comment about the SALT agree-
ment. That made me think that I should
take the time to emphasize that if the
SALT agreement is ratified we should
take a careful look at what we have given
up and what we have left that we ecan do
under the agreement to strengthen our
defense.

With the foregoing as a preface let me
emphasize that the very heart of this
procurement bill before us today, and
without any question the most important
part of it, is title II—which contains
authorizations for research and devel-
opment.

Secretary Laird and Admiral Moorer
came before the House Armed Services
Committee to explain the limitation
agreement. We are indebted to our staff
because they have summarized those
hearings in booklet form. Any Member
can get from the staff table what we call
a sanitized version of Secretary Laird’s
presentation. Those Members who may
have doubts or misgivings about whether
we have given away too much to the Rus-
sians and whether we any longer enjoy
what is called sufficiency should take a
look at the Secretary’s testimony at page
12098.19 of that record. While portions
have been deleted there is enough left
to make the point.

One of the members of the committee
suggested we are at a disadvantage be-
cause the Russians can go ahead with
MIRV and some other qualitative im-
provements which means we will be
placed at a disadvantage. Here is the
answer of the Secretary:

The reason that we are not at & dis-
advantage 1s that the United States at the
present time has, I believe, a technological
lead over the Soviet Union, perhaps about
two years in the case of MIRV’s, for example,
and it is important for us to keep that lead.

Those were the words of Secretary
Laird.

And then over on the next page is
another reference where one of our
other members asked:

In other words, we are going to have to
be two years ahead, or some degree ahead of
them all the way down the pike or we are
going to be in danger?

Then the Secretary came back, and
made reference to what was referred to
ye._sterday as phase II. First we are
going to try to get the present agreement
ratified but we are even now in the
bargaining process on further negotia-
tions beyond the present agreement.
These will go on during the 5-year period
of the current agreement. Listen to the
words of Secretary Laird on page
12098.20 of the unclassified report of
the hearings when he said:

If we stand still during this 5-year period,
not only is the safety and security of the
United States open to guestion, but so are
the opportunities for a follow-on success in
the Strateglc Arms Talks, which are now
going to start—as soon as the Moscow Agree-
ments are ratified we open discussions with
the Soviet Union on the follow-on arrange-
ments for offensive weapons.
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That is why, Mr. Chairman, it is im-
portant that we defeat this amendment
and any other that would reduce re-
search and development. Continuation of
R. & D. at an accelerated pace is vital to
our defense posture. We are ahead and
we must say ahead. Once lead time is lost
there is no way it can be regained. I
urge that we vote down this amendment
and any other amendments that would
reduce funding for research, develop-
ment, testing, and evaluation.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr, PIKE).

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers
Messrs, PIKE, Bray, Prick of Illinois, and
LEGGETT.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 94, noes
279, not voting 59, as follows:

[Roll No. 232]
[Recorded Telier Vote]
AYES—04

Forsythe
Fraser
Gaydos
Gibbons
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Harrington
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Heinz
Helstoskl
Hungate
Jacobs
EKarth
Eastenmeler
Koch
Kyros
Long, Md.
McClory
MeCormack
Macdonald,
Mass.
Mazzoli
Metcalfe
Mikva
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Moorhead
Nedzi
Nix

NOES—279

Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan
Burleson, Tex.
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron

Obey

O'Hara

Pike

Podell

Rangel

Rees

Reid

Reuss

Riegle

Robison, N.Y.
no

Rooney, Pa.

Rosenthal

Abzug
Addabbo
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Begich
Bergland
Biagel
Bingham
Bolling

Burlison, Mo.

Burton

Carey, N.X,

Celler

Clay

Collins, 1L

Corman

Culver

Dellums

Diggs

Dow

Drinan

Eckhardt

Edwards, Calif.

Eilberg

Evans, Colo.

Fascell

Ford,
William D.

Roy
Roybal
Ryan
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Seiberling
Stokes
Symington
Thempson, N.J.
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Whalen
Wolfl
Yates
Yatron

Abbitt
Adams
Anderson,

Calif.
Andrews, Ala.
At;\r:l TEWS,

Coughlin
Crane
Curlin
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.

Flynt
Foley
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fugua
Galifianakis
Garmatz
Gettys
Giaimo
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Haley
Hall
Hamlilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hébert
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hlicks, Wash.
Hillis
Hogan
Horton
Hosmer
Hull
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala,
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
Kazen
Eeating
Eeith
Eemp
King
Eluczynski
Euykendall

McCloskey
McClure

McCollister
McEwen
McEay
McEKevitt
MecMillan
Madden
Mahon
Maitlliard
Mallary
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif,
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunega
Mayne
Meeds
Melcher
Michel
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark,
Mills, Md.
Minshall
Mizell
Monagan
Montgomery
Morgan
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Eonski
O’'Neill
Patman
Patten
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pirnie
Poage
Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, 111,
Price, Tex,
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Roe

Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney, N.Y.
Rostenkowski
Roush

Rousselot
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
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8t Germain
Sandman
Saylor
Scherle
Schmitz
Scott
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Towa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Springer
Staggers
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steele
Stelger, Arlz,
Steiger, Wis.
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Talcatt
Taylor
Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex.
Terry

Thompson, Ga.

Thomson, Wis.,
Thone

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Wampler

Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.
Winn
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

NOT VOTING—59

Abernethy
Abourezk
Alexander
Anderson, Il1.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Baring
Blanton
Blatnlk
Boggs
Broomfield
Broyhill, Va,
Burke, Fla.
Caflery
Chisholm

Downing
Dwyer
Erlenborn
Esch

Evins, Tenn.
Findley

Ford, Gerald R.
Fulton

Gallagher
Gray
Griffin
Griffithe
Hagan
Halpern
Hays

McCulloch
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McFall
McKinney
Mollohan
Mosher
Moss
Passman
Pofl
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Satterfield
Schneebell

Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspinall
Baker

Brinkley
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.

Cabell
Camp
Carlson
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cellier
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Conte
Cotter

Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dingell
Donchue
Darn
Dulski
Duncan

du Pont
Eimondson
Edwards, Ala.
Eshleman

Flowers

Clark Heckler, Mass,
Conyers Holifield
Davis, S.C. Howard

Dent Eee
Dickinson Kyl
Dowdy Lent

So the amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LEGGETT

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. LEGGETT: Page
3, line T: Delete “8$1,997,332,200.” Insert in its
place, “$1,140,332,200."

Page 3, lines 10 and 11: Delete “2,661,533,-
250;" insert in its place $1,961,533,250."
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Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, we have
opportunities to effect economies this af-
ternoon in our national budget, but we
are fortunate we still have just a few op-
portunities left. I would say again the
amendment we are offering here, while
rather obscure in terminology, is rela-
tively simple. If the Members will refer
to the report which accompanies the
bill, on page 95 we talk about the $1.489
billion in cuts. Items 1 and 2 are con-
cerned with this amendment.

Primarily it refers to the hard site
ABM development program. In order to
save time, I have combined that with a
cut in the ULMS program, which is the
Trident program, which is the 22 nuclear
submarines program. Very simply, both
these programs, I feel, are antagonistic
to the SALT agreement. We have been
limited under the SALT agreements with
respect to the antiballistic missile pro-
gram, to 100 missiles at Grand Forks,
which is almost completed, and another
site at the National Command Center,
and nothing else. Why, then, do we need
to spend the $140 million that I referred
to in item 1, known as the hard site de-
fense system? v

This is one of those little obscure small
items we have in the $8 billion research
budget that goes in without even a line
item, and all of a sudden a few years
later, it balloons totally out of propor-
tion. Fortunately, the SALT agreement
and the antiballistic missile limitation
are going to keep this particular item
from ballooning out of proportion, It is
never going to be able to be spent, so I
ask, why spend the $140 million for this
hard site defense program at all?

We are limited to the 100 missiles at
Grand Forks to protect the 60 Minute-
man fleld, and 100 missiles at the Na-
tional Command Center. I say there is
no reason whatsoever to get involved in
this program.

This program originally started out as
an Air Force program. The Air Force did
not really rely or was not able to rely on
and put its faith in the Army to protect
their missile sites, so they decided they
would develop their own program for
defending their Minuteman sites.

I was briefed on this program the year
before last, and the Air Force indicated it
would cost-total-on this non-nuclear de-
fense program known as hard site, $1 bil-
lion to $3 billion, depending on whether
they developed new missiles or used
some improved Hawks in the inventory.
They got into an inter-service battle be-
tween the Army and the Air Force. The
Army took over the program and trans-
lated it from a nonnuclear to a nuclear
program.

They planned to spend in this program,
we ascertained in the research and de-
velopment committee, a total of $25 bil-
lion on the hard site program alone, in
addition to the $12 or $16 billion that
would normally be spent under the full-
blown Safeguard missile program,

Restated, we would be spending about
$41 billion for the hard site and ABM de-
fense in order to protect about $11 bil-
lion worth of missiles.

This is a lot of numbers we are talking
about, but the sense is obvious. We are
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obviously accelerating in this program
under the SALT umbrella.

I do not believe this kind of research
is required. I do not believe this kind of
research is good.

The second part of the amendment ad-
dresses itself to ULMS. That is the Tri-
dent: the new submarine.

Members might wonder why we are
accelerating the ULMS submarine sys-
tem.
The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gen-
tleman from California has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LEGGETT
was allowed to proceed for an additional
5 minutes.)

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I do
intend to accelerate the argument on
this.

The ULMS program involves the con-
struction of a 24-tube submarine that is
much, much larger than our existing
Polaris-Poseidons, It has a range of per-
haps two times the range of the existing
Polaris-Poseidons.

But the President, after the submis-
sion of the budget on this item, which
was in excess of some $800 million, went
to Moscow, and he brought back a
strategic arms limitation agreement,
and the agreement said that we can de-
ploy in the water 710 submerged missile
tubes. We have deployed in the water to-
day 656 missile tubes.

The program was that we would allow
for the conversion of our 54 obsolete
heavy megatonnage Titans to sea-based
water.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEGGETT. I will yield to the
gentleman in a minute, after I make
this next point.

I just do not believe it makes an awiful
1ot of sense to accelerate from $120 mil-
lion spent on the ULMS system last year
to the $977 million level of development
this year when we are looking toward
making this Trident-ULMS system a
bargaining chip for 1977.

If we are spending $977 million this
year, one can bet his tintype we will
be spending over a billion dollars next
yvear, and a billion dollars the following
vear, until we have spent, by 1977 prob-
ably $5 billion or $6 billion. Then we will
have a treaty canceling it.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. I wonder if
the gentleman would explain why he has
coupled these two amendments together.
That is to say, I voted for his first amend-
ment. I voted for the Pike .amendment.
I am opposed to the ABM thing. I believe
one of them is enough. I believe two is
either too many or too few.

I have long felt that the ABM is simply
inadequate. The Trident, on the other
hand, the ULMS, strikes me as being a
very important part of the whole
strategic deterrent, or secondary strike
force, and I favor that.

The gentleman makes it impossible for
me to support his amendment by
coupling the two things together.

Mr. LEGGETT. I understand that. I
appreciate the gentleman’s point. I am
sure three or four others in the House
share his view.

But I believe by and large either one is
for the Arms Limitation Agreement, or
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perhaps for acceleration under it. I be-
lieve that this limitation would preclude
acceleration under the agreement. I do
not believe we need this particular sys-
tem this rapidly.

My amendment does not strike out the
ULMS. It leaves $277 million in the pro-
gram.

I think, if you want to save money, the
place to save it this year in the defense
bill is in the ULMS-Trident system, We
can save $700 million in the second part
of my amendment and $140 million in the
first part. The total amendment involves
$840 million. They both relate to items
barred by the agreements that are going
to be ratified by this House and the Sen-
ate. Why we need to accelerate like this
in the development of barred systems is
very, very, very confusing to me.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the gentleman’s amend-
ment.

In the first place, as the distinguished
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. Long)
just pointed out, the gentleman from
California (Mr. LEGGETT) is mixing
oranges and apples. He has two different
things in here, and it is very confusing
for the Members to know exactly what
they are confronted with. Some people,
like the gentleman from Maryland, may
be interested in the ULMS but not inter-
ested in the ABM.

Second, the gentleman from California
apparently has not read the committee
report very carefully. He said he is mov-
ing to strike out $700 million in research
and development funds for the Tri-
dent submarine, but on page 22 of the
report the RD.T. & E. money is only
$5566.4 million. So the gentleman's
amendment is not really relevant to this
particular title in that particular
amount.

Finally, although we have had many
opponents of the Trident submarine, or
the ULMS submarine as it was originally
known, this is the first time I have ever
heard of anybody suggesting that we
should strike out the research and de-
velopment money for this new system.

The gentleman from California is be-
ing holier than the Pope, because even
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon-
sin in the other body (Mr. ProxMIRE) has
said he does not disapprove of research
and development funds in an effort to
improve our submarine force; he is op-
posed to the advanced procurement
items.

But those procurement funds were
contained in title I of the bill, and we are
already beyond that title, and the gen-
tleman from California offered no op-
position to advanced leadtime pro-
curement for Trident at that time.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. STRATTON. Yes. I am glad to
vield to the gentleman.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. He is not only
taking out more money than is actually
in the R.D.T. & E. program for the Tri-
dent, but also he made the statement
that this program was barred by the
SALT agreement, The gentleman in the
well and the gentleman from California
have voted for that. Do you recall any
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information that was contained in that
agreement that said it was barred?

Mr. STRATTON. No. The distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois, whois a
real expert in the nuclear field, is abso-
lutely right. Far from being barred, this
improvement in our underwater Polaris
submarine fleet is one of the areas in
which we have specific authority to ad-
vance under the Moscow agreements.

I would point out to members of the
committee that under the SALT agree-
ment the Soviets could have as many as
62 Polaris submarines, compared to a top
limit of 44 for us. So it behooves us, it
seems to me, if we are going to continue
to maintain a balance of forces with the
Soviets, we ought to continue research
and development to improve our own de-
terrent submarine force.

Mr. HEBERT. Will the gentleman
yield to me?

Mr. STRATTON. I am glad to yield
to the distinguished chairman.

Mr. HEBERT. I thank the gentleman
from New York for yielding to me.

Members of the House, I think this
brings into sharp focus exactly what we
are confronted with in the irresponsibil-
ity of some of these amendments being
offered and the time of the House being
taken up.

As an example, the gentleman from
California wanted to strike out the so-
called hard site program. Mind you how
irresponsible this is—$857 million. He
said he is going to save $857 million.
There is only $140 million in the bill,
but he wants to strike out $857 million.

Mr. LEGGETT. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. HEBERT. I will after I get to the
next one.

There is something that has added
to the irresponsibility. In the DLMS
program, the so-called Trident program,
he wants to strike out $700 million when
there is only $554 million in it.

Now, certainly, I will yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me for a point of per-
sonal privilege?

Mr. HEBERT. I do not know where
the personal privilege comes in, but I will
yield to the gentleman.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair will state
that the gentleman from New York (Mr.
StrATTON) has control of the time,

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr, Chairman, I won-
der if the gentleman from New York
would yield to me to clarify the record
at this point.

Mr. STRATTON. I would decline to
yield to the gentleman until the gentle-
man from Louisiana has concluded his
statement.

Mr. LEGGETT. Will the gentleman
from Louisiana yield to me?

Mr. STRATTON. I have control of the
time.

Mr. HEBERT. This is a further dem-
onstration of the futility of trying to leg-
islate in this manner,

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

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Connecticut,
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Mr. STEELE. Mr, Chairman, I wish to
compliment the gentleman from New
York in his opposition to cutiing the
funds from the Trident and ULMS sys-

e,
; Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment and in support of the
proposed ULMS/Trident program. Tri-
dent will eventually replace our present
Polaris/Poseidon missile firing subma-
rines. Our sea-based deterrent has the
best prospects of all strategic offensive
systems for long-term survivability and,
therefore, for preserving the strateg}c
balance of power and with it peace in
the world.

I, therefore, urge my colleagues to
support the $926 million authorization
for the ULMS/Trident program con-
tained in H.R. 15495 and to reject the
proposed amendment, which by cutting
funds would severely delay and damage
our efforts to preserve the strength and
survivability of our sea-based deterrent
forces.

While the majority of the Members
of this body support the Polaris/Posei-
don improvement program, there are
some Members who do not support the
schedule proposed for ULMS by the ad-
ministration. They allege that the rela-
tive superiority and invulnerability of
our existing submarines, sufficiency of
existing weapons in destructive capabil-
ity against the Soviet Union, lack of
need for replacement of existing subma-
rines, and the unpredictable nature of
the future threats to our systems pre-
clude the necessity of proceeding on the
schedule proposed by President Nixon.
They also argue that the administra~
tion’s program increases schedule risk
and precludes examination of alterna-
tives.

I am pleased that even many of these
Members have expressed their views on
the importance of maintaining a highly
survivable sea-based strategic deterrent
force, for the reasons cited. Their major
question seems to be “Why build ULMS
submarines now?” rather than “Why
ULMS?”

THE BROAD ISSUE

The basic objective of our strategic
policy is to preserve the sufficiency of
our deterrent, to make nuclear attack
unattractive. That sufficiency is placed
in serious doubt by Soviet momentum in
building up their already powerful
strategic forces, particularly their sea-
based forces. This momentum promises
to be only partially arrested by the re-
cently concluded SALT agreements.
I believe it is imperative that this
country have a credible and logical
means of insuring that the Soviets do
not gain a position of nuclear superior-
ity. The Trident program is part of that
eredible and logical means.

This new system should be capable of
either replacing in part or augmenting
existing systems and should be least vul-
nerable to the broadest spectrum of cred-
ible future threats to its survivability
and operability. I believe that of the great
number of options we have, the best ac-
tion to take now to preserve nuclear suf-
ficlency is an acceleration of the Trident
submarine program.
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The Trident program provides for a
new, longer range Trident I missile which
can be used in existing Poseidon sub-
marines as well as a new Trident sub-
marine. It also provides the option for a
follow-on larger and even longer range
Trident II missile for later use in the
Trident submarine.

In the late 1970’s the Trident I missile
will provide for a great enlargement of
the operating area of all of our SSBN’s.
When sufficient Trident submarines are
available in the 1980's to warrant it, de-
ployment of a Trident II missile will
permit a further expansion of the oper-
ating area of the Trident submarines to
a major part of the world’s oceans. The
effort behind this program is directed
toward a system with a high level of sur-
vivability throughout the remainder of
this century. There is no known or postu-
lated credible antisubmarine warfare
threat that is not considerably blunted
by a greatly expanded operating area.

Both the Trident I and the potential
Trident IT missiles will permit cost effec-
tive operating of our Trident submarines
from the continental United States which
can lead to, among other benefits, a
major improvement in the command and
control of our SSBN's.

The Trident submarines could replace
our older SSBN's in the early 1980’s—the
first 10 start reaching 20 years of age
in 1979 and lack adaptability for cost
effective retrofit from Polaris to Poseidon
and to needed quieting modifications.
With a schedule acceleration the Trident
submarines can provide an option to aug-
ment our strategic forces.

The proposed acceleration of the Tri-
dent submarine program would com-
mence design, development and con-
struction of the Trident submarine now
rather than waiting another year or two
and would provide the first operational
Trident submarine in late 1978, approxi-
mately 3 years earlier than in the pre-
vious development schedule. This accel-
eration does not compress the overall
program into a “crash” basis, but simply
provides for commencement, earlier than
originally planned, of a logical, orderly
phase of the program-—that is, the sub-
marine development.

OBSOLESCENCE BY AGE AND TECHNOLOGY

Our present SSBN's were all deployed
in the T-year period between 1960 and
1967. Some are nearly a dozen years old
today. At the peak of the Polaris build-
ing program 12 submarines appeared in
1 year. These first submarines repre-
sented an accelerated effort to attain a
sea-based deterrent rapidly. Smaller at-
tack submarines under construction were
literally cut in half to allow insertion of
a missile compartment to provide for
earliest introduction. Subsequent classes
improved in quieting, depth capability,
and habitability, but the basic ship tech-
nology was otherwise not greatly
changed.

Because of our lead in nuclear sub-
marines, the U.S. Navy has been able
for some years to maintain a position
of superiority in sea-based deterrent sys-
tems in the absence of an extensive anti-
submarine warfare challenge and Soviet
accomplishments in that field. The Po-
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laris/Poseidon program has unquestion-
ably been successful. But the oldest Po-
laris submarines now show the effects of
age. From the nature of their continuous
operations, with two different crews ro-
tating to keep the submarines on station,
wear and tear on SSBN's exceeds that of
most other ships. While it may be prob-
able that these SSBN’s will provide safe
and economic operation for 25 to 30
years, and our maintenance efforts are
geared to provide as long a life as pos-
sible, such life is not guaranteed. Our
oldest SSBN's displayed many problems
at the point of their first shipyard over-
haul. It should be borne in mind that the
specifications in effect at the time these
ships were designed assumed a nominal
ship life of 20 years.

There are absolute limits as to im-
provements which can be made in the
present ships. Growth potential provides
only for modest improvements in quiet-
ing, sonar, or missiles. It is not econom-
ically realistic to convert the first 10
SSBN’s to Poseidon, for example, and in-
troduction of the Trident I missile in the
remaining 31 ships would use all of their
missile growth potential. Only a few
noise reduction improvements are fea-
sible in the existing ships. Significant
noise reduction of a nature to assume
maintaining a lead against anticipated
acoustic technology requires the radically
different and quiet propulsion plant
planned for the Trident submarines; this
cannot be backfitted in existing SSBN’s.

In short, the existing Polaris/Poseidon
SSBN's do not have an indefinite life,
and do not represent current technical
capability in areas important to future
sea-bhased strategic forees.

THE BSTRATEGIC BALANCE—TECHNICAL
CONSIDERATIONS

I have noted that some Members have
expressed their belief that stable nuclear
deterrence requires that neither side gain
the ability to inflict considerably greater
urban/industrial damage on the other.
They cited the existing imbalance with
increasing introduction of MIRV and
SRAM and U.S. bombers as offsetting the
numerical missile superiority of the So-
viet land-based missiles. Some have also
cited the U.S. Poseidon lead in MIRV,
submarine platform superiority, geo-
graphical considerations, U.S. ASW su-
periority, and superior U.S. missile
range as factors which tilted the sea~-
based balance towards the United States
until at least 1980 even if the Soviet SSN-
X-8 were MIRVed and installed in all
Yankee submarines.

First, we know the SSN-X-8 missile
has been tested. While we do not know
whether this larger missile can be used
in a Yankee submarine, the Soviet Union
should be able to modify such a platform
to carry the missile without greatly re-
ducing the high speed capability of the
Yankee, which assists it against anti-
submarine warfare threats. Further-
more, the long range would permit a sub-
marine to target the United States from
closer to its home waters and permit the
Soviets to patrol millions of square miles
of ocean area while targeting geograph-
ically one-half of the United States. If
they desire, they need not,; with this mis-
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sile, come into waters where we logically
can concentrate ASW efforts. As range
aspects of the missile are examined, it
becomes obvious that any geographical
advantages the United States might now
hold would shrink.

The Soviet Union, in the same exam-
ination, presents a more difficult problem
with its greater land mass and surround-
ing countries, which act as buffers, When
equipped with the new missile they need
not, if they choose, have long transit pe-
riods which decrease the percentage of
time when “on target.” It is reasonable
and logical that it will be employed in
new SSBN’s and possibly backfitted into
older Yankee’s, This new missile and
other technically feasible programs will
give their submarines the capability to
strike us from points only a few days
from Soviet bases. These developments
increase the threat to our land-based
strategic forces and increase the reliance
we must place on our less vuinerable sea-
based strategic deterrent.

Poseidon MIRV does provide the
United States with a numerical advan-
tage at perhaps a very opportune time.
Successful development and deployment
perhaps in itself have caused the Soviets
to consider deployment of an effective
ABM economically prohibitive and have
undoubtedly been instrumental in lead-
ing to the recent SALT agreements. At
this point, however, it should be acknowl-
edged that in the absence of an ABM, su-
periority does not necessarily go hand in
hand with numbers of warheads when
considering relative effectiveness in in-
flicting urban/industrial damage. The

superior numbers and overwhelmingly
superior payloads of Soviet land-based
missiles create a disparity in damage ef-
fectiveness due to the larger warhead
yields.

TRIDENT SIZE AND DESIGN STUDIES

It has been said that Trident may be
a risk of premature commitment to an
ill-advised design and suggestions are
made that the Department of Defense
and the Congress should conduct an in-
depth review of alternative new subma-
rine designs.

The Department of Defense has con-
ducted such a review, and has reviewed
other alternatives related to our strate-
gic forces, in its development of the rec-
ommended Trident program. At this
point, well over 100 design variations
have been studied. These include ships
with various numbers of missile tubes,
various maximum speeds and depths, a
number of hull shapes and arrangements,
and options for decreasing observables by
means of which the submarine might be-
come vulnerable. A number of these can-
didates have been examined in detail by
the Navy, by the Office of the Secretary of
Defense, and by scientific groups within
and without the Navy. The selection of
the current design was made by the Sec-
retary of Defense after consideration of
the Trident candidates as well as a num-
ber of options for modernizing our pres-
ent SSBN's.

The displacement of the submarine is,
to a very large extent, determined by
the total missile tube volume since it is
necessary for the submarine to support
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the weight of the tubes with missiles and
with an equal weight of water when the
missiles have been launched. As the mis-
sile volume is decreased, dependence on
the advanced technology to achieve the
range and payload goals increases, and
the technological risk and development
cost increases. The size of the proposed
Trident design is actually the result of a
compromise between these factors.

There is also incorporated in the de-
sign a propulsion plant of such power
and with improved quieting features to
provide reasonable safety and some im-
provement in assurance of countering
threats of the future which might be
forecast during the operational life of
the Trident submarine.

COST OF TRIDENT

‘We have all heard reports referring to
a $30 billion acquisition expenditure for
Trident. However, examination of the
cost projections included indicates that
these costs provide for a force of 31
Poseidon submarines with Trident I mis-
siles and 30 Trident submarines with the
larger Trident ITI missiles. No commit-
ment has as yet been made to the ac-
quisition of this number of Trident and
converted Poseidon submarines, Current
projections are for 10 Trident subma-
rines equipped with Trident II missiles
in combination with a force of 15 to 16
Poseidon submarines equipped with Tri-
dent I missiles. Such a mix would cost
approximately $15 billion.

It has also been suggested that a $100
million expenditure by the Soviets for
their 42d Yankee submarine is propel-
ling us into a $30 billion expenditure.
This is not so. Our very deliberate ap-
proach is based more upon the appear-
ance of a new, large, and increasing
Soviet SLBM force, in conjunction with
an expanding program of technological
development or deployment in all fields
of strategic systems. Moreover, the $100
million expenditure for a Soviet subma~-
rine complete with missiles may not be a
valid cost. For example, our costs for a
duplicate SSBN-640 class, commissioned
in 1967, would be estimated at between
$220 to $230 million, without missiles,
today.

It should be noted further that even
assuming the $100 million cost for the
Y-class Soviet SSBN, it is not this cost
alone which is of concern. Rather, it is
the total cost of Soviet strategic forces—
past, present, and projected—including
R. & D. and investment, and what this
investment represents in developing and
deployed systems, that is of concern to us.
One opposition group does not note, for
example, the disparity in expenditures—
favoring the Soviets—between United
States and Soviet Union strategic forces
which has existed for some time.

MOBILITY

In considering the propulsion power or
speed required for Trident, an impor-
tant factor is the need for mobility—the
ability to use the open ocean.

While a long range missile can in-
crease the operating area theoretically
available, the area patrolled is limited
by the patrol radius; that is, average
speed and time on patrol. If the patrol
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radius is short the submarine is localized
almost as effectively as if there were geo-
graphical limits on the patrol area. Per-
sonnel endurance determines to a large
extent the limits to which the patrol
time can be extended; therefore, further
increases must come from increased
speed. The improvements that are need-
ed and planned for Trident cannot be
backfitted into the present size SSBN
because of the physical limitation of
these older hulls. To be survivable the
submarine must be free to use the en-
vironment to best advantage. This can
only be done if mobility has been built
into the platform.
BEA-BASED FORCE SURVIVABILITY

The problem of prelaunch survivabil-
ity has undergone an evolutionary proc-
ess. It is conceivable that some counter-
action would be possible against our
SSBN’s had the United States continued
to rely on its early missile technology.
Increasing the range of the submarine
launched Polaris missiles, that is, A-1,
A-2, A-3, brought abouit considerable
growth in sea room available fo our
SSBN's. The effect was an extensive di-
lution of whatever ASW capability the
Soviets possess. Since it is axiomatic
that detection techniques will continue
to improve, and increased effort cannot
be dismissed, the United States has con-
tinued to develop its technology, both in
missiles and in SSBN engineering ca-
pabilities. The planned ranges in the Tri-
dent I provide more dilution of Soviet
ASW and the projected Trident II would
provide a vast increase in available op-
erating areas.

Dilution of Soviet ASW effort is not
accomplished by increased operating area
alone. Improved quieting techniques have
been incorporated in each new class em-
ployed since the initial deployment of the
earliest SSBN’s, and some quieting im-
provements have been backfitted in the
earlier classes. However, the significant
improved quieting features planned for
Trident can only be provided on new de-
sign submarines.

The United States is now well into an
era in which the advantages of the sea-
based deterrent, in terms of long term
survivability and the attendant stabiliz-
ing effect which accrues therefrom is gen-
erally accepted. However, we must recog-
nize that the Soviets will continue to
place major effort on trying to neutralize
or counter our sea-based deterrent.

The Soviets continue to improve and
expand their antisubmarine capability.
They are building improved nuclear at-
tack submarines—one of their best ASW
weapons. Also, we know the Soviets are
attempting to establish an area antisub-
marine surveillance system. This is pre-
sumably aimed at locating our Polaris/
Poseidon submarines. While we know of
no definite threat to our existing Polaris/
Poseidon submarine, the Soviets have
made great strides in naval capability
which may, in the future, pose a threat
to these submarines. Development of such
systems as the Moskva class helicopter
equipped ASW ships, submarine and sur-
face ship sonars, and improvements in
their naval air arm indicate increasing
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efforts in all aspects of ASW technology.

While we are not able to predict the
exact form of future ASW threat, there
is a limit to the number of possible ob-
servables, and the physical laws which
govern them are fairly well known. Our
ability to make improvements in exist-
ing ships is limited by the space avail-
able and the cost to completely redo some
features of these ships to incorporate de-
sign changes. Continued research in pro-
grams such as SSBN defense identify
the areas which offer the greatest po-
tential for exploitation and conversely
the areas requiring attention to insure
that the detectability of the submarine
is minimized. Significant reductions in
observables, however, will be needed for
survivability as processing and sensor
technology advances.

The increased SLBM ranges and the
engineering improvements have both
contributed significantly to the long-term
survivability of the U.S. sea-based deter-
rent. The Soviets have recognized this
by their extensive Yankee SSBN build-
ing programs which now include 25 in
operation with work underway on the
42d ship of this class. Although the
SALT agreements limit the Soviets to 62
modern ballistic missile submarines
their present construction rate could al-
low them to reach that limit by 1875 and
thereby provide them with a substantial
lead over the United States by that time.

SOVIET ACTION ASSESSMENTS

The case for Poseidon with its MIRV
capability was made on the basis of a
Soviet ABM threat. The fact that the
threat has not developed does not mean
that MIRV was not necessary. Rather
the MIRV development made evident
the enormous problem which would con-
front even an extensive ABM deploy-
ment. In a similar way, improvements
in missile capability and in SSBN plat-
form performance would demonstrate
the massive effort required to achieve a
significant degree of ASW effectiveness.

The implication is clear. Technological
improvements to our sea-based deterrent
forces could serve to forestall the So-
viet threat. The administration’'s pro-
posed Trident program supports this pat-
tern of forestalling the threat.

The combination of providing the Tri-
dent submarine with a very large patrol
area, coupled with a quieter submarine
with characteristics which provide a
higher measure of survivability, can place
the ASW counter to Trident in a category
which is economically prohibitive. Such a
condition of survivability is stabilizing in
that a counter is not invited.

THE IMPORTANCE OF TIME

It is extremely important that this
country have at a reasonably early date
a credible and logical means of moving
forward with effective measures to pre-
serve its deterrent sufficiency in light of
the following facts:

Boviet land-based ICBM’s outnumber
ours by nearly 500.

Soviet strategic momentum includes
programs for new or modified missiles
and solid propellant missiles.

Soviets already have greater payload,
megatonnage, and equivalent megaton-
nage in their strategic missile forces.
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Soviets have developed a new sea-
based missile which is larger than our
Poseidon and with a greater range ca-
pability.

Soviets are rapidly closing the tech-
nology gap in antisubmarine warfare.

Minor imbalance is not the concern.
What is of concern is the fact that a
crossover point to a major imbalance
could occur in the mid-1970’s.

OTHER IMPORTANT FACTORS

Five to seven years to design, develop
and deploy new SSBN in an orderly man-
ner.

With a building rate of three ships per
year, it would be the end of 1981 before
10 Trident submarines would be oper-
ational.

Cannot regain lost leadtime if we fail
to make a positive decision now and find
ourselves in an even greater dilemma
later.

Important to quickly reduce the lead-
time required to exercise an option for
deployment.

Delivery dates can be modified in fu-
ture years as needed, including the ini-
tial delivery date.

SALT AGREEMENTS

Acceleration of the Trident program in
no way conflicts with the recently signed
Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements
with the Soviet Union. On the contrary,
the controlled modernization of our stra-
tegic deterrent forces is essential if we
are to make further progress in the next
round of strategic arms talks with the
Russians. The Trident program is the
keystone to such modernization, and as
such deserves full support.

BUMMARY

In essence, it all boils down to a sim-
ple matter: Should this Nation, in light
of the strategic reality today, proceed
with development of the next generation
strategic missile system now, thereby
providing for continued effectiveness of
our deterrent forces for the future, or
should it follow a “wait and see” ap-
proach, postponing such a decision to
some indefinite time in the future? This
vear the Nixon administration has
deemed it absolutely essential to make
the “hard decision” on Trident. I sub-
mit that the Trident acceleration is a
carefully considered, well developed pro-
gram which is essential at this time, and
I urge my colleagues to support the full
authorization for an accelerated pro-
gram.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from California
(Mr. LEGGETT).

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

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

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, unfor-
tunately we have a clerical error on this
amendment, I think it is an important
amendment and one that should not
have a clerical error involved in it. Un-
fortunately my staff work was rather
hurried this morning, and we do have a
difficult time getting minority staff as-
sistance on the committee since we really
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have a bipartisan-type committee. But
in my amendment, the first part of the
amendment, I would ask unanimous con-
sent that the figures be revised not to
show the $800 million-plus reduction,
but to show only a $140 million reduction.

And the second item, where we ask
for a reduction of $700 million, I would
reiterate that while $555 million appears
in the bill under the ULMS R.D.T. & E.
for the ULMS, which were reported to
our committee, that were requested, that
are not included in other procurement,
they must be in the R.D.T. & E. There-
fore my amendment is in good form so
that the $700 million-plus and the $840
million can be effectively stricken from
the bill under my unanimous-consent
request.

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

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
reserving the right to object, the gentle-
man from California is entirely wrong
when he says that there is an amount
for RD.T. & E.

Mr. LEGGETT. As I understand the
additions, it has advance procurement
of some $300 million-plus for subma-
rines.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. They are not
R.D.T. & E. funds.

Mr. LEGGETT. As I understand, these
are R.D.T. & E. funds and I would chal-
lenge the gentleman from Illinois on
that because I have discussed this with
counsel for the committee.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. They are pro-
curement funds.

Mr. LEGGETT. I have been advised
that these are not procurement funds;
these are for R.D.T. & E, for the advanced
submarine.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. I would suggest
that the gentleman check his addition
with the same people who gave him the
original figures.

Mr. LEGGETT. The addition was done
by my personal staff but the other ad-
vice was given by the committee staff.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I withdraw my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
I vield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. LEGGETT).

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HARBRINGTON

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HARRINGTON:

On page 3, line T, delete “'$1,997,332,000" and
substitute “$1,937,332,300".
And on page 3, lines 10 and 11, delete "$2.-
661,533,250" and substitute '$2,641,533,250".
And on page 3, line 14, delete "'$3,168,940,~
150" and substitute ‘'$3,138,840,150".

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
the ink is hardly dry on what I think has
to be historically the most important
achievement of the Nixon administra-
tion, and one that I support without res-
ervation and one which I think will be
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judged as a significant turning point
in this country’s foreign relations since
the end of World War II. I am referring
to the SALT agreements.

Yet the Secretary of Defense appeared
before the various congressional com-
mittees and asked us to take it upon our-
selves to commit ourselves, before we
even acted on this year's spending pro-
posals, to spend something in the vicinity
of $1.3 billion toward an additional
weapons system or the acceleration of
existing systems to insure the superiority
of our current capacity and bargaining
position with respect to Russia.

My point in coming here this after-
noon is not to attempt in any way to
argue about the merits of any one of the
systems that have been benefited by the
increment provided in this bill.

I am, however, asking that the $110
million, which is the total requested by
the administration through the Secre-
tary of Defense, immediately after the
SALT agreement, be struck from the
bill at this time. I make the request
really to enable us to demonstrate to an
increasingly skeptical world and to dem-
onstrate to an inecreasingly skeptical
population in this country that we have
a degree of trust and confidence in the
agreements reached in Moscow.

I do not think our experience in South-
east Asia has won us a continuation of
that trust and confidence.

I think it is a serious disservice both
to the present generation of this coun-
try and to the world as a whole to show
such a lack of confidence in the agree-
ment that we rush—thoughtlessiy—to
spend money on alternate systems.

I ask that we strike from the bill those
moneys which were asked for after the
SALT talks were completed and that we
give the agreements a period of time in
which to settle and in that way attempt
to build a system of mutual confidence
and trust, and that we demonstrate a
degree of patience and I suppose restraint
when it comes to appropriating any more
funds.

I sat through most of the committee
hearings on this bill listening to $2 bil-
lion plus being sought for procurement
appropriations and I got the distinct im-
pression from administration witnesses
such as John Foster and the Secretary
of Defense Melvin R. Laird and others
that they were satisfied that the money
they were asking previous to the SALT
agreement was a sufficient deterrent to
meet any challenge that we had in the
fiscal year ahead.

I see no reason, frankly, in view of the
fact that we negotiated the first step to-
ward arms control to feel less than satis-
filed with the earlier assessment by the
administration.

I think it would be tragie, and certainly
shortsighted, with the very brief time
that has elapsed since the agreement to
develop an accelerated arms activity
which could lead very much to the break-
down of the very purpose of this
agreement.

Last but not least, let me address my-
self to the bewildered taxpayer that we
are all going to be confronted by in
November of this year, who I think by
the President’s own remarks has been
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given a sense of expectation that some-
how he might be paying less rather than
more for his defense bill.

The illogic of suggesting at this point
in time that, as a result of arms limita-
tion, the taxpayer may somehow expect
to have a higher defense bill in the im-
mediate future defies my ability to pro-
vide an adequate explanation.

I criticize the frame of mind which
wants to continue unabated a policy and
attitude which I think has had a pro-
found negative effect on this country
for the last generation. We are once again
being asked to forgo giving full support
to the agreement which has for its pur-
pose to determine whether or not we can
trust the Russians, or perhaps as the
Soviets view it—they can trust us—be-
fore we start on the next phase of arming
ourselves to the point where we will have
lost even the momentary benefits of this
agreement.

Let me speak now to the specific items
which have been increased.

This amendment would cut the $20-
million add-on for the submarine-
launched cruise missile—SLCM. The
Pentagon's request represents the so-
called bargaining chip approach run
wild. This system, originally abandoned
many years ago, is far inferior to our
present Polaris/Poseidon submarines. It
is conceived as a means to stress Soviet
air defenses, but since the effectiveness
of the Polaris/Poseidon system has been
guaranteed by SALT limits on ABM, this
costly program is unneeded.

I would also cut the $60 million of ad-
ditional funds for site defense research
and development. This new ABM system
will be very costly to develop and, because
of the ABM treaty, could be deploved
only at one ICBM site protecting a small
portion of our deterrent. When the So-
viets acquire MIRV, as Secretary Laird
predicts they will in 18 to 24 months, such
a site defense system could be easily over-
come by 10 to 20 SS-9’s. In any case, it
should be obvious that the SALT agree-
ments have not made it necessary to ac-
celerate spending on ABM technology. In
cutting $60 million from site defense
there would still be $80 million left to
continue research.

The purpose of the extra $20 million
requested by the Pentagon to develop
improved reentry vehicles for ICBM’s is
somewhat baffling. It could involve work
toward either improved missile accuraey
or better ABM penetration. The Presi-
dent, however, has banned developments
toward improved accuracy, and the limit
on ABM makes additional improved pen-
etration systems less needed than be-
fore SALT. There is no logical reason to
support these funds.

There is an additional $10 million for
command, control, and communications
that my amendment would cut. I see
nothing in the SALT accords that in-
creases the demands placed on our com-
mand, control, and communications fa-
cilities and, therefore, there is no reason
for the Pentagon to try to wring still
more funds out of Congress for these
purposes as a result of SALT.

The cuts I propose are small and will
not in any way jeopardize the bargain-
ing position of the United States in SALT
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II. These cuts do not impair our security,
as the programs involved are already
funded at a high level and are, in some
cases, ineffective and wasteful. ' The
Armed Services Committee has not given
them the scrutiny they deserve. And, it
may be noted, there is no printed record
of the committee’s brief examination of
the Pentagon’s SALT add-ons available
so that other Members of Congress may
try to acquaint themselves with the de-
tails.

I would hope that my colleagues will
support this small but symbolically im-
portant effort to show that the Congress
will not tolerate use of the vital SALT
agreements as an excuse for more mili-
tary spending.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment goes
to the very heart of the SALT agree-
ments, and the hoped-for follow-on
agreements.

It would cut $110 million from R. & D.
to maintain our technological lead in the
field of nuclear armaments.

I think that any objective analysis of
the recent treaty and the executive
agreement signed by the President leads
to the conclusion that the United States
was exceedingly generous in the agree-
ments and in the treaty. The Soviets, by
the agreements, are permitted 1,618
ICBM's. We are permitted 1,054.

In the field of submarine missiles the
Soviets are permitted 740 missiles. We
are limited to 656 with the agreement
of course, for substitution.

It is true that the United States has
more warheads, but the Soviets have a
2-to-1 advantage in megatons. The So-
viets thus have numerical superiority,
while we are left with our technological
lead which, by the best estimate, appears
to be 2 years. I think that the treaty and
the interim agreement are in the interest
of the ultimate security of the United
States and of world peace, particularly
when you consider the ongoing of the
Soviets that would have given the Soviets
superiority within the 5-year term of
the agreement. We do not have such
programs in being.

I agree with the President: No one
lost and no one gained in the treaty and
in the agreement, but future generations
will rue the day, I say, Mr. Chairman,
that the administration entered into
the agreements and this body ratified
the agreements, if we do not maintain
our technological superiority. If we do
not continue our technological advance-
ment, the interim agreement will be the
vehicle through which the Soviet Union
will be permitted to attain strategic su-
periority.

I also agree with Secretary Laird that
if we are not determined to maintain
our technological lead, the frozen-in
supremacy of the Soviets in numbers
should call for the scrapping of the
agreement and of the treaty.

Mr. Chairman, the United States has
been generous in the interim agreement
limiting offensive weapons. Now is the
time to be strong with this body ex-
pressing a determination to maintain
our technological lead. The amendment
should be defeated.
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Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in opposition to the amendment.

At the request of the Department of
Defense the committee made reductions
totaling $692.4 million in the authoriza-
tion bill based on the initial SALT agree-
ments. These reductions are partially
offset by an additional $110 million in
research and development.

The net reduction of $582.4 million is
arrived at by reducing Army missiles pro-
curement by $265 million; by reducing
the Army R. & D. effort related to Safe-
guard by $34 million; and by reducing
military construction for Safeguard by
$393.4 million.

I think it is important that the com-
mittee understand the reason that this
$110 million which the gentleman from
Massachusetts seeks to strike from the
bill is in the bill. It is definitely a result
of the negotiations at Moscow in connec-
tion with the SALT agreement. Both
sides understand the situation. Both
sides understand that there are certain
defense measures and programs that
they are developing, and that they think
at the present time, and until further
understandings are reached in the future,
are necessary to continue. The $110 mil-
lion was definitely requested by the ad-
ministration.

The reason for it: The SALT agree-
ment itself limits the quantity of our
strategic missile system. It will be neces-
sary to improve the quality of this sys-
tem, and this is vice versa with both
sides. To accomplish this objective, the
Secretary of Defense requested add-on
totaling the $110 million in research and
development. These add-ons are for this
purpose: $60 million for Minuteman
site defense to improve the radars in the
Minuteman field. The objective is to de-
velop a radar which is both reliable and
less expensive than the Safeguard radars.

Another add-on was $20 million for
submarine-launched cruise missiles. This
is an area where we have no capability
whereas the Russians have considerable
capability. Also the cruise missiles are
not limited under the SALT agreement.

Another add-on was to improve the ac-
curacy and penetration capability of our
reentry vehicles for our ICBM's and
Poseidon missiles, $20 million.

The last increase is for $10 million
to improve the reliability and capability
of our Communiecations Command and
Control Network related to our strategic
systems.

The SALT agreement is supported by
the members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
on the basis that additional effort will
be made in research and development on
these systems or programs mentioned.

It is a vice versa situation. The other
side is doing the same thing in areas com-
parable to these. I urge the defeat of the
amendment.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

I would like to state that again the
question is whether or not we abide by
the spirit of the SALT agreements or
whether or not we accelerate under the
SALT umbrella. I think that is essen-
tially the issue.

There have been some statements
made that we are going to exceed the
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Soviets under the agreement in war-
heads, but not megatonnage. I asked Dr.
Foster about this, and his answer ap-
pears on page 22443 in the REecorp of
June 26, 1972.

By the end of this year, the Soviets will
have 2,600 warheads as opposed to 5,600
warheads of the United States. In mega-
tonnage we will have 4.6 million versus 4
million megatons for the Soviet Union. So
by the end of this year, with the agree-
ment we will still exceed the Soviet Un-
ion in megatonnage and will have a 2
to 1 warhead capability superiority
over them.

I think I can best use the balance of my
time in reading some remarks I had in-
serted in the Recorp yesterday, by the
columnist Art Hoppe:

THE GreaT ROCE RACE
(By Art Hoppe)

June 25, 1984—As church bells chimed and
people throughout the world danced in the
streets, the United Nations today realized an
age-old dream of mankind by ratifying a
Universal Disarmament Pact.

Under terms of the widely hailed treaty,
all Nations agreed to destroy immediately
every single weapon In their arsenals—from
missiles to billy clubs, from jet bombers to
bows and arrows.

“At last man now enters a golden age of
permanent peace,” a jubllant President told
the U.S. people in a nationwide telecast. “At
last we can divert our $200 billion defense
budget to better the lot of every American.
For man will war no more. “After all,” he
sald with a smile, “The only thing man can
now hurl at his brother is a handy rock.”

June 26, 1984—Defense Secretary Melvin
Ludd appeared before a joint Congressional
committee today to ask for $1.5 billion re-
search funds to develop a “prototype rock.”

Ludd pointed out that rocks, being indig-
enous to every nation’s environment, were
not banned by the treaty. “We can be sure,”
and the Chinese are secretly at work on an
advanced rock that could make America a
second-rate power.”

April 8, 1986—The Army today unveiled its
new M-16 anti-personnel rock designed to
fragment on impact.

Developed at a cost of $43.6 billion, it will
replace the now-obsolete 125-pound M-15
rock, which failed in extensive tests to get
off the ground. Some of the obsolete M-15s
will be mothballed for emergencies, the
Army sald, while the remainder will be sold
to “our friendly neighbors in Latin Amer-
ica™ for 3 cents on the dollar.

The Army purchased one million of the
new H-16 rocks for $1.39 each. The rest of
the £43.6 billlon went for new M-16 mobile
rock haulers with white sidewall tires, new
individual M-16 rock carrlers with chromium
handles.

November 3, 1985—Secretary Ludd asked
Congress today for $64.5 million to develop
an Anti-Rock Rock, (ARR) plus another
£82.7 billion to construct an Anti-Rock Early
Defense Line (ARED).

He cited CIA reports that the Chinese were
working on an Inter-Confinental Ballistic
Rock launched by a giant Chinese firecracker.

He sald the proposed ARED, a mile-high
net along the Canadian border, would in-
tercept most Chinese ICBR's, while the new
ARRs, sent aloft by mile-long rubber bands,
would shoot down the rest.

November 7, 1985—A worrled FPresident
today signed the Universal Draft Law requir-
ing all Americans over age five to work on the
Nation's rockpiles,

* “Our freedom will never be secure,” he said,
“until we have the world's largest rockpile
stockpile.”

July 4, 1986—The people of the world, fed
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up with working day and night on their na-
ttonal rockpile stockpiles, revolted today.

Chanting the stirring slogan, “We need
rocks like holes in our heads,” they marched
on the U.N. and demanded an entirely new
treaty. This one banned not weapons, but all
Generals in general and all Defense Secre-
taries in particular.

And so church bells are chiming and peo-
ple throughout the world are dancing in
the streets tonight—confident that they have
at last found the key to a golden age of
permanent peace.

Mr. Chairman, it is obvious that we
have completely burlesqued the SALT
agreements out of all proportion by hav-
ing the Secretary of Defense come to
Congress and ask for acceleration of the
items the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr, HARRINGTON) is now trying to
strike out with this amendment. They
are totally unwise, The White House ap-
parently concurred, in mildly censuring
the Department of Defense, and I hope
all here will join those of us who are go-
ing to be supporting this amendment.

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we have been listen-
ing now for about 40 minutes to a dis-
cussion in regard to the merits of wheth-
er we will or whether we will not remove
from this authorization $110 million ear-
marked for research and development.

The red herring has been thrown out
that this will in many ways usurp or ob-
struct the present SALT talks.

Nothing is further from the truth than
the fact that this would stop or usurp
or in any way damage the SALT talks.

The same gentlemen who have been
up here making all the remarks and try-
ing to strike down this defense project,
which is a matter of finding a better way
of defending our country, are the same
gentlemen who have steadfastly defend-
ed 50,000 grants to 69 universities which
are studying the ecology of the black-
bird and the sweat glands of the Gibral-
tar ape.

What a strange coincidence we have
in this House today.

The only thing this committee seeks to
do in the propagation of this bill is to
support the way of life of the American
people, to obtain better ways of defense,
to make sure that everything we stand
for and want can be perpetuated, and
preserved for our Nation.

It is a matter of research and devel-
opment on those items which are not af-
fected by the direct talks in Moscow.

Do not be lulled to sleep by the so-
called SALT talks. The Russians have
not changed their ideology. They still
maintain their same belief that they will
some day rule the world.

It behooves you and me, as members
of this committee, to stand fast and to
find out bigger and better ways that we
may combat the ways they have, by bet-
ter research and development.

That is exactly what this $110 million
will do, which my friend from Massachu-
setts seeks to destroy.

The other gentleman from California
who so eloquently read his remarks from
the Recorp, I believe must have run out
of gas today. Someone made the remark
awhile ago, “When does he stop?” I said,
“He will stop when he comes to the point
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where he has nothing more to project,
and then he will start reading from the
RECORD."”

This goes on every year when this bill
comes up, but I never hear this gentle-
man read one word into that REcorp
which would strike any portion of the
appropriation or the authorization for
a submarine building base at Vallejo,
Calif.

Mr. Chairman, I will yield back the
balance of my time. Let us get on with
the bill. We have other work to do. Let
us get on with it.

Let us vote down this amendment
without any equivocation.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, apparently the gentle-
man from California does not read the
paper very carefully, because if he did he
would find out how completely out of
tune he is with what the thinking of the
American people happens to be at this
particular time,

I am not a great one to believe in polls,
but I was rather attracted this morning
by the Harris poll, just made, relative to
the President’s summit trip. I believe this
reflects exactly what is going on in this
country today as to the thinking of the
American people:

By a massive 82 to 11 percent the American
people viewed with approval President Nix-
on's summit trip to the Soviet Union, and
by an almost identical 80 to 12 percent mar-
gin, the public gives its stamp of approval
on the agreement to limit the manufacture
of nuclear defensive (ABM) missiles.

In fact, all of the agreements reached at
the summit meetings in Moscow receive at
least 80 percent or better endorsement from
the American people in a special Harris Sur-
vey among 1,401 households conducted June
7-12.

I would simply say that while we do
not have to believe every poll, to be com-
pletely and wholly accurate, this is a
clear indication of the thinking of the
American people today.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. ARENDS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. LEGGETT. I agree with you. It is
completely accurate; 80 percent of the
American people certainly support the
President in going over to Moscow and
making these agreements, and I hope
80 percent of the Congress will ratify the
agreement. But I also think 80 percent of
the American people will expect, as a
result of this agreement, that we will
be making some kind of reduction in de-
fense expenditures and will not be ac-
clerating under the SALT umbrella. That
is exactly what the amendment of the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
HarrINGTON) does. It applauds the Presi-
dent for what he has done and says, let
us not do anything inconsistent there-
with.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
the Committee to vote down overwhelm-
ingly the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. HARRING-
TON) .
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The question was taken, and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were refused.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE III—ACTIVE FORCES

Sec. 301. For the fiscal year beginning July
1, 1972, and ending June 30, 1973, each com-
ponent of the Armed Forces is authorized a
maximum end strength for active duty per-
sonnel as follows:

(1) The Army, 841,190;

(2) The Navy, 601,672;

(3) The Marine Corps, 197,965;

(4) The Air Force, 717,210;
except when the President of the United
States determines that the application of
these cellings will seriously jeopardize the
national security interests of the United
States and informs the Congress of the basis
for such determination.

Mr. HEBERT (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that this title be considered as read,
printed in the REecorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Louisi-
ana?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HARRINGTON

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HARRINGTON:
On page 4, line 6, strike *“841,190"” and Insert
“794,167".

On page 4, line 7, strike “601,672" and in-
sert “526,524".

On page 4, line 8, strike 197,965 and in-
sert "187,242",

On page 4, line 9, strike “717,210" and in-
sert “535,458".

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
suppose borne by the success by my ef-
forts today I should make this briefer
than 5 minutes, but let me, if I can, have
one more go at it.

I read with interest the speech given
in the late fall of last year by the chair-
man on the Senate Committee on Armed
Services, JoHN STENNIS, certainly no
apostate of doing without a strong mili-
tary effort. He pleaded the same philoso-
phy that characterized his December
speech when in January or February of
this year he raised two serious questions
about whether or not spending between
55 and 60 percent of our total annual
military effort for both active and re-
tired personnel does not mean that we
are pricing ourselves out of the market
on adequate defense.

I had at the same time some comments
made to me by the head of the Selective
Service System, Mr. Tarr, last year in
testifying before my committee where he
had some serious reservations as to
whether we could sustain a purely volun-
teer army, which would exceed 2 million
people.

This amendment of mine to lower
troop strength levels aims at those con-
cerns. It does not have any magic at-
tached to the numbers in it, but it is
just raising for the Congress and the
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public again the question as to whether
or not we need 2.3 million-plus men in
3,000 locations.

I want to say that I read in the Wash-
ington Post today an article about one
of our adversaries, the Premier of North
Korea, suggesting that it might be de-
sirable to begin a bilateral reduction of
our men and theirs. If this man can
make such a suggestion, I wonder at our
inability to even raise the question of
lowering our force levels.

I think the time has come as the Sen-
ate majority leader (Mr, MANSFIELD) has
indicated to reexamine the basis of some
of our troop presences in various parts
of the world; and I would certainly cite
as an example of this the presence of
300,000-plus men in Western Europe
more than a quarter century after the
conclusion of World War II I would also
cite the numbers game being played on
the American public in Southeast Asia
where the last troop withdrawal there
consisted of only 6,600 men many of
whom were transferred to Thailand,
Guam, or onto the large number of ships
off the coast of Southeast Asia, creating
in effect an additional 150,000 to 175,000
U.S. military personnel in Southeast
Asia. And than I look at the number of
other foreign policy obligations inherited
from our efforts during the Dulles era
which seem to have persisted into the
sixties and even into the seventies and on
these outmoded commitments make me
wonder whether on talking about weap-
ons systems as we did in the early part
of this bill or in talking about the Active
Force level contained in this bill this body
should not begin to reexamine whether
an adequate defense costs 60 percent of
our money in terms of troop personnel
floating all over the world, and whether
in fact an analysis of this would not re-
sult in an effective decrease in troop
strength levels.

Mr. Chairman, I do not expect this
amendment will pass, but I would hope
that the Congress and this country and
the Armed Services Committee would do
something more than simply OK the
DOD’s manpower ceiling without exam-
ining the rationale for that level.

My amendment cuts our troop strength
levels fo 2.043,391,000 men. I offer this
amendment for a variety of reasons
which I should like now to explain.

Our ratio of support to combat troops
is the largest in the world.

Our standing Army is one of the larg-
est in the world.

Our costs are the highest in the world.

How can we cut this unwieldly and
unnecessary size?

Obviously we cannot cut the core
strength of the Armed Forces.

This core strength consists of the fol-
lowing numbers of personnel:

Number jn =7 ™™~
major mission ® T Number in
and support  combat skills

Air Force____
TRl e e

1,083,394
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According to the Department of De-
fense, these figures include trainees,
transient, and so forth.

Out of the remainder, I am proposing
to cut out the personnel included in what
DoD calls “productivity factors” and
what is in reality planned personnel ex-
cess. These personnel do not confribute
to combat effectiveness, provide no sup-
port for combat forces, and are not even
on leave, liberty, sick, taking care of
personal functions or included in other
necessary manpower losses.

The noncore personnel amount to the
following—and these are the numbers I
am proposing to cut:

In the Army: 47,023,

In the Navy: 75,148.

In the Marine Corps: 10,723.

In the Air Force: 181,752.

Over the past few years, the armed
services have developed very elaborate
and exact personnel accounting systems.
For this they are to be commended. They
now know the exact amount of time it
takes to perform the functions of the
armed services. They know how much
personnel time is consumed in perform-
ing personal functions such as eating,
taking care of paperwork and other per-
sonal matters. They know how much
time is lost due to personnel in transit,
sick, injured, AWOL, and in confine-
ment. All of these legitimate factors are
added together to make up a large part
of the personnel authorization request
which is included in this bill.

The legitimate personnel authorization
for the armed services is:

For the Army: 822,909.

For the Navy: 526,036.

For the Marine Corps: 187,668.

For the Air Force: 545,258.

These were not the levels requested.
There was another factor added in. The
Department of Defense calls it a “pro-
ductivity factor.” What this means is,
when experience and the personnel ac-
counting systems show that 100 man
hours are required to do a job, 111 to
140 man-hours will be allotted to it de-
pending on the service. In other words,
111 to 140 people will be assigned to do
the job of 100.

To put it more concretely, it takes 94
men to maintain a squadron of 12 F-4's,
Additional men are added to allow for
personal functions, sickness, leave, and
s0 on. Then, an additional 10 to 38 peo-
ple are added for the productivity fac-
tor. Unfortunately, there is only work
space for 94. The others, if they try to
work on the aircraft only get in the way.

Therefore, they do nothing which
contributes to national security. There
is nothing they can do. They can only
get bored, frustrated, disillusioned, and
in trouble. In Vietnam they might get
stoned on marihuana.

This is one reason why the U.S. Air
Force had 132 men per aircraft while
the Israeli Air Force, with similar equip-
ment and an enviable combat record,
has but 23.

This is one reason why personnel costs
are by far the largest portion of our de-
fense budget.

This is one reason why Lt. Gen.
George L. Forsythe, Special Assistant
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for the Modern Volunteer Army, noted
this March:

According to Opinion Research, 88 per-
cent of enlistment candidates list interest-
ing and challenging work as the most im-
portant aspect of a job, and less than one-
half believe the Army offers such work.

If this amendment is accepted, we can
have a leaner, tougher, better equipped
armed force with higher morale and at
less cost to the taxpayers. Not one per-
son who contributed to national security
will be cut. Not one unit will be cut. Not
one fighting man will be cut. Not one
program will be cut. All that will be cut
is waste, and we cannot afford not to
cut every element of waste in anything
as vital as our national defense.

Last year the House voted to extend
the draft for 2 years and implicit in that
vote was the idea that a volunteer army
would be established in July 1973. The
current troop strength level is a ration-
alization for extending the draft those
additional 2 years. If we lower the troop
levels there will be no more need for a
draft. In addition, even with the arti-
ficially high troop levels in this year’'s
bill, the Defense Department is still hav-
ing difficulty in making sense of the
draft.

In order to be able fo draft 25,800
people in fiscal year 1972, the armed
forces have had to do a lot of work.

In order to draft 25,800 people, they
have had to release over 140,000 mili-
tary personnel before their service was
up.

In order to drait 25,800 people, they
have had to deny reenlistments to many
who, in good faith, have planned to pur-
sue a military career. They have juggled
the mental, educational and physical
standards in order to deny formerly
qualified volunteers the chance to enter
the armed forces. They are still liable to
be draited, though.

I will not offer an amendment today to
end the draft only because such an
amendment is not germane to this bill.
It is logically and morally germane but
the rules of the House are such that
logic often does not prevail.

However, if the amendment before
you does pass and we do reduce our
troop levels to the 2,043,000,000 men, I
am suggesting we will not need a draft
and the DOD will no longer be able to
maintain the draft.

The question of our troop level
strength is one which the Congress
should face more often. It is one which
should be discussed fully in the commit-
tee, rather than the nodding acquies-
cence which has characterized the com-
mittee’s acceptance of the Defense De-
partment’s request in this and other
areas. It is a question which embodies
the entire discussion of national prior-
ities and foreign policy. The $3.5 billion
which could be saved by passing this
amendment could create a comprehen-
sive day-care system, or a catastrophic
health insurance program. It could al-
low the mentally retarded and mentally
ill in State institutions to be covered by
medicaid, and leave $2.5 billion to help
control drugs or revitalize our cities.
The list could go on forever.
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Let us act today to make our Army
stronger, better and yes, indeed, smaller,
Let us use these funds for the urgent
domestic problems we are facing. We
require a good defense. We do not need
an unwieldly and grossly inflated de-
fense system which denies us a decent
life in this country.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. HARRING-
TON) .

The amendment was rejected.

The . The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE IV—RESERVE FORCES

Skec. 401. Por the fiscal year beginning July
1, 1972, and ending June 30, 1973, the Se-
lected Reserve of each Reserve component of
the Armed Forces will be programed to at-
taln an average strength of not less than
the following:

(1) The Army National Guard of the Unit-
ed States, 402,333;

(2) The Army Reserve, 261,300;

(3) The Naval Reserve, 129,000;

(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 45,016;

(5) The Air National Guard of the United
States, 87,614;

(6) The Air Force Reserve, 51,206;

(7) The Coast Guard Reserve, 11,800.

Sec. 402. The average strength prescribed
by section 401 of this title for the Selected
Reserve of any Reserve component shall be
proportionately reduced by (1) the total au-
thorized strength of units organized to serve
as units of the Selected Reserve of such
component which are on active duty (other
than for training) at any time during the
fiscal year, and (2) the total number of in-
dividual members not in units organized to
serve as units of the Selected Reserve of
such component who are on active duty
(other than for training or for unsatisfac-
tory participation in training) without their
consent at any time during the fiscal year.
Whenever such units or such individual
members are released from active duty dur-
Ing any fiscal year, the average strength
for such fiscal year for the Selected Reserve
of such Reserve component shall be propor-
tionately increased by the total authorized
strength of such units and by the total num-
ber of such indiyidual members.

Mr. HEBERT (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that title IV be considered as read,
printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments fo be proposed to title IV?
If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE V—ANTIBALLISTIC MISSILE

CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION

Sec. 501. (a) Military construction for the

Bafeguard antiballistic missile system is au-

thorized for the Department of the Army as
follows:

Grand Forks Safeguard site, North Dakota,
military family housing, 218 units, $6,000,000.

(b) Section 403(a) of Public Law 92-156
(85 Stat. 423, 426) is hereby repealed.

(¢) Authorization contained in this sec-
tion shall be subject to the authorizations
and limitations of the Military Construction
Authorization Act, 1978, in the same manner
as if such authorizations had been Included
in that Act.
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Mr, HEBERT (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that title V be considered as read, printed
in the REecorp, and open to amendment
at any point.

The CHATIRMAN. Ts there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PIKE

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PIxe: Page 6,
lines 8 and 4, strike out lines 3 and 4 and
re-letter the following paragraph accordingly.

Mr. PTKE. Mr. Chairman, it will please
the membership to know that this is the
last amendment I am going to offer to-
day, and it may please them even more
that I am not going to ask for a record
vote on this amendment.

The point I want to make, however, is
how very silly we have gotten with our
ABM system money.

What these particular two lines in this
bill do is to repeal a law which this Con-
gress passed last year. The law that this
Congress passed last year said that we
are not going to build an ABM site to
defend Washington, D.C. That is what
the Congress said.

So we agreed that we were going to
build one at Grand Forks and one at
Malmstrom and one somewhere else and
one somewhere else. But we were not
going to build one at Washington, D.C.

The reason we are not going to build
one at Washington, D.C., was because
the whole theory of our ABM system was
to protect our deterrent force—that is,
our missiles. We were going to defend our
missiles. 'This is how the ABM got sold
to the American people.

Well, what happened? They went over
to SALT and made an agreement. The
only reason we are building this ABM
site or talking about building this ABM
site in Washington, D.C., is because it is
the only site that the Russians will let
us build. This is not the ABM site that
we wanted. This is the ABM site that the
Russians said we could build. They said
we could build this site because they al-
ready had one, and I expect theirs is not
going to work very well, and they know
it is not, so they do not mind very much
if we have one too, to defend Washing-
ton, D.C.

This is not a site which defends any
missiles. This is not a site which de-
fends the President because the Presi-
dent is not here better than half the
time. It might defend the politicians.

But to those of you who think it is go-
ing to protect or provide some protec-
tion for you, I just suggest that this is
going to be a prefty sporty course, this
ABM system. Because they say they are
not sure how they are going to design it
vet. But they are going to design it to de-
fend against the Cruise missiles. The
Cruise missiles are going to come in at
about 300 feet off the ground and we are
going to knock them down with nuclear
weapons. That is the system we are talk-
ing about.

We are going to use the Sprint missile

to shoot down the Cruise missiles which
are cruising 300 feet off the ground.

If I were a Russian, I would lob some
decoys in there and let America blow
itself up. Because this is about the
amount of sense there is in using an
ABM site in Washington, D.C., to fire
Sprint missiles against low flying Cruise
missiles.

T think that we ought to stick with the
language of the law as it exists today
which just says that we are not even
going to try to build this ABM system
to defend the politicians. If we cannot
defend the people back home, let us not
pretend that we can defend Washington,
D.C., particularly by firing nuclear weap-
ons at incoming missiles that are flying
300 feet above the ground.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. PIKE).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Pie) there
were—ayes 37, noes 54.

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers
Messrs, P1ke, HoNT, LEGGETT, and FISHER.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 128, noes
261, not voting 43, as follows:

[Roll No. 233)
[Recorded Teller Vote]
AYES—128

Frenzel
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gibbons
Grasso
Green, Pa.
Gross
Gude
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoskl
Hicks, Wash.
Howard
Hungate
Jacobs
Jones, Ala.
Earth
Eastenmeler
Koch
Kyros
Leggett
Link
Long, Md.
Lujan
McCloskey
McCormack
Macdonald,
Mass.
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Metcalfe
Mikva
Mink
Mitchell
Moorhead
Nedzl

NOES—261

Andrews,
N. Dak.

Archer

Arends

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif,
Annunzio
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Begich
Bergland
Blester

Obey
O'Neill
Pike
Podell
Pucinskl
Quie
Rangel
Rees
Reld
Reuss
Riegle
Robison, N.¥,
Rodino
Roncalio
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Ruppe
Ryan
Barbanes
Bcheuer
Selberling
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Stanton,
James V.
Stokes
Sullivan
Symington
Thompson, N.J.
Thone
Tiernan
Udall

Daniels, N.J.
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dingell
Donohue

Iman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Waldie
Whalen
Widnall
Wolff
Yates
Yatron

Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspinall
Baker

Abbitt
Alexander
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, Ala.
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Belcher
Bell
Bennett
Betts
Bevill
Biaggl
Blackburn
Bow
Brasco
Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron
Cabell
Camp
Carlson
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Conte
Coughlin
Crane
Curlin
Daniel, Va.
Danlelson
Davis, Ga,
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dennis
Derwinskl
Devine
Diggs
Dorn
Downing
Dulskl
Duncan
du Pont
Dwyer
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Eshleman
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell

Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frey

Fuqua
Galifianakis
Gettys
Goldwater
Gongzalez
Goodling
Gray

Green, Oreg.
Grover
Gubser

Hall

Abernethy
Abourezk
Anderson,

Tenn.
Baring
Blanton
Boggs
Broomfield
Broyhill, Va.
Burke, Fla.
Caffery
Clark
Collins, Ill.
Davis, 8.C.
Dent

Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hébert
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hillis
Hogan
Horton
Hosmer
Hull
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Kazen
Keating
Kelth
Kemp
Eing
Kluczynskl
Kuykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lennon
Lent
Lloyd
Long, La.
McClory
MeClure
McCollister
McCulloch
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEevitt
MeMillan
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Melcher
Michel
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Minsghall

Mizell

Monagan
Montgomery
Morgan
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.Y,
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols

Nix
O'Eonskl
Passman
Patman
Patten

Pelly

Pepper
Perkins
Pettls
Peyser

Dickinson
Dowdy
Erlenborn

Findley
Ford, Gerald R,
Fulton
Gallagher
Garmatz
Griffin
Griffiths
Hagan
Haley
Holifleld
Kee

Pickle
Pirnie
Poage

Pofl

Powell
Preyer, N.C.

Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Roe

Rogers
Rooney, N.X.
Rostenkowskl
Rousselot
Ruth

St Germain
Sandman
Satterfleld
Saylor
Scherle
Schmitz
Scott
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver

Springer
Staggers
Stanton,

J. Willjam

teed

Stecle
Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Vigorito
Weaggonner
Wampler
Ware
‘Whalley
‘White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Wiggins
Willlams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,

Charles H.
Winn
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylle
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

NOT VOTING—43

Kyl
McDade
MecDonald,
Mich.
McEKinney
Mann
Mollohan
Mosher
Moss
O'Hara
Runnels
Schneebell
Schwengel
Smith, Callf.
Terry
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So the amendment was rejected.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE VI—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec, 601. (a) Subsection (a) (1) of section
401 of Public Law 89-367 approved March 15,
1066 (80 Stat. 37), as amended, is hereby
amended to read as follows:

“(a) (1) Not to exceed $2,500,000,000 of
the funds authorized for appropriation for
use of the Armed Forces of the United States
under this or any other Act are authorized to
be made avallable for their stated purposes
to support: (A) Vietnamese and other free
world forces in support of Vietnamese
forces, (B) local forces In Laos; and for re-
lated costs, during the fiscal year 1973 on
such terms and conditions as the Secretary
of Defense may determine. None of the funds
appropriated to or for use of the Armed
Forces of the United States may be used for
the purpose of paying any overseas allow-
ance, per diem allowance, or any other addi-
tion to the regular base pay of any person
serving with the free world forces in South
Vietnam if the amount of such payment
would be greater than the amount of special
pay authorized to be paid, for an equivalent
period of service, to members of the Armed
Forces of the United States (under section
310 of title 37, United States Code) serving
in Vietnam or in any other hostile fire area,
except for continuation of payments of such
additions to regular base pay provided In
agreements executed prior to July 1, 1970,
Nothing in clause (A) of the first sentence
of this paragraph shall be construed as au-
thorizing the use of any such funds to sup-
port Vietnamese or other free world forces in
actions designed to provide military support
and assistance to the Government of Cam-
bodia or Laos: Provided, That nothing con-
tained in his section shall be construed to
prohibit support of actions required to in-
sure the safe and orderly withdrawal or dis-
engagement of the United States Forces from
Southeast Asia, or to ald in the release of
Americans held as prisoners of war.”

(b) Effective April 1, 1972, (1) subsection
(a) (1) of section 401 of Public Law 88367,
approved March 15, 1968 (80 Stat. 37), as
amended by section 501 of Public Law 92-156
(85 Stat. 427), is hereby amended by delet-
ing *“$2,500,000,000" and inserting *‘$2,700,-
000,000” in leu thereof and (2) section
738(a) of Public Law 92-204 (85 Stat. 716
734) Is amended by deleting “$2,500,000,000"
and inserting *$2,700,000,000” in lieu thereof.

Sec. 602. No part of the funds appropri-
ated pursuant to this Act or any other Act
for the Department of Defense or any of the
Armed Forces may be used at any institution
of higher learning if the Secretary of Defense
or his designee determines that recruiting
personnel of any of the Armed Forces of the
United States are being barred by the policy
of such institution from the premises of the
institution or if that institution of higher
learning is observing a policy which directed
the disestablishment of Reserve Officer Train-
ing Corps units at the institution despite the
continuing desire of the Armed Forces to
continue such training at the institution: ex-
cept in a case where the Secretary of the
service concerned certifies to the Congress in
writing that a specific course of instruction
is not available at any other institution of
higher learning and furnishes to the Congress
I,;xz Imv?stglmim“my t;.gc}x t’t;our:ae of instruction

portance to the sec
United States. A e

The prohibition made by this section as it
applies to research and development funds
shall not apply if the Secretary of Defense or
his designee determines that the expenditure
Is a continuation or a renewal of a previous
grant to such institution which is likely to
make a significant contribution to the defense
effort.
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The Secretaries of the military departments
shall furnish to the Secretary of Defense or
his designee within 60 days after the date of
enactment of this Act and each January 31
and June 30 thereafter the names of any
institution of higher learning which the Sec-
retaries determine on such dates are affected
by the prohibitions contained in this section.

Sec. 603. Subsection (d) of section 412 of
Public Law 86-149, as added by section 509 of
Public Law 91-441 (84 Stat. 913), is amended
to read as follows:

“(d) (1) Beginning with the fiscal year
which begins July 1, 1972, and for each fiscal
year thereafter, the Congress shall authorize
the maximum end strength as of the end of
each fiscal year for active duty personnel for
each component of the Armed Forces; and
no funds may be appropriated for any fiscal
year beginning on or after such date to or for
the use of the active duty personnel of any
component of the Armed Forces unless the
maximum end strength for active duty per-
sonnel of such component for such fiscal year
has been authorized by law.

“(2) Beginning with the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1972, the President shall submit to
the Congress a written report not later than
January 31 of each fiscal year and shall in-
clude in such report justification for the
strength levels recommended and an explana-
tion of the relationship between the person-
nel strength levels recommended for such
fiscal year and the national security policies
of the United States in effect at the time.”

Sec. 604. None of the funds authorized
for appropriation to the Department of De-
fense pursuant to this or any other Act shall
be obligated under a contract entered into
after the date of enactment of this Act under
any multiyear procurement as defined in sec-
tion 1-322 of the Armed Services Procure-
ment Regulations where the cancellation
celling for such procurement is in excess of
$1,000,000.

Sec. 605. SBection 412 of Public Law 86-149,
as amended, is further amended by adding
the following new subsection:

“(e) No funds may be appropriated after
December 31, 1972, to or for the use of any
Armed Force of the United States for the
training or education of military personnel
unless the appropriation for such funds has
been authorized by leglislation enacted affer
such date."

BEc. 606. The Secretary of the Navy shall
assign to naval shipyards for construction
a number of the naval vessels, for which ap-
propriations are authorized by this Act or by
the Military Procurement Authorization Act
for fiscal year 1974, that he shall determine
to be sufficient to maintain a Navy ship-
building capacity adequate to the needs of
national defense, in terms of preservation of
an effective construction work force and the
ability to respond immediately to emergent
demands for naval vessel repairs. The Secre-
tary of the Navy shall report to the Congress
not later than December 31, 1972, on the
Navy's plans for maintaining the naval ship~
yards in the future and in carrying out the
terms of this section.

Mr. HEBERT (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that title VI be considered as read,
printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, HARRINGTON

Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr, Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HarrINcTON: On
page 6, strike out line 10 and all that follows
thereafter through line 24 on page 7.
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Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
this is a perennial effort on my part.

It deals with military assistance to
our allies in Southeast Asia. We, in this
particular bill this year, in addition to
the $2.5 billion asked for by the De-
partment of Defense and the executive
branch, are authorizing an additional
$200 million for fiscal year 1972. This
increase is a direct result of the costs
incurred by the escalation of the Viet-
nam war.

First of all, without getting into the
merits of this money, which I will do in
& moment, this is a matter that deserves
to be before the Committee on Foreign
Affairs and not before the Committee on
Armed Services. It was treated that way
until 1967, and I can see no reason why
it should not be under the jurisdiction of
foreign affairs.

Since the administration is apparently
content to leave the request for military
assistance before the Armed Services
Committee, feeling quite properly that it
might receive somewhat kinder treat-
ment before my committee than before
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, we
ought to go into the merits of the bill
and raise some questions.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to com-
mend to the attention of those who have
not had a chance to do so the volume of
hearings conducted by the Committee
on Armed Services this year, particularly
the statement which appears on page
10269 by the Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs, Mr. War-
ren Nutter. Mr. Nutter appeared before
the committee this year in the usual
closed session and described at great
length the success of Vietnamization and
the program we have been able to con-
duct which he said guaranteed that large
areas of Vietnam are safe. In general, he
extolled the virtues of this money being
used in a proper fashion over the course
of the last year.

This is an example of self-delusion of
the highest order.

In offering this amendment I hope we
would consider that we have already
expended some $20 billion to $30 billion
in this fashion in giving assistance to
people who are told on an annual basis—
and we are told on an annual basis,
also—that they have the capacity to de-
fend themselves and that this money is
only to insure that this capacity is im-
proved each year.

I would say the disarray which exists
in Southeast Asia, wherever one looks,
assisted with massive doses of American
air and naval power, indicates the in-
credible failure of this and other policies
along the same line, It is my feeling that
if we persist in expecting somehow that
our allies do not have the capacity or
the will to fight themselves, but somehow
they will be given another $2.7 billion,
I feel we are throwing good money after
bad and at the same time are deluding
ourselves and the American people.

This matter should be before the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs and they should
certainly have a chance to approve or
reject it out of hand. I ask that the House
do that this afternoon.
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I yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. HARRING~
TON) .

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HARRINGTON

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HARRINGTON:

“Sec. 607. Subject to an agreement with
respect to the release of all American Pris-
oners of War and an accounting of Amerl-
cans Missing in Action, no funds authorized
to be appropriated pursuant to this Act may
be expended after September 1, 1972, to sup-
port the deployment of United States mili-
tary personnel or the conduct of any United
States military operations in or over South
Vietnam, North Vietnam, Cambodia, or Laos
or In or over the territorial waters of any
such nations.”

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman
and Members of the House, we come
once again to what I suppose is the most
significant effort that the House has con-
cerned itself with over the last 2 years,
the question of whether we are going to
act to in any way limit or end our in-
volvement in Southeast Asia. The bill
this year affords us the first chance to
participate in a direct way—with the
rules of the House being somewhat more
restrictive than those of the Senate—to
face this issue once again.

The language that you have before
you—and all of you have had it deliv-
ered to your offices in the last few days—
is similar to the language we had last
year on a variety of occasions.

Simply stated it says in effect that
if an agreement is reached involving the
release of prisoners of war and an ac-
counting of those missing in action no
money under this bill will be allowed to
be used for U.S. military personnel or
military American presence and the
American activity in Southeast Asia
operations in or over North Vietnam,
South Vietnam, Cambodia, or Laos or in
or over their territorial waters. The effec-
tive date would be September 1. In effect
the amendment would prohibit ground
combat, bombing, naval operations, min-
ing—all war actions by U.S. troops.

This amendment provides a chance for
the House to demonstrate to an increas-
ingly skeptical public, and one that has
long since looked to the executive branch
and the judiciary for a resolution of the
problems, that it has the capacity and
the will, if it chooses to use if, to begin
to do something about ending what has
been the most serious and debilitating
military arrangement in American his-
tory, and the greatest error in Ameri-
can foreign policy. We have seen many
deaths and many have been permanently
wounded, and the costs of this unfor-
tunate military action have been astro-
nomical.

All of us are familiar with the prob-
lems that have resulted.

All of us have been provided with the
figures and are familiar with the fact
that we now are reducing our presence.
Yet the fact of the matter is, as I stand
here today on the 27th of June, and de-
spite all these concerns, we will still have
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something under 50,000 troops left in
Southeast Asia or South Vietnam in a
military sense. We have, at the same
time, seen two additional air bases
opened in Thailand over the course of
the last 10 weeks with all of the in-
crease in manpower and planes that that
requires, and we have seen the presence
of between 55 and 65 naval vessels off
the coastline of Southeast Asia.

As I say, we have all heard the figures
given us on a regular basis to this effect
through the media and they show a
marked diminution of our presence in
South Vietnam over the last 314 years.
But we have not seen the same kind of
effort to tell the American public about
the marked buildup in Thailand and off
the coastline of Southeast Asia of our
naval vessels which brings our ability in
that area to wage war from air and sea
tr; a point that exceeds our ability in
1968.

We have also seen evidence of the fact
despite the professed concern about a
withdrawal jeopardizing the release of
our prisoners of war, we have added more
prisoners of war in the course of the last
10 or 12 weeks than the preceding 15
months before the invasion occurred or
before the hostilities broke out in a
more prominent way in April of this
year. Expanded war brings nothing but
more death and destruction and leaves
us daily further from our goal.

Despite some feeling that the issue has
been brought before us again and again,
and that the membership is not going to
change dramatically in its viewpoint, the
House, which is on the verge of seeking
re-election in 1972, is obligated to vote
again on this war. Peace initiatives else-
where are marred by the continuation of
all hostilities in Vietnam, particularly to
the levels that they have existed for the
last 2 months in Southeast Asia.

Frankly, I hope this body that has been
more willing to deal with form rather
than substance will come to grips with
assuming some responsibility for the
conduct of a war which has torn apart an
entire area and which has displaced hun-
dreds of thousands of people and which
has seen literally hundreds of thousands
of - additional people, combatants and
noncombatants, killed in the course of
the last 15 years, a war which has
brought us throughout the world the
suspicion and opprobrium of people who
have. historically been alined with us.
I think it is time for us to do something
in a positive way to face this issue once
again,; to give it a chance for serious con-
sideration, and I hope the positive treat-
ment that it deserves.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I shall not take your
time to discuss this matter. It has been
discussed and rediscussed—and has been
digested and redigested over the last 2
years.

Anything I will say will not change
your mind and I do not think anything
that anybody else would say would pos-
sibly change your mind.

We have plowed this ground and re-
plowed it. We have stated our position
and restated our position, and I think
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further discussion would be of no avail
and would be an exercise in futility.

Therefore, I ask the Members to vote
the amendment down.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word and rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I would state this, if
I had my preference, I would offer an
amendment that I had printed in the
Recorp at page 99:

It is the sense of Congress that the Presi-
dent negotiate a reasonable termination of
US. involvement in the undeclared war in
South Viet Nam and a return of American
Prisoners of War and accounting for those
American defense personnel missing in ac-
tion, It is the further sense of Congress that
if possible the President first negotiate for a
total cessation of hostilities in this war
theater by all parties including return of
all Prisoners of War; second, that the Presi-
dent negotiate for a total termination of U.S.
involvement including a return of Ameri-
can Prisoners of War without passively or
actively undermining the South Vietnamese
Government looking toward & complete Viet-
namization at the earliest possible date of
the land, sea, and alr forces; third, that
should the President be unable to success-
Jully megotiate either of the foregoing op-
tions that it is therefore the sense of Con-
gress that the U.S. having a continued inter-
est in the reiurn of American Prisoners of
War and accounting for those missing in ac-
tion and an interest in a stable balance of
power in Southeast Asia, that the United
States unilaterally and preferably over a siz
month period of time reduce its military ac-
tive and support role in relation to the gov-
ernment of South Viet Nam, Cambodia, Laos
and Thailand only sufficient to provide an
equal and reciprocal counterpart to roles of
support, including logistics and ad

played by China and the Soviet Union in
relation to the Communist movements in
North and South Viet Nam, Cambodia, Laos
and Thailand.

But I think we should have only one
vote on Vietnam, for this reason.

I think the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Massachusetts should
take precedence. I hope that we could
have a record vote on this amendment
to indicate it is the intent of this Con-
gress and the intent of the American
people to sell this war back to the Viet-
namese and to let them solve their own
problems—perhaps with some of our sup-
port, but not with our military men and
not with our military operation.

I do not think there is anything magic
about the date. The gentleman chooses
September 1, I think we should ecall it
as we see it. I do not think we are going
to succeed, but I do believe at this point
in history this Congress should go on
record.

Mr. CAREY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word
and rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to express my
respect for this great committee. I agree
with the Chairman—the ground has
been ployed and we have been over this
issue many, many times. But it cannot
be too many times while thousands die
and suffer and napalm falls on scream-
ing children.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment now because I think it is our
last opportunity to speak on the eve of




22534

the eonventions of the two great parties
of this country. Both seem to be conjoined
in a desire to end this war and to take
the war out of politics and to take politics
out of the war.

As I read the Harrington amendment,
in a real sense it supports in major part
the President’s recent statement when he
made what I consider to be a reasonable
and generous offer to the North Viet-
namese to end the war, based upon a
cease fire.

I ask a single question—When can a
cease fire begin if we do not end our
massive and obliteration bombing of all
of Vietnam. That is the kind of suspen-
sion of operations that the gentleman
from Massachusetts is seeking by his
amendment. !

The kind of suspension of operations
that the gentleman is seeking is the real
beginning of the cease fire which the
President requested.

This is our opportunity as a House fo
speak with reason and decision and to
say that we are going to support this mili-
tary procurement authorization as
amended and we are going to support the
President’s effort in Peking and Moscow
to grind down the cold war, to end hos-
tilities all over the world. We seek to do it
in such a way that we will be well armed
for any eventually, but will end the im-
balance and the disequilibrium of mili-
tary postures which this war has forced
upon us.

We are using up inventory. We are
using up billions of dollars that should
be obligated to sensible defense. We are
using our substances in an endless pur-
suit and aimless quest. Our efforts are
in vain because peace is not there as
long as we continue massive escalation
of bombing and a utilization of inhu-
mane methods to end this senseless war.

I think this House can support, and I
should like to vote for this military
authorization bill if we aim the bill and
all the things in it at the total defense
of our country on a balanced basis
around the world. There are danger
points and peril points that menace our
way of life and we must be prepared to
forefend aggression west and east.

Vietnam is not a danger to us any
longer. It is not the reason for this bill,
If we support the Harrington amend-
ment, many of us could vote for the bill
and support a military authorization
program which would really round out
our defense against future enemies. But
end the senseless use of weaponry in a
ravaged country, in a land where we do
not belong. I say this is in support of
the Nixon program to end the war. It
is in aid of Dr. Kissinger's mission
around the world to end the war. If a
cease-fire is what we are aiming for,
then all we are saying in the amendment
and what the gentleman from Massa~-
chusetts is saying in the amendment is
that we are going to keep our country
strong. We are not going to kick the
weak. Why keep booting around this
hapless enemy who cannot end the war?
If he goes back to his own land and ends
his senseless aggression below the DMZ,
he will be in worse danger in North
Vietnam, where we are bombing civil-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ians and whatever else is left to bomb
in North Vietnam.

I think we should now say, “Mr. Presi-
dent, we are giving you a bill to arm this
country. We are supporting peace in
Vietnam, but please, Mr. President, begin
the cease-fire by suspending military
operations in North Vietnam and let us
get back to the peace table.”

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to add my word to those of the chairman
of the committee, who has urged defeat
of this particular amendment. I would
like to say to the proponents of the
amendment that at this period of time in
history we should let things be as they
presently are. Our President—and he is
President of all of us—has made recent
trips to China and Russia for one single
and sole purpose; namely, to see if peace
cannot possibly be brought to all the
nations of the world. At this particular
time, I repeat, all we would be doing
through adoption of this amendment
would be to disrupt and discourage fur-
ther action, and negotiations between
nations leading toward a lasting peace
throughout the world. I feel it would be
a terrible mistake on the part of the
House to take any such action at this
time, and I urge that the amendment
be roundly defeated.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Massachusetts. I am no
stranger in this well when it comes to op-
posing this war. I have been doing so
since 1967, at least a half dozen fimes a
year. I can recall early in April of this
year when I went to one of those
Wednesday briefings. The Assistant Sec-
retary of State was there, and he was
asked why Hanoi was not bombed and
why Haiphong was not mined. It was at
the time the offensive had taken place.

His answer and reason was that the
North Vietnamese had all the supplies
they needed, and there was no sense in
mining Haiphong or bombing Hanoi.

Within a matter of days, on April 17,
to be exact, the day after Easter Sunday,
the bombing started and notice was
given that we were mining Haiphong
Harbor. The Democrats were going to
meet in caucus on that day, Wednesday,
April 19th. We all received telegrams
stating' that William Rogers, Secretary
of State, would be at the Wednesday
morning briefing, and would we be there.
How well I remember.

He reminded me of the briefing I went
to after the Cuban crisis, the invasion
that resulted from an utter failure, Adlai
Stevenson was trying to apologize. At
that time, the Secretary was saying that
he knew the bombing of Hanoi and the
mining of Haiphong Harbor was going to
be of no avail. What does it all mean? It
is a calculated risk. This could have been
done 5 years ago.

But we are not going to bomb them
into submission. We are going to have to
invade the country with infantry if we
are going to win this war.

This could have been done 5 years
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ago, but we are not going to bomb them
into submission. We are going to have to
invade with infantry if we are going
to win this war. Believe me, we are
going to have to invade with infantry,
and the day we invade with infantry
is the day World War III happens, and
we are on the brink of a calculated risk.

What has the bombing done? What
has the bombing proven? It has proven
nothing to me as far as I can see. It
admits failure, on our part, of our Viet-
namization program. It has made a
deeper involvement for us. It is buying
time? Buying time for what?

Victory has been an illusion, unattain-
able for anyone. What has it meant to
us at home here? A division among our
people, some 60,000 killed, hundreds of
thousands of people wounded, division
in our country, our not being able to go
after the priorities we want and that we
need for this country.

Some sit here in the back and talk
about our party disintegrating. Why is
it disintegrating? Because we have not
been able to go forward with the priori-
ties that face this Nation. And over here,
are these Members to go meekly along
and talk how in their hearts they are
opposed to war, but a twist of the wrist
from the White House will make them
change their minds and their senti-
ments?

I think this is a fair and honorable
resolution. I hope the resolution is adopt-
ed, and I hope the men will have the
courage to move through the aisle with
a green card.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, first I would speak to
what I believe to be a defect in the
amendment itself, a gap between its in-
tent and what it will accomplish con-
cerning prisoners of war. The amend-
ment states:

Subject to an agreement with respect to
the release of all American Prisoners of War
and an accounting of Americans Missing in
Action, no funds authorized to be appro-
priated pursuant to this Act may be ex-
pended after September 1, 1872, ...

The language of the resolution which
was passed by the House Foreign Affairs
Committee last week which reflected the
peace initiatives voiced by the President
in his May 8 address to the Nation had
in it:

Subject to the return of American prison-
ers of war,

In Eorea, we had an agreement for
release, but as I recall, there were a num-
ber of men that they claimed to have
released, and some of them ended up in
Red China and did not ever get back.
This language, “subject to an agreement
concerning the release of,” offers no real
protection to American prisoners of war.
I want to nail down that fact. We do not
even require that they be released, much
less returned. We just have to have some
understanding at the time we cut off
everything. I think that is no protection
for American prisoners of war.

Now, may I speak to the amendment
and its intent.

I would welcome a vote by this com-
mittee and this House in opposition to
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the amendment in its substance. We can
take a stand here today in support of
our fighting men and in support of our
Commander in Chief in his effort toward
peace and in his effort to win peace with
honor and permanent peace in our time.
I believe in a political year, when it will
take statesmanship to do so, that this
would be a right stand for this commit-
tee if we would vote no on the substance
of this amendment.

We can win an honorable peace. We
here have opportunity to strengthen the
hand of our Commander in Chief. Demo-
crat and Republican, regardless of our
differences, I urge this House to take a
stand now in opposition to this amend-
ment and its substance.

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I think that this
amendment, if it has been dubbed an
“end the war” amendment—and I have
heard it so designated—is clearly mis-
named. This is a *“continue the war”
amendment, and lef me tell the Members
why.

This is an authorization bill. We must
not lose sight of that. The pending
amendment places a limitation upon the
funds authorized in this bill. What is au-
thorized? A B-1—it would not even be
in inventory until at least the year 1980.
An ABM system—it would not be in in-
ventory for heaven knows how long. The
ships, the missiles, the aircraft, the
tracked vehicles authorized—they are for
procurement in the future. Nothing I
know of which is authorized in this bill
will be in inventory for at least 2 years.

As the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
ARrenDps) has said so often, there is no
pancake so thin it does not have two
sides. I want Members to look at the
other side of this amendment. Instead
of an amendment to end the war, this
says on the other side of the pancake that
the President can continue the war pro-
vided he uses weapons and equipment
which are either now in inventory or are
on order from prior years’ authorizations
and appropriations.

Voting to limit this bill does not do a
thing to end the war; it only adds to the
authorization of the President of the
United States to continue it.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, for 7 long and bloody
yvears, this Nation has fed the fires of
war in Indochina.

The price for this tragic venture has
been incalculably high—in terms of lives
lost and blood shed; in terms of oppor-
tunities wasted and treasure squan-
dered; in terms of our standing in the
world community and the health of our
own society.

In the name of peace, we have brought
only death and destruction.

In the name of democracy, we have
helped only enslave the people of South
Vietnam to a corrupt military dictator-
ship that depends on war for its sur-
vival.

For the supposed sake of honor, we
have trampled on our principles.

Yet, as each day goes by, the war drags
on, following the same litany of disaster
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that was heard time and time again dur-
ing the Johnson years. I opposed that
policy then and I oppose it now.

Aiter so many years, after so many
lives, you would think that this admin-
istration would have learned that mili-
tary venturism is not the path to
peace. You would think that it would
have learned that bombing will not halt
the killing. You would think that it would
realize that the corrupt military dictator-
ship of General Thieu does not promote
the self-determination of the Vietnam-
ese people. You would think that it would
learn that the only course for this Nation
to take is to extricate itself entirely from
the conflict.

But the President—rather than learn-
ing from the mistakes of the past—is
intent on repeating them. Despite the
fact that we are now in the seventh year
since the first vote in the House of Rep-
resentatives on appropriations for the
war in Vietnam, the policy remains the
same,

But there is one difference. On that
day in May of 1965 only seven of us in
the House voted ‘no” to war. Now the
vast majority of the American people
are with us in our quest for peace.

Time and time again the people of
this Nation have demonstrated their
steadfast opposition to this ghastly war—
in the voting booths, in the public opin-
ion polls, in the streets. Yet, this admin-
istration—as deaf as its so-called ma-
jority is silent—has ignored the voices
of the people and has fueled the fires
of war, Not only in direct opposition to
the will of the people, but in direct oppo-
sifion to the law of the land as well.

Section 601 of the Military Procure-
ment Act of 1971 (Public Law 91-156)
declared it to be the policy of the United
States to terminate at the earliest prac-
ticable date all U.S. military operations
in Indochina and to provide for the with-
drawal of all U.S. military forces at a
date certain subject to the release of all
American prisoners of war.

Yet the war confinues, with the Presi-
dent following a policy that can only
lead to further devastation, further
slaughter, further misery.

This policy must stop.

Angd it is the Congress that must stop
it.

For far too long this House has closed
its eyes to its responsibilities to the Con-
stitution and to the people of this land.
The Congress—and only the Congress—
has the power over war and peace. Yet
time and time again it has abdicated its
responsibilities. No more. This House
cannot turn its back on ending this war
any longer.

We have before us today an amend-
ment which can bring an end to the
killing, which can bring our troops home,
which can reassert the responsibility of
the Congress. This amendment—which
I support—provides that:

SBubject to an agreement with respect to
the release of all American prisoners of war
and an accounting of Americans missing in
action, no funds authorized pursuant to
this Act may be expended after September
1, 1972, to support the deployment of United
States military personnel or the conduct of
any United States military operations In or
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over South Vietnam, North Vietnam, Cam-
bodia or Laos or in or over the territorial
waters of any such nations.

Personally, this amendment is not as
strong as I would like. I for one do not
believe that this war should be allowed
to go on for one more moment—Ilet alone
until September. But it is a start. It
would constitute a mandate of the Con-
gress to bring the war to an end. It would
replace the vagueness which accom-
panied section 601 of the Military Pro-
curement Act of 1971, vagueness, which
the President has used as a way of avoid-
ing the policy set forth in that provision.

This House can no longer shirk its re-
ponsibilities. No longer can it be allowed
to close its eyes to a war which has
drained our resources and stained our
conscience. No longer can it be allowed
to close its eyes to a war which has sacri-
ficed the lives of thousands of our most
precious possessions—our young men. No
longer can it be allowed to close its eyes
to a war which has warped our priorities,
brought the twin plagues of unemploy-
ment and inflation to our economy, and
created bitterness and division among
our people.

It's time for the House to assume its
constitutional responsibility for war and
peace. It has been clear for a long time
that Congress must exercise its power
of the purse and cut off funds for the
war—if the war is to end. Let us delay no
longer.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

My colleagues in the House know there
are few Members who have supported the
South Vietnam effort more than the gen-
tleman addressing this House now. From
the beginning I strongly believed we had
a role in Vietnam and we had a commit-
ment to the people of Vietnam. I sup-
ported this effort when it was obvious
the alternative would have thrown
Southeast Asia into Communist hands.

Had we permitted South Vietnam to
fall into Communist hands, surely the
old domino theory would have applied,
and all of Southeast Asia would now be
under Communist control.

I have made many speeches here in
support of our participation in Vietnam,
because during those early years I be-
lieved we had an obligation. But I just
as strongly believe today that our mis-
sion, the U.S. mission, has been long ago
concluded. Whatever obligations we had
to the people of South Vietnam have
long ago been fulfilled.

This amendment does not in any way
interfere with the plans of South Viet-
nam to continue the struggle for her sur-
vival and her freedom. Nor does it in any
way restrict America from helping
South Vietnam to continue the struggle
with her own resources.

But there has to be a time when we
Americans cut the umbilical cord. The
American people have been more than
generous; they have given more than
55,000 lives, 300,000 casualties, and $100
billion in expenditures. We have been
more generous in helping these people
struggle for independence than any other
nation in the world.

What we are saying here in this reso-
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lution is that the time has come for South
Vietnam to carry its own load. I believe
it can carry its own load. I believe that
South Vietnam, with a 1:6 million-man
army, fully trained and fully equipped,
with an air force of 1,300 aircraft, can
carry on the defense of that country.

Cur mission is concluded, and we ought
to bring our troops home and get our-
selves out of this tragic conflict.

I do not agree with those of my col-
leagues who say Vietnam was a mistake.
No, it was not. The American people had
an obligation to fulfill, and they fulfilled
that obligation. Now the time has come
for us to say, as of September 1, con-
tingent on the release of our prisoners
of war and the accounting for our miss-
ing in action, our involvement has come
to an end and the South Vietnamese
will have to carry the battle themselves.

Can they do this? I believe they can.
There will be some setbacks. Things
looked very grim a few weeks ago in
South Vietnam, but the heroic South
Vietnamese armies have come back. They
are holding their own. This battle is
going to seesaw back and forth for a
long time to come, but I have confidence
that in the final analysis, the South
Vietnamese are going to win the strug-
gle, because the American people have
given them the time to develop their
own defense capability.

America’s foreign policy ought to be
to help an ally until that ally is capable
of helping herself. That is what we are
saying here today. In our judgment Sep-
tember 1, 1972, marks that point when
the South Vietnamese take this struggle
over within their own resources.

I am perfectly willing to help them
with everything we have, but they have
to carry the battle. This battle could last
another 20 years, and I do not believe
anyone in this Chamber is going to tol-
erate it for that long.

If you really want to get our prisoners
of war back and an accounting of our
missing in action, you will support the
resolution.

What we are saying to Hanoi is: if
you want us to stop bombing your cities
and if you want us to disengage, you can
make that decrease by giving us our
POW's. The next move is up to Hanoi
if we accept this amendment.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
the Harrington amendment to bring
the war in Vietnam to an end. I do
not agree with the argument of the
chairman of the Armed Forces Com-
mittee that this issue has been debated,
redebated and debated even more and
that therefore, there is nothing more to
debate. Mr. Chairman, as long as the
war goes on, as long as our troops are
being killed and wounded, as long as
bombs are being dropped on hopeless
civilians and installations needed for
communities are being destroyed, the is-
sue is an open, burning one. One fact is
clear: We should not be in Vietnam
today. We ought to gather our armed
personnel and our egquipment and bring
them home.

This amendment can lead to peace, It
is a valid, significant step toward the
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agreement sought by the President in
his speech in which he initiated the pres-
ent wave of bombing by our aircraft.
It establishes a fixed date for withdrawal
of our Armed Forces, subject to the re-
turn of our troops who are prisoners of
war and the missing in action.

The gentleman ‘Irqm Illinois (Mr.
ARrenDs), urges that we take no-action
at this critical point in time. That argu-
ment has been heard as often in the
years the war has been going on. Let the
President do it. But the President has-
not done it although there have been
a number of opportunities presented not
only to President Nixon, but to his pred-
ecessor as well. I say let Congress take
action now to initiate a peace settlement
that will bring this war to an end.

I support the amendment and urge its
passage.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by
Mr. HARRINGTON, my colleague from Mas-
sachusetts. The provisions of this amend-
ment—they are subject, of course, to the
freeing of all American Prisoners of War
and an accounting for all Missing In Ac-
tion—ecall for an end to the U.S. war ef-
fort throughout Indochina by Septem-
ber 1.

For many of us, Mr. Chairman, the de-
bate over this amendment is a distress-
ing déja vu phenomenon. Time and time
again, year after year, amendments
kindred to this one have come before
the House. Yet, all of them—with the
solitary exception of the Mansfield
amendment and this only after it was
emasculated by its opponents—have
perished on this floor. The frustration
many of us feel, vexing as it is, is not
limited to the legislative process alone.
The administration, still loftily aloof to
any counsel from Capitol Hill continues
to press the war in Vietnam without even
consulting us. President Nixon’s unset-
tling decision to mine the Port of Hai-
phong and accelerate the bombing, for
example, was made almost wholly in
vacuo. We, in the Congress, the elected
representatives of the people, learned of
the decision only after it had been al-
ready made.

As strongly as I can, Mr. Chairman, I
urge adoption of the amendment now
before us.

Doggedly defying solution for more
than 10 years, the Vietnam war will con-
tinue to take American lives and con-
tinue to drain away American capital un-
less the Congress acts to end it. The
devastation of Vietnam, North and South
alike, has not slackened since the early
1960’s. Much of its terrain, if not most
of it, has been pummeled past recogni-
tion—entire forests stripped clean, crop-
lands wasted, cities left in rubble, villages
blown off the face of the earth. Millions
of people live in terror every day of their
lives. And the United States, the Nation
that entered this conflict, like a messiah,
has not yet wrought the miracles nor
brought the salvation that Americans
had once expected. And it is plain—in
fact, obvious beyond dispute—that the
United States never will. The war simply
will not yield to American might.

Mr. Chairman, I em willing to con-
cede, quite freely, that the bombing of
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North Vietnam and the mining of the
Port of Haiphong have slowed the forces
of North Vietnam and the Vietcong. But,
Mr. qhairman. it will not end the war
itself."North Vietnam and the Vietcong,
just as they have for generations will
continue to fight. And Americans will
continue to die.

How much longer can we endure this?

How much longer can we sacrifice
American lives and American treasure?

Mr. Chairman, I say we must get out
now.

We have already done everything that
could be reasonably expected of us—
quite literally everything—to honor any
commitment we might have had to South
Vietnam.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, the sad part of today's exer-
cise is that we have been over this ground
so many times before. I do not know how
many more times I am going to be in the
position of making the same opening re-
marks. Once again, this House, this Con-
gress, and this Nation are being asked to
underwrite to the tune of more billions
support of the war in Southeast Asia for
yet another fiscal year. As a matter of
fact, all the occasion seems to serve is an
opportunity for more speeches and more
promises. Yef, in spite of the rhetoric on
all sides, in spite of the promises from
the administration, the war goes on.
Troops which used to be stationed in
Vietnam are now stationed in Thailand.
Bombers are more active than any of our
fighting divisions ever were at any point
in the war. Each time a move is made to
fix a date certain or to put a stop on the
expenditure of moneys, we are told that
to do so would be to rob the administra-
tion of vital time and diplomatic ma-
neuvering necessary to bring the war to
a conclusion. We have heard this same
plea now going on 4 years. It is high
time that the conduct of this war was
based on past record instead of future
promises. Is it little wonder that we de-
spair of a future perfect when the only
example we have before us is such a past
imperfect?

The truth of the matter is there is
nothing more to be said that has not been
said before. The only opportunity this
House will have in the foreseeable future
to reassert its constitutional authority
and reflect the wishes of the people is to
vote today on a definite date after which
no funds will be appropriated—Septem-
ber 1, 1972—subject only to an agreement
with respect to the release of all Ameri-
can prisoners of war and an accounting
of Americans missing in action. Continu-
ing funds for this war for another fiscal
year will not make this war more moral.
Continuing funding for this immoral war
for another fiscal year will not make vic-
tory ours. To continue funding this im-
moral, impractical war for another fiscal
year will not bring our troops home and
bring us any closer to solving the agoniz-
ing prisoners of war and missing in ac-
tion's problem than we were & year ago.

To continue funding this immoral,
impractical, agonizing war for another
fiscal year, however, holds every likeli-
hood of further dividing a nation al-
ready rent with discontent, of further
delaying our full attention to the prob-
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lems facing our cities and our towns, and
guaranteeing the alienation of a whole
generation of young men and women on
whose shoulders the burden falls most
heavily. What this Nation needs now are
more bills like the one passed just last
week, which was so appropriately termed
by the Boston Globe as the first real in-
dication of a conversion from wartime
psychology to peacetime hopes. Instead
of throwing more good money after bad
in the conduct of war in Southeast Asia,
it is high time this country concentrated
spending on reconstructing mid-20th
century America. When I think of the
legislation before my committee alone
on a whole range of vital matters running
from a program of national health in-
surance to genuine welfare reform, a
substantial improvement in the lot of
our senior citizens and a reformed pen-
sion system, is it any wonder that to-
day’s authorization for more money for
this war can only appear to be a sorry
example of misplaced priorities? If we
are going to spend money for defense,
and I have never been against a strong
national defense, then it is time that we
at least concentrated on those areas of
vital interest to this Nation such as the
Middle East and Europe and get out, lock,
stock, and barrel from the quagmire that
is Southeast Asia. Mr. Chairman, I urge
the support of this committee for the
Harrington amendment.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, it is
clear that all of us in this Chamber yearn
for an end to the war in Vietnam. The
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. HARRINGTON) is
deficient in several respects. It does not
provide for an ending of the war. It does
not provide for a cease-fire. It does not
assure the return of our prisoners of war,
or men missing in action.

Mr. Chairman, an effective end-the-
war amendment would include such vital
elements as I have mentioned and which
are included in the proposal advanced by
the President.

Mr. Chairman, those who today op-
pose the terms set forth in the President’s
proposal—and in my opinion, weakening
our bargaining position at the peace con-
ference in Paris—and delaying the day
when we can achieve an agreement for
peace.

Mr, Chairman, I will support an end-
the-war resolution which includes a su-
pervised cease-fire, and which contains
assurances—not just a bare agreement—
for the return of our prisoners and men
missing in action. The President supports
such a move for peace. Furthermore, he
is working unceasingly for peace—now—
and for a full generation of peace—in
the world. For these reasons, I oppose
the amendment.

Mr. KEOCH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Harrington end of the
war amendment. I am proud to be a co-
sponsor and one who helped draft the
language of that amendment. It is a sim-
ple statement. It says that:

Subject to an agreement with respect to
the release of all American Prisoners of War
and an accounting of Americans Missing in
Action, no funds authorized to be appropri-
ated pursuant to this Act may be expended
after September 1, 1972, to support the de-
ployment of United States military opera-
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tions in or over South Vietnam, North Viet=
nam, Cambodia or Laos or in or over the terri-
torial waters of any such nations,

There are no ambiguities in the legis-
lation. It calls for doing what I believe
the people of the United States want
done and I hope it will receive the sup-
port of this House.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the measure pending before
us and associate myself with the views
expressed by our very able colleague from
Massachusetts (Mr. HaARRINGTON). Al-
though I firmly believe that we must
have an adequate military capability to
properly protect and defend our country,
we simply have no need for the excessive
defense structure and clearly unneces-
sary military hardware called for by this
legislation. H.R. 15495 does nothing more
than authorize the expenditure of funds
which could be much better used in meet-
ing our urban crisis in providing in-
creased and improved health-care pro-
grams, educational programs, job train-
ing and placement, urgently needed
housing, and the myriad of other essen-
tial domestic needs. The military pro-
curement bill simply perpetuates our
grossly distorted national priorities and
further involves this country in an il-
legal, immoral, astronomically expensive
and bloody military misadventure in
Southeast Asia.

One of the particularly disturbing fea-
tures of this bill is the vast sums author-
ized for weapons systems whose neces-
sity is highly questionable, both fiscally
and militarily. The measure seems to au-
thorize nothing more than playthings for
a group of generals and admirals and to
serve the ends of various narrow special
interests. For example, even though the
Armed Services Committee did not ap-
prove the request to construct an addi-
tional seven DD-963 type destroyers, it
has provided almost $300 million to help
bail out the prime contractor, Litton In-
dustries. It should be observed that the
company is faced with a serious financial
crisis because of enormous cost overruns
on previous DD-963 class destroyers and
a smaller number of LHA amphibious as-
sault ships, on which Litton is 2 years
behind schedule.

As another prime example of the ill-
conceived programs authorized by this
legislation is funds for the CVAN-T0 nu-
clear carrier. We are being asked to au-
thorize the expenditure of almost $300
million for long leadtime items for this
vessel even though full authorization
for the ship will not be requested until
fiscal year 1974. The current estimate for
the complete carrier is $§951 million—not
including the approximately 90 aircraft
or four nuclear missile-equipped destroy-
ers and attack submarine escorts. Tak-
ing into consideration a certain level of
inflation and usual construction delays,
it is not inconeceivable that this carrier
will end up costing over $1 billion. In ad-
dition to the question of economics, a
vessel of this size will be highly vulnera-
ble to a concentrated attack by sophis-
ticated land-based aireraft or submarines
and the increasing improvement in sur-
face-to-surface missiles will further re-
strict carrier operations. Furthermore,
the CVAN-T0 will be of questionable util-
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ity and many of the jobs envisioned for
it can easily be accomplished by other,
far less expensive ships. Finally, as our
distinguished colleague from California
(Mr, LecGeETT) has aptly observed in his
dissenting views, the present force of 15
attack carriers is more than sufficient to
meet projected military requirements and
the need for nuclear propulsion is only
marginal. Certainly we should fully sup=
port Mr. LEcGETT's amendment to delete
the $299 million requested for the pro-
curement of long-leadtime items for the
CVAN-T0.

This legislation contains a wide variety
of other highly disturbing provisions and
authorizations which are too numerous
to mention. However, one especially
repressive provision—section 602 which
prohibits the expenditure of Defense
funds at colleges and universities which
either bar military recruiters or have
phased out ROTC programs—deserves
special mention. This myopic, illcon-
sidered and narrow provision is nothing
more than an attempt to punish those
schools which have decided that military
training is no longer an appropriate
component of their curriculums and fo
intimidate other schools who may he
contemplating similar action. This puni-
tive section is a blatant denial of aca-
demic freedom and does not take into
consideration the many amicable agree-
ments which have been reached over the
past several years between the military
services and institutions of higher learn-
ing. Not only will it deny active-duty
military personnel the opportunity to
secure quality educational and academic
advancement at many schools but this
shortsighted and petulant attitude will
prevent important and strategic work
directly related to our basic defense pos-
ture from being performed. The research
and development conducted on college
campuses ' has always been important
and, in many instances, has provided a
much needed breath of fresh air in the
otherwise regimented and confining at-
mosphere of the Armed Forces. We must
not allow this situation to end, regard-
less as to whether or not a school will
allow its students to receive academic
credit for military, air, or naval science
or to listen to military recruiters.

Mr. Chairman, in addition to the fact
that many of the weapons systems pro-
posed in this measure are inconsistent
with the letter and spirit of the SALT
agreements and the interim agreement
on offensive weapons systems as well as
the fact that the vast sums authorized
by H.R. 15495 sink us deeper into debt
and prohibit the implementation of many
highly necessary and desperately re-
quired domestic programs, the legislation
before us continues to involve us in this
tragic war in Southeast Asia. Over the
past 10 years we have spent some $150
billion at a cost of 50,000 lives and
300,000 wounded. Yet, we are now being
asked to authorize an additional $2.7 bil-
lion in military assistance, not to men-
tion the ufilization of other programs
authorized by this legislation in the war
zone. This insane attitude and essentially
regressive course must be halted. The
Congress must exercise its constitution-
ally guaranteed prerogatives and refrain
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from simply rubberstamping the requests
made by the military brass and their
civilian servants. The legislative branch
must take the initiative in bringing a
halt to this irresponsible spending and
must take affirmative action to redirect
the course of this Nation before we are
allowed to plunge further into one mili-
tary fiasco after another. The level of
military personnel called for in this
measure is wholly unnecessary and by
bringing active duty troop ceilings more
into line we can save well over $3 billion.
By exercising our authority we can save
additional billions by terminating useless
and costly weapons systems and poorly
planned, poorly implemented procure-
ment programs. Finally, we can take the
long overdue step of bringing this sense-
less war to an end by supporting Mr.
HarrINGTON'S proposed amendment to
terminate funds under this measure on
September 1 of this year conditional upon
the release of American prisoners of war.
It has been accurately noted by a number
of our colleagues that even though cer-
tain administration officials claim that
the Vietnamization program is success-
ful, military expenditures for Vietnam
are continuing to rise. Contrary to ad-
ministration claims, an end does not ap-
pear to be in sight and troops are simply
being shifted from one battle zone to
another in a macabre game of military
hopscotch in Southeast Asia. By discon-
tinuing the availability of funds we can
effectively end this tragic and dark chap-
ter of American history. I urge our col-
leagues to fully support this important
amendment.

Mr. ASHLEY, Mr. Chairman, on May 9
I stated my support of a resolution,
then under consideration by the House
Committee on Foreign Affairs, to set a
date to terminate U.S. military involve-
ment in Indochina, subject only to ob-
taining the release of our prisoners of war
and all available information on the
missing in action.

It is still my firm intention to carry
out this pledge. I will not, however, vote
for the amendment of the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. HARRINGTON)
because in my view it is faulty in several
respects.

It is my understanding that a
majority of the House Democrats on the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs, to
whom was delegated responsibility for
drafting the resolution mandated by the
Democratic Caucus, insisted that the
resolution make provision for the safe
withdrawal from Vietnam of all US.
military personnel. The amendment be-
fore us contains no such provision and
this in my view is a fatal defect.

Furthermore, the amendment before
us calls only for an agreement with re-
spect to the release of prisoners of war
as distinct from the actual exchange of
prisoners, as provided for in the resolu-
tion of the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, it is my per-
sonal view that 60 days is an unrealistic
time frame for the cessation of U.S. in-
volvement in Vietnam and the removal
of all of our forces from Indochina.

It is therefore with reluctance that I
must cast my vote against the pending

amendment and I do so only because I
am assured that the resolution directed
by the Democratic Caucus will soon be
before this body for consideration and
vote.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I op-
pose this amendment because it does not
require as a precondition the release of
our prisoners of war,

Both the resolution of the Democratic
Caucus concerning this problem and the
resolution approved by a majority of the
Democratic members of the House Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs required ob-
taining the release of our prisoners of
war.

The present resolution refers simply to
an agreement and not to actual release.
I see no reason to go beyond the lan-
guage which has been accepted by our
party caucus and by the Democratic
members of the committee concerned
with this matter in a substantive way.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
ma.rg from Massachusetts (Mr. HARRING-
TON).

The question was taken, and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS

Mr, HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
demand tellers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers
Messrs. HARRINGTON, GUBSER, LEGGETT,
and FIsSHER.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 152, noes
244, not voting 36, as follows:

[Roll No. 234]
[Recorded Teller Vote]
AYES—152

Dulski
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg

Evans, Colo.
Fascell

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Annunzio
Aspin
Badlllo
Barrett
Begich
Bergland
Blaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Burke, Mass,
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Celler
Chisholm
Clay
Collins, Iil.
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Curlin
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Dellums
Denholm
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dow
Drinan

McCloskey
McCormack
McKay
Macdonald,
Mass

Madden
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mikva
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Moorhead
Murphy, Il1.
Natcher
Nedzi
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
. O'Neill
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Podell
Preyer, N.C.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Rangel
Rees
Reld
Reuss
Riegle
Rodino
Roe
Roncalio
Rooney, Pa.
Rosgenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Roy

Ford,
William D.
Fraser
Frenzel
Galifianakis
Gaydos
Gilaimo
Gibbons
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Griffiths

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
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Roybal
Ruppe
Ryan

8t Germain
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Seiberling
Smith, Iowa
Snyder

Abbitt
Anderson, Il11.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,
Dak.

Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspinall
Baker
Belcher

Blackburn
Bolling
Bow
Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis,
Byron
Cabell
Camp
Carlson
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Colller
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Crane
Danliel, Va.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Délaney
Dellenback
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
du Pont
Dwyer
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Eshleman
Evins, Tenn.
Findley
Fish
Pisher
Flood
Flowers
Foley
Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Prey
Fuqua
Garmatz
Gettys

Abernethy
Abourezk
Anderscn,
Tenn.
Baring
Blanton
Boggs
Broomfleld
Burke, Fla.
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Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Steele
Stokes
Sullivan

Thompson, N.J.

Tiernan
Udall

NOES—244

Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Haley
Hall
Halpern
Hammer-
schmidt
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Hastings
Hays
Hébert
Henderson
Hillis
Hogan
Horton
Hosmer
Hull
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Eazen
Eeating
Keith
Eemp

Eing
Kluczynskl
EKuykendall
Landgrebe
Latta

Lennon
Lent

Lloyd
Long, La.
Lujan
McClory
MecClure
McCollister
McCulloch
McEwen
McFall
McEKevitt
MecMillan
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif,

Miller, Calif,
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minshall
Mizell
Mcnagan
Montgomery
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Konski
Passman
Patman
Pelly

Pettis
Peyser
Pickle

NOT VOTING—

Caffery
Clark
Davis, 8.C.
Dent
Dickinson
Dowdy
Erlenborn
Esch
Flynt

Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Whalen
Wolff

Yates
Yatron

Pike

Pirnie

Poage

Poff

Powell

Price, I1L.
Price, Tex.
Purcell

Quie

Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rogers
Rooney, N.X.
Runnels
Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield
Saylor

Smith, Calif.
Smith, N.Y.
Spence
Springer
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Steed

Btelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield

Talcott

Taylor
‘Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone

Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
‘Wampler
Ware

Whalley
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams

Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

36

Ford, Gerald R.
Fulton
Gallagher
Griffin

Hagan
Holifield

Kee

Kyl

Landrum
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McDade
McDonald,
Mich. Mosher

McKinney Moss

So the amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, MIKVA

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Migva: At page
10 of H.R. 15495, following line 14, add the
following new section:

“S8ec. 606. No funds authorized to be ap-
propriated pursuant to this Act may be ex-
pended for the bombing or the destruction
of the dams, dikes or hydraulic systems of
North Vietnam.”

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, chis last
week in the Washington area and
throughout the east coast we became
aware of the kind of damage to life and
property that floods can cause. This was
a natural disaster here in the United
States. There was not much that we could
do about it before it happened. We are
aware that millions of people painstak-
ingly are going to have to put together
their lives and their property, they have
suffered incredible tragedy.

It is in the context of that natural ca-
lamity that I offer this amendment to
put the Congress on record as saying
that we do not wish to have an unnat-
ural calamity of that sort in Vietnam.

I refer to the question of whether or
not we ought to bomb the dikes and dams
of North Vietnam., Mr. Chairman, those
are not military targets. Mr. Chairman,
what turns on this amendment is the
well-being and the lives of the civilian
population of North Vietnam.

It is estimated that millions of lives
could be lost if we bombed those dikes.
We could wipe out the entire food sup-
ply of North Vietnam. We could destroy
their homes. We could destroy any pos-
sibility of their having a sanctuary.

Mr. Chairman, in 1967 and in 1965
the former Secretary of Defense resisted
the temptation when others proposed the
bombing of these dikes by saying, and I
am quoting: “There may be a limit be-
yond which many Americans and much
of the world will not permit the United
States to go.”

I would suggest that the Congress of
the United States ought to see to it that
the United States does not go beyond that
limit. Some day we are going to have to
reckon with ourselves, with our own
opinion of ourselves and with world opin-
ion, in relation to the things that we
did or did not do in Vietnam. I should
hate to see this further escalation on the
conscience of this country and on the
conscience of the Congress.

What the amendment provides is that
no funds be spent for the purpose of
bombing the dikes or dams. Those are
civilian targets. There are no military
targets involved in those dikes and dams.
Unless we are inferested in causing civil-
ian casualties and deaths and starvation
on a mass scale, we ought to adopt this
amendment, If in fact it is not the policy
of this country to do so, then it will be
gentle surplusage on which some of us
can salve our consciences after the war
is over. If there are any who are think-
ing that we are going to engage in such

Mollochan
Morgan

Rousselot
Schneebeli
Schwengel
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an escalation of the war, then the Con-
gress ought to prevent it. I urge the
amendment be adopted.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MIKVA. I yield to my colleague
from California.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I cer-
tainly compliment the gentleman for
proposing this amendment. As I recall,
both President Johnson and President
Nixon have from time to time, or at one
time or another, said that they would
not do such a horrible thing as to bomb
the dikes; am I not correct?

Mr. MIKVA. That is correct.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. So what
we are doing here, if we support this
amendment, would be to establish the
policy of both sides of the aisle as far
as the war is concerned.

Mr. MIKVA. That is correct.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I really
think that the vote should be unanimous,
because I do not think any American
would want that kind of an action on
his conscience.

Mr. MIKVA. I thank the gentleman.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MIKVA. I yield to the genfle-
woman from New York.

Mrs. ABZUG. I wish to compliment the
gentleman from Illinois for having of-
fered the amendment which is before us.
I believe the real issue here is: when
will the time come when we will assert
congressional effort and influence on the
policies of government?

I have been in this House for about a
yvear and a half. I thought that today this
House would assert its constitutional
power to influence the policy in getting
us out of Vietnam. Having failed to do
that, we should at least assert our power
to prevent the President from bombing
the dikes.

I do not believe that any stretch of the
imagination could permit these dikes to
be categorized as military targets. They
are the factor which makes the marshy
delta region into a habitable area; with-
out them, it would be completely flooded,
and no one could live there. We are now
at the time of the year when the water
behind the dikes is at its highest point.
As Anthony Lewis wrote in yesterday’s
New York Times—

No one should be in any doubt about what
systematic destruction of the dikes at this
time might mean. It would bring into play,
Justifiably for or.ce, that much-abused word
genocide.

Fifteen mli.lon people live on the Tonkin
plain, one of the more densely populated
areas of the word. Some would drown in
floods if the dikes failed; many more would
be In danger of starvation after flooding of
the rice paddies.

Is this the means by which this na-
tion intends to assure democracy for the
people of Vietnam? Is this the way we
intend to bring about peace?

We face the fact that most of the peo-
ple in this House and in this country
believe this war should be ended. I would
hope Members of this House could act in
support of this amendment. I think it is
within the rights and responsibilities of
this Congress to deal with it, so that we

22539

do not continue this cruel effort in
Vietnam.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr, Chairman, I would like to com-
mend the gentleman on his statement. I
cannot think of anything that would be
more helpful to the Communists than to
say we would not knock out those power-
plants and those dams. If we want to
help the Communists, all we have to do
is support that amendment.

Since I want to help our troops and our
country I urge my colleagues to vote
“No.”

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment and to
point out the fact that the amendment is
really not applicable to this bill at all,
because there is no money in this bill
for any bombs which could be used in
such bombing.

Also I want to direct the attention of
the House to the fact that not until the
unrestrained bombing became effective
in North Vietnam did the North Viet-
namese show an inclination to come to
the peace table.

I suggest that this amendment is cer-
tainly not in order and should be voted
down.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MIKVA).

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.JACOBS

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Jacoes: On
page 11, after line 4, add:

“Sec. 607. No part of the funds authorized
by this Act shall be used to purchase goods
or services from a supplier which compen-
sates any officer or employee at a rate In ex-
cess of level II of the Executive Schedule
under section 5813 of title 6, United States
Code, and which, in the aggregate, derives
more than one-half of its gross income from
the Federal Government.”

Mr. JACOEBS. Mr. Chairman, I hate to
be a pessimist, but this amendment will
not pass, and the reason it will not pass
is that it is a conforming amendment
to the amendment that was accepted by
the House on June 1 of this year. Per-
haps Members will recall that an amend-
ment was offered to limit salaries paid
by the Public Broadcasting Corporation
to its employees. The limit was set at the
legal salaries paid to Members of Con-
gress, $42,500 a year.

Not only do I predict that this amend-
ment, which does the same thing with
regard to defense corporations who do
more than 50 percent of their business
with the Federal Government, will not
pass, but I also predict that generally
speaking the people who voted for the
Public Broadcasting amendment will
vote against this one, even though the
Government buys from both kinds of
corporations—public entertainment and
information from the one and war im-
plements from the other.

The first question which came up in
the case of the public broadcasting
amendment was, How can we control the
salaries that a corporation pays to its
employees?
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My good friend from Louisiana (Mr.
WaGGONNER) provided the answer to
that question. He said:

No, we cannot llmit what a private cor-
poration pays its employees, but we can limit
what we give In grants to that private cor-
poration if they pay what we consider to
be excessive salaries to those employees, and
that is what we are attempting to do.

It has been suggested that the differ-
ence between the corporations involved
is that the corporations involved here are
profit corporations, and that is right. I
might add that their profits, according
to Government contracts, are dependent
upon a percentage of their costs—in
other words a no-risk taxpayer guaran-
teed profit.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, will the the gentleman yield?

Mr. JACOBES. I yield to the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. I just wanted
to ask the gentleman what makes him
think that the salary of $42,500 paid to
a Congressman is so excessive.

Mr. JACOBS. I offer no judgment
about that here.

I can only answer the gentleman by
saying I am just curious to see if the
House will do the same thing with these
military contractors that it did with the
public broadcasting contractors.

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

Mr. JACOBS. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS. I believe if the
gentleman will look at the record that
amendment did not pass, on the public
broadcasting. The one he refers to ap-
plied only to the officers of the corpora-
tion, but not to any officials of industry.

Mr. JACOBS. That is correct.

Mr, STAGGERS, The amendment re-
ferring to industry was defeated.

Mr, JACOBS. I am referring o the
employees of the Public Broadcasting
Corp., which directly receives income
from the U.S. Government.

Now about the Lockheed Corp., which
receives God knows what percentage of
its income from the Federal Govern-
ment, but certainly more than 50 per-
cent, Last year the Congress voted to
take the risk not only out of doing
business with the Government for the
Lockheed Corp., but also the risk of just
plain existing. And shortly after that,
less than a year later, the Lockheed
Corp. voted to increase its retirement
benefits for corporate executives from
$40,000 a year to $65,000 a year.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr, JACOBS).

The amendment was rejected.

Mr, BOB WILSON. Mr. Chairman, I
wish to state that I give my wholehearted
support to the passage of HR. 15495, the
military procurement, research and de-
velopment and personnel strength au-
thorization for fiscal year 1973. At this
juncture in world affairs there is no more
important bill for the Congress to con-
sider, at least no more important from
the standpoint of preserving this coun-
try in the forefront of the nations of the
world from a defense standpoint.

The bill has been carefully studied,
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worked over in most meticulous fashion
and deserves the support of every Mem-
ber of the House.

While my interest of course extends to
every aspect of the bill I would like to
draw particular attention to pages 29,
30, 31, and 44 of the fine committee re-
port that accompanies this legislation.

In those pages the matter of certain
urgent aireraft procurement is dealt with
in a manner that will be rewarding for
all Members to read. Included in this
important part of the report are a num-
ber of important references to the F-111
fighter bomber which is being procured
in very small numbers to fill out a fourth
wing of these magnificent aircraft.

The F-111 line will continue to run
until the latter part of calendar year
1974 but I think it a matter for our most
serious consideration that this line should
be continued beyond that time. The
F-111 has proved itself in every respect.
It has won bombing competitions against
very much more experienced crews in
other types of aircraft in our own inven-
tory and, in at least one instance, the air-
craft and the crews of Great Britain.

The price of this aircraft is known and
that in itself is an unusual matter today.
Its performance is known to all those re-
sponsible for our defense in the Depart-
ment of the Air Force, It is my under-
standing, and I certainly hope that I am
correct in my understanding, that plans
are being formulated to continue the
F-111 beyond the time that is now being
thought of for its closing. I certainly lend
my support to maintaining this line at its
present level of production until we have
a very much more certain picture of our
future defense needs. The F-111 is, quite
literally, a hedge against the future and
against contingencies that may face us
from a defense standpoint in that future.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr, Chairman, since
February 21, 1972, when I first brought
to the attention of our colleagues a most
distressing situation—blacklisting by the
military services of universities which
had phased out their ROTC programs—
I have on four other occasions inserted
into the Recorp statements deploring this
illogical, unsound, and punitive policy
which is a threat to the academic free-
dom of this Nation, and to the basic
strength and intelligence of our officer
COTps.

Many of my colleagues joined with
me in expressing their indignation at
this action and I have received letters of
protest and outrage with respect to this
policy. Yet, the Armed Services Commit-
tee has reported to this House legisla-
tion, HR. 15495, the Military Procure-
ment Authorization bill, before us today,
which contains language in section 602
prohibiting the granting of funds to in-
stitutions of higher learning which have
disestablished Reserve Officers Training
Corps units or have prevented military
personnel from recruiting on their cam-
puses.

According to the latest list issued by
the Pentagon to the chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, 14 colleges
and universities would be injured by this
provision. Based on estimates released by
the Defense Department for fiscal 1972,
this could mean a loss of $772,000 in re-
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search and development contracts to four
universities in Massachusetts alone—
Boston College, Boston University, Har-
vard University, and Tufts University.
That sum is more than 4 percent of the
total estimated expenditure of $18,000,-
000 for fiscal 1972 in research and devel-
opment contracts to institutions of high-
er learning, and does not include other
funds granted to universities under this
bill.

According to figures released by the
Department of Defense, the total DOD
obligation to institutions of higher learn-
ing in fiscal 1971 including research and
development contracts and other grants,
was $248,000,000. Of that sum, 11 of the
14 universities affected by the disquali-
fying provision in this bill received a
total of $24,305,000, or nearly 10 percent
of the total DOD obligation—three of
the schools which have disestablished
ROTC units on their campuses received
no DOD grants or contracts in fiscal 1971.

The universities which will lose sorely
needed funds under this bill include some
of the most distinguished institutions of
higher learning in our Nation. In my
judgment, Mr. Chairman, the propriety
of allowing or disallowing recruiters or
ROTC units on campuses'is a policy mat-
ter which should reside in the universities
themselves—universities which in a free
society must remain free to make this
determination and to define their own
relationship with the military.

The thought of blacklisting univer-
sities because they elected to exercise
their undeniable right to no longer par-
ticipate in ROTC programs should be re-
pugnant to the military and to all fair-
minded individuals. This type of pressure
and blacklisting introduces government
pressure for military objectives in an un-
precedented way into the academic life
of this Nation. I deplore it.

Mr. Chairman, as my colleague, Con-
gressman O'NemL has stated on this
subject:

The universities of this Nation cannot long
remain free and independent if pressure from
military quarters is to govern their behavior.

Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. Chairman, I
wish to take this opportunity to express
my opposition to section 602 of the mili-
tary procurement bill which prohibits all
defense grants in contracts and scholar-
ships to universities which have forbid-
den ROTC on their campuses.

It is remarkable that a provision, at
best a shortsighted and punitive reac-
tion and one which does nothing to pro-
mote the welfare of the military and
academic communities, should come be-
fore this floor.

The House Armed Services Committee
action is a classic case of cutting off
one’s nose in spite of one’s face, the no-
tion being that the universities are of
little or no use to Government and thus
should be cut off. In truth, punishing the
universities will mean tremendous losses
to the United States.

Historically, the isolation of one group
from another has brought misunder-
standing, fear, and alienation. Isolation
of military and civilian persons is a limi-
tation on both military and -civilian
learning experiences which may result in
officer demoralization, institutional mis-
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management and alienation between
academic and military persons. In these
times of change, it is vital to the better
management of all institutions that we,
as Members of Congress, support the in-
terchange of political questions. It would
be most unfortunate when considerable
misunderstanding already exists between
the military and academic communities,
for Members of this Congress to place
additional obstacles in the way of recon-
ciliation. Assistant Secretary for Man-
power and Reserve Affairs Roger T. Kel-
ley made this point to Committee Chair-
man HEBerT last September, but, as we
can see, the section was retained.

The most serious implication of section
602, however, is the loss of vital research
which has played a crucial role in the
development of national security think-
ing. Of ‘he contributions from the 15
schools affected by this legislation, the
following projects at Harvard University,
Brown and Princeton Universities are
just a few of those to be terminated
pending final decision by the Secretary
ef Defense:

A 20-year, $2 million project toward
the development of electronic devices,
for example, the maser amplifier, which
has made possible the DEW radar line,
Telstar communication, and deep-space
tracking networks.

The development of antennaes and in-
dicators used in submarines, airecraft,
rockets, and land-based command and
control with our Polaris/Poseidon sub-
marine fleet.

The development of heart pacesetters
and stimulators -vhich have helped to
keep millions alive.

The development of two master navi-
gation systems used worldwide for rapid
location of ships in distress and precision
navigation.

The development of the automatic
piloting device on the LEM module
which revolutionized our landing on the
moon—employing some 37 faculty
members and supported by the Navy,
Army, and Air Force. The same concepts
of flight control have been used for drug
control, inflationary problems, all types
of transportation, and biomedicine.

The development of theories of con-
tinental drift, guidance systems using
natural phenomenon, and world re-
nowned studies in sonar research and
polymers.

The impact of these changes are yet
to be determined. Hopefully, we will never
know that reality.

Finally, it seems especially peculiar
that the House Armed Services Commit-
tee would retain section 602 in view of
the Defense Department’s opposition to
it and the attempts made from 1970
through 1971 on the part of the universi-
ties and DOD to reconcile their differ-
ences.

On September 20, 1971, Assistant Sec-
retary Kelley wrote committee chairman,
Hfsert, of recommended changes of
ROTC legislation incorporated within a
national education association report
representing virtually all higher educa-
tion institutions which would:

First. Change the name, ROTC fto
Officer Education Program.

Second. Specify that the curriculum be
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jointly developed by the school and the
military.

Third. Provide equal status but not
professorial rank for ROTC educators.

Assistant Secretary Kelley said of the
report:

The report adopted by the six national
associations is a significant representation of
the policy of almost all institutions hosting
ROTC units. We feel that this has been an
honest effort on the part of the universities
to effect changes that they belieye would
strengthen ROTC and facilitate its continu-
ance on the campus. It is our hope that this
dialogue between the universities and the
Congress will continue. It reflects a high
degree of interest in helping to get the job
done.

As late as February 11, 1972, Secretary
of the Navy Chafee wrote to Congress-
man Drinan, who was notified by an offi-
cer that a list of 15 prohibited schools
had already been distributed:

I share with your concern for the loss to
the N&VY and the nation of the excellent
relationships previously experienced with
these institutions.

Clearly, this section, which precludes
any negotiations between the military
and the university is not only oppressive
but in truth, dictatorial. The armed serv-
ices are opposed to it, the universities and
education associations are opposed to it,
and military officers are opposed to it.
Nevertheless, the Armed Services Com-
mittee presents this section before us.

To be sure, if this section is enacted,
the House Armed Services Committee
would violate the timeworn, historic, and
celebrated traditions of academic free-
dom. The logical extension of this high-
handed intrusion into the university do-
main is that the Government shall,
whenever it does not like what the uni-
versity does, take action against them.
Three centuries ago, Charles II, acting
on political fears, ordered the burning of
books at Oxford. Surely, this Congress
does not want to go down in history as a
body that followed autocratic practices.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
express my strong opposition to this bill
and my support of the end-the-war
amendment. When I first came to Con-
gress, I stated that I would never vote
for any military authorization or appro-
priation so long as our troops remained
in Indochina and so long as our dollars
were being spent to wreak destruction
there. There are still thousands of young
American ground troops there, apt to be
killed even though not actively involved
in the ground fighting. Every minute,
tons of high explosives—napalm, anti-
personnel weapons, bombs that devastate
the people and the countryside—are be-
ing dropped on Indochina.

Richard Nixon promised to end this
terrible war. Richard Nixon said that he
had a plan. Richard Nixon did not tell
us the truth.

The killing goes on,

The bombing goes on—even more than
it did when Lyndon Johnson was in
pPOoOwWer.

The shattering spectacle of the most
powerful nation on earth literally wip-
ing out one of the smallest nations on
earth, cratering its every square foot of
land, turning its lush greenery to dead
shades of gray and black, goes on.
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We must withdraw immediately from
Indochina, from its air and water as well
as from its land. In addition, we must
withdraw all military support from the
puppet government of President Thieu,
instead of allowing our desire to keep
him in power to keep us involved in Indo-
china. This last aspect is a crucial one,
for we cannot do right by the people of
Vietnam unless we withdraw our money
and our hardware as well as our men.

Even if Vietnam were no longer an
issue, I could not vote in favor of the
committee bill. In line with our misplaced
priorities, it earmarks far too much of
our budget for weapons. In addition, it
violates the spirit of the SALT agree-
ments by seeking to stuff with funding
the loopholes which the Pentagon has
been able to find in those agreements. I
commend the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. HarrincTON) for his
amendment to delete the $110 million
provided in the bill to upgrade weapons
programs not covered by the literal word-
ing of the SALT pacts.

When the SALT agreements were
signed, Mr. Nixon claimed that they rep-
resented progress in slowing the arms
race; in fact, all they seem to mean is
that the Defense Department must shift
its ever-swelling funding to different
weapons. It is time for Congress to re-
assert its constitutional repsonsibilities
and to make the cuts in the war budget
which are being presented today as
amendments.

This House must exert its constitu-
tional power to end our involvement in
Vietnam, and to end it now. Today is our
last opportunity to stop this madness be-
fore we leave for the Democratic Conven-
tion break. Many thousands of innocent
people may die before we have another
opportunity of this sort. I urge the adop-
tion of the end-the-war amendment.

Mr, VANIEK. Mr. Chairman, I must ob-
ject to many of the provisions of the
$21,318,000,000 Department of Defense
procurement authorization bill. Several
extremely expensive programs included
in this bill are totally unnecessary, par-
ticularly in light of the recent SALT
agreements, and others would contribute
to the continuation of our disastrous
policy in Southeast Asia.

The promise of the SALT agreements
was a reduction in the number of costly
weapons systems which the American
taxpayer would have to pay for, but this
promise has been destroyed by the Sec-
retary of Defense's recent call for in-
creased arms expenditures. Instead of
pursuing the philosophy of nuclear par-
ity and sufficiency on which the agree-
ments were based, Mr. Laird has pro-
posed that we continue “full speed
ahead” to build new and more costly
weapons systems. That these new pro-
grams will contribute to a new weapons
arms race between the Soviet Union and
the United States has been the sad and
costly lesson of the last two decades.

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that at
this moment in time we have a rare op-
portunity to really slow down the arms
race. The recent SALT agreements were
an important first step in the right di-
rection, and perhaps now is the time to
demonstrate our good faith on arms
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limitations to the Russians by foregoing
the procurement of this arsenal of new
offensive weapons. If such a procurement
freeze on offensive strategic weapons
were pursued, the atmosphere at the
SALT talks might be most conducive to
the consumation of a really comprehen-
sive arms limitation agreement; after all,
a similar policy of restraint in the early
1960°s led to the Nuclear Test Ban Agree-
ment.

The administration’s policy of build-
ing new weapons as “bargaining chips”
is a dangerous and wasteful policy; its
effect at the SALT bargaining table is
dubious, but its cost for the American
taxpayer is very real. In fact, it is quite
likely that as we make new and more
important technical advances in the
weapons area, the Russians may well re-
fue to reach an agreement until they
possess the same technology. Thus, if
the President feels that it is absolutely
necessary for Congress to demonstrate
its resolve, would it not be far wiser to
appropriate these funds on a contingent
basis?

Even if there were no arms limitations
talks going on, several of the weapons
systems included in this procurement
authorization bill are of questionable
value, and perhaps the most questionable
of all is the CVAN-70 nuclear aircraft
carrier. Mr. Chairman, aircraft carriers
have been proven to be among the most
vulnerable ships in our naval armada. In
1967, one 5-inch rocket accidentally
fired from a plane on its flight deck put
the USS Forrestal out of action for
months at a cost of 134 men killed and 62
injured, 26 planes destroyed and 31 dam-
aged, and $100,000,000 in repairs. At the
present time, the Soviets have 65 subma-
rines equipped with advanced antiship-
ping cruise missiles similar to the type
of missile which sunk the Israeli destroy-
er Elath in 1967. One expert on the sub-
ject, Gerald W. Johnson, has written:

In recognition of their extreme vulnerabil-
ity (of the U.S. carrier), over the past few
years the Soviets have bullt and deployed
long range homing missile systems equipped
with 1-ton warheads based on submarines
(some nuclear powered), aircraft, and sur-
face ships. Such systems will have no trouble
taking out carriers and, if necessary, their
escorts as well.

To build another billion-dollar nuclear
carrier under these conditions would be
an act of folly.

The proposal to continue with the B-1
bomber also merits close scrutiny. Al-
though there are certain advantages in
having a mixed strategic weapons force,
it must be kept in mind that our land
and sea based missiles are now and will
continue to be capable of inflicting un-
acceptable damage upon the Soviet
Union. Missiles are also far more cost-
eflective than bombers, and they are not
subject to the relatively effective air
defenses which bombers must face. Thus,
although the value of the B-1 is debata-
ble, its cost would be enormous, perhaps
as high as $47 billion if, as is probable, a
new tanker is needed to replace the KC-
135. Because the present supporting B-52
force is not deteriorating very quickly, I
believe that a far more prudent course
would be to consider further both the
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need for a strategic bomber force and the
composition of that force, if needed. Per-
haps a modernization of the B-52 force
in the late 1970’s would be more cost-
effective than the development of the
B-1.

Finally, I am not convinced of the need
to begin a crash construction program of
the Trident submarine. When the Posei-
don missile program is completed in
1976, the U.S. submarine force will be
able to launch 5,440 warheads. This ar-
senal of nuclear weapons will be capable
of overwhelming even a “thick” ABM
system, even though the Russians have
shown no intention of building such a
system, and it seems most unlikely that
the Russians will be able to threaten
this submarine force within the foresee-
able future. In addition, one of the major
advantages of the Trident, the longer
range of the ULMS-I missile, could be
built into the present Polaris submarine
because the ULMS-I missile will be com-
patible with the Polaris launching tubes.
Thus, although a system like the Trident
may be needed in the future, progressing
beyond the research and development
stage would be premature at this time,

Mr, Chairman, I also cannot approve
of this bill, because of the funds it con-
tains for the perpetuation of the tragic
war in Vietnam. On November 17, 1971,
the President approved the Military
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1972,
Public Law 92-1586, a law which declared
it to be—

The policy of the United States to ter-
minate at the earliest practicable date all
military operations of the United States in
Indochina, and to provide for the prompt
and orderly withdrawal of all United States
military forces at a date certain, subject to
the release of all American prisoners of war
held by the Government of North Vietnam
and forces allled with such Government and
an accounting for all Americans missing in
actlon who have been held by or known to
such Government or such forces.

Despite this law and despite the wish
of the American people to terminate this
war, the present administration has
actually escalated the war by the great-
est aerial bombardment in the history
of man upon the people of Indochina.
This war never has been and never will
be vital to America’s national interests.
Yet, in order to camouflage the complete
failure of this Vietnamization program,
the President has decided, at a tremen-
dous cost in American prestige through-
out the world, to settle the question of
who shall govern South Vietnam by
physically destroying South Vietnam.
In my opinion, the horrors which have
resulted from this policy cannot be justi-
fled by this President’s desire to “‘save
face.” Therefore, Mr. Chairman, because
the courts have ruled that congressional
approval of military appropriations and
military authorizations is tantamount to
“congressional support” for this war, I
cannot vote for this bill.

I believe that this country needs a
strong military and that this country
must defend its vital interests abroad,
but I cannot vote for a bill which con-
tains incredibly costly weapons programs
which will do little to improve our mili-
tary posture and which have the poten-
tial to do much to stimulate a costly arms
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race and other programs which will pro-
long an unnecessary and divisive war. I
believe that our national security con-
sists of more than stockpiles of weap-
ons—it also includes our national morale
and the economic well being of our
people. Instead of pouring billions and
billions of dollars into unneeded military
hardware and instead of continuing a
senseless and tremendously costly war,
we must turn to the difficult tasks of
getting our economy on its feet again
and of patching up the differences which
have resulted from too many years of
war. Only in this way can we really en-
hance our national security.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 15495, the bill to au-
thorize appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for fiscal year 1973. This
measure which have considered today
provides for the procurement of aircraft,
naval vessels, tracked vehicles, missiles,
and other weapons, but equally and per-
haps more important for research, devel-
opment, test and evaluation of weapons
for the Armed Forces.

The grand total authorized is $21.3
billion, with a breakdown substantially
as follows: aircraft for the Army, Navy,
Marine Corps, and Air Force, $5.7 bil-
lion; missiles for the four services, $3.4
billion; naval vessels, $3.2 billion;
tracked vehicles, $251.3 million; Navy
torpedos, $194.2 million. The very im-
portant research, development, test, and
evaluation for all four services total $8.3
billion.

Now, Mr. Chairman, quite a lot has
been written and said recently about the
fact that the SALT agreement consti-
tutes a good beginning, but also an ex-
pensive beginning. I know that those who
make these charges are speaking sin-
cerely, but anyone who indicates that be-
cause of the SALT agreement or other-
wise this authorization bill has been
upped or increased, is speaking without
any respect for the facts. Before they
speak again they should look at the com-
mittee report accompanying H.R. 15495.

The truth of the matter is that the
House Committee on Armed Services
brought to the floor a $21.3 billion bill,
which was over $1.5 billion below the
amount requested by the Department of
Defense. The true facts are that the De-
partment of Defense request was for
$22.8 billion, which our committee cut to
$21.3 billion or a $1.5 billion reduction.

The committee accomplished changes
or departures from the request of the De-
partment of Defense by reducing re-
search, development, test, and evaluation
funds about $323 million, Another $309
million was denied for the Air Force's
Airborne Warning and Control System—
AWACS. The request for the Navy’s
DD-963 destroyer was reduced $363 mil-
lion. Then, in line with the treaty on
the limitation of anti-ballistic-missile
systems and the interim agreement on
offensive weapons systems, the author-
ization request for the Safeguard ABM
system was reduced $692 million, which,
of course, was based upon the presump-
tion of constitutional approval of the
treaties.

It should be interesting to note that
there were some really good nondollar
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modifications. Public Law 91-441 re-
quired prior authorization for personnel
strength for each component of the
Armed Forces as a condition precedent to
the appropriation of funds for this pur-
pose. This measure conforms to that law
as we provide the strengths for the dif-
ferent components of the military serv-
ices. Another nondollar modification is
the prohibition of multiyear procure-
ment contracts for weapons systems
where the cancellation ceiling for pro-
curement is in excess of $1 million.

The committee in the judgment of
several of its members took a step in the
right direction when it established the
requirement for authorization prior to
appropriation for the training and edu-
cation of military personnel. This re-
quirement will take effect after the close
of the current calendar year. Another
good move was to direct the Secretary of
the Navy to assign some construction of
naval vessels to naval shipyards, rather
than to perform all of this work in pri-
vate shipyards using the naval shipyards
only for repair and construction, as at
the present time. Along with other mem-
bers of the committee, I was pleased to
see that this bill prohibits the expendi-
ture of any funds to institutions of higher
learning where recruiting personnel of
the Armed Forces are barred by policy or
where the institution has required the
involuntary disestablishment of ROTC.

On the subject of personnel costs, we
should not forget that the efforts of the
Congress to achieve all-volunfeer force
which was approved last year has, when
coupled with inflation, meant that an
ever increasing percentage of the mili-
tary budget is required to meet person-
nel costs. In 1968 it was 42 percent of the
total. In 1972 it had risen to 53 percent.
In fiscal year 1973 manpower costs will
account for 57 percent of the total de-
fense budget.

Your committee has done its best to
wrestle with the problem of cost escala-
tion. We must take into account the
realistic expectations with regard to in-
flation, and the attendant increases in
wage scales. But the committee did make
a careful review of the defense posture,
and the committee wants every Member
of the Congress to know, if they have any
desire to understand present legislation,
that defense spending has increased by
a much more modest rate than spending
for other public programs. There is no
way to conceal the fact that present de-
fense expenditures have reversed some-
what the downward trend of the last
4 years, because the new obligational
authority totaling $83.4 billion is about
$6.3 billion above last year’s request, but
the great bulk of this or approximately
$4.1 billion is accounted for solely and
only in the increases in the cost of mili-
tary pay and pay of civilians working on
military installations.

In the consideration of this bill be-
fore us today, it would be well for us to
look at the comparison of United States
and Soviet military capability, as well as
to compare defense efforts of the two
countries and the spending levels of the
two countries. The first fact we should
note is that the Soviets have almost four
million men in uniform, and we have two

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

and a half million. While the Soviets
do not tell us much about their defense
budget, we do know that the annual de-
fense effort of the Soviet Union has been
continuing to grow while ours has been
shrinking. Their buildup has not come
cheaply. The fact that the Soviets are
willing, with an economy much smaller
than ours and more backward, to support
a defense effort as large as the United
States, bears testimony to the importance
they attach to defense.

Before I conclude these remarks, there
are some observations which I believe
should be recited for the record. We are
in a world of change, where our own sur-
vival should always be a goal of primary
national interest. I suppose even the
critics of defense spending do not gues-
tion this basic goal. They simply attack
the size of the budget. It seems to me
that these critics should take into ac-
count the unhappy fact that this legisla-
tion today is really a bill for survival, and
like the bills that must be shouldered by
any private business or the bills that
must be paid by the head of any house-
hold, it has been increasing rather
rapidly.

Critics of defense spending always
seem to advance an appealing idea that
we should divert enough money from the
defense budget—which should be called
a survival budget—to give more money
to our schools, to rebuild the cities, and to
provide more money for welfare pro-
grams. This kind of appeal, in my judg-
ment, is illusory. If we are really inter-
ested in survival, our strength must be
sufficient to deter any venture against us
by a potential enemy. Arms expenditures
almost certainly will remain high. But
even if we reduce the manpower, and
make our forces smaller, then they would
have to be placed on better readiness and
with more technological excellence. Even
if we have a smaller standing force under
arms, it must remain credible to a poten-
tial enemy. Who can forget back in 1962
at the time of the Cuban missile crisis
that our defense was strong enough to
convince our enemies? Then if there had
been any doubt about the strength of our
defense, the enemy would have run the
risk of battle and all of our deterrents
would have failed.

The dollar amount in this bill s large.
This is because of wage-price inflation;
the rapid technological advances requir-
ing newer and newer military hardware
all of the time; and then while not in this
bill there are the high manpower costs,
which are the highest ever presented in
any annual Department of Defense
budget.

‘When I suggested that the committee
had done a commendable job by reducing
the dollar amount in this bill by $1.5 bil-
lion, I did not mean to leave the sugges-
tion that we cannot do better. We must
improve on our weapons acquisition
process, We must not rush into the pro-
duction of weapons before they have been
fully developed. We must avoid overso-
phistication of weapons. Overly complex
weapons are expensive to maintain and
may even be unreliable. In the future we
must make an effort not to load down
every weapons system with nonessential
complex features, and that is why I think
we should make a broader use of proto-
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types in furtherance of the slogan, “fly
before you buy.”

None of these problems have simple
answers. Nuclear powered aireraft car-
riers are very expensive. The new genera-
tion of ballistic missile firing nuclear sub-
marines will also be very expensive. It is
no longer possible to argue whether a
rich nation ean afford both guns and but-
ter no matter what quantities are needed.
Even though defense costs are today tak-
ing a smaller portion of our national
budget, that is no reason we should not
continue to apply such restraints as to
plan better, shop better, and get more
value for our dollars.

We can call this a procurement bill or
we may call it a survival bill. Let us never
indulge in the illusion that we can enjoy
cut rate defense. There is just no way to
buy survival at a discount store. It is for
this reason that I support this procure-
ment bill, because it contains what is
essential for national security in terms of
modern weapons, I will continue to try to
see that these essentials are provided, but
only the essentials. No more.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair
(Mr. RosTENKOWsSKI) Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee having had under con-
sideration the bill (HR. 15495) to au-
thorize appropriations durinz the fiscal
year 1973 for procurement of aircraft,
missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons,
and research, development, test, and
evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to
authorize construction at certain in-
stallations in connection with the Safe-
guard anti-ballistic-missile system, and
to prescribe the authorized personnel
strength for each active duty compo-
nent and of the Selected Reserve of each
Reserve component of the Armed Forces,
and for other purposes, pursuant to
House Resolution 1025, he reported the
bill back to the House.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question 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.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 334, nays 59, answered “pres-
ent” 1, not voting 38, as follows:

[Roll No. 235]
YEAS—334

Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspinall
Baker
Barrett
Begich
Belcher
Bell
Bennett
Bergland

Biester
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boland

Bow
Brademas
Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.

Abbitt
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,

Callf,
Anderson, I11.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends

Betts
Bevill
Blaggl
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Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex,
Burlison, Mo.
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron
Cabell
Camp
Carlson
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex,
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney

Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley

Fish

Fisher

Flood
Flowers

Flynt
Foley

Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway

Abzug
Asgpin

Hays
Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis
Hogan
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hull
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Karth
Eazen
Eeating
Eeith
Eemp
King
Kluczynski
Euykendall
EKyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lennon
Lent
Lloyd
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
MecClure
McColllster
MecCormack
McCulloch
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEevitt
McMillan
Macdonald,
Mass.
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif,
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Michel
Miller, Calif,
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mink
Minshall
Monagan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.X.
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Konskl
O'Neill
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Poage
Poft
Powell
Preyer, N.C.
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Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney, Pa.
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Rousselot
Roy
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schmitz
Bceott
Sebelius
Shipley
Bhoup
Shriver
Bikes
Sisk
Skubltz
Slack
Smith, Calif,
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Springer
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.,
Steed
Bteele
Stelger, Ariz,
Bteiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Callf,
Teague, Tex.
Terry

Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.

Thone
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Wampler

Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion

Burton
Carey, N.X,
Celler
Chisholm
Clay
Collins, I11.
Conyers
Culver
Curlin
Dellenback
Dellums
Diges

Dow
Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Forsythe
Fraser

Green, Pa. Rangel

Gude Eees

Harrington Reild

Hawkins Reuss

Hechler, W. Va. Rosenthal

Helstoskl Roybal

Hungate Ryan

Kastenmeler Scheuer

Koch Seiberling

Link Stokes

Metcalfe

Mikva

Mitchell

Nedzi

Nix

Obey

Pike

Podell

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1
Riegle

NOT VOTING—38
Dowdy McKinney
Erlenborn Mizell
Esch Mollohan
Ford, Gerald R. Mosher
Fulton Moss
Gallagher O'Hara
Griffin Pirnie

Broomfield Hagan Rooney, N.XY.

Burke, Fla. Holifield St Germain

Caflery Kee Sarbanes

Clark Kyl Schneebell

Davis, B.C. McDade Schwengel

Dent McDonald,

Dickinson Mich.

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Rooney of New York for, with Mr,
Moss against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Boggs with Mr. Gerald R. Ford.

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Broomfield.

Mr. O'Hara with Mr. McDonald of Michi-

gan,

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.,
Mr.
Mr,
Mr.
Mr.
Mr,

Abernethy
Abourezk
Anderson,
Tenn.
Baring
Blanton
Boggs

Dent with Mr. Mosher.
Fulton with Mr. Esch.
Blanton with Mr., Burke of Florida.
Mollohan with Mr. Erlenborn.
St Germain with Mr. McKinney.
Eee with Mr. Kyl.
Clark with Mr. McDade.
Caffery with Mr. Dickinson.
Griffin with Mr. Mizell.
Mr. Abernethy with Mr. Pirnile.
Mr. Davis of South Carollna with Mr.
Schwengel.
Mr. Baring with Mr. Schneebell.
Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr,
Abourezk.
Mr. Hagan with Mr. Sarbanes.
Mr. Dowdy with Mr. Gallagher.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed with
amendment bills of the House of the
following titles:

HR. 5318. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Fernande M. Allen; and

H.R. 6666. An act for the relief of Maj.
Michael M. Mills, U.S, Air Force

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with amendment in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

HR. 14108. An act to authorize appropri-
ations for activities of the National Sclence
Foundation, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
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votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
13188) entitled “An act to authorize ap-
propriations for the procurement of ves-
sels and aircraft and construction of
shore and offshore establishments, and
to authorize the average annual active
duty personnel strength for the Coast
Guard.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
8140) entitled “An act to promote the
safety of ports, harbors, waterfront areas,
and navigable waters of the United
States.”

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 2) entitled “An act to
establish a Uniformed Services Univer-
sity of the Health Sciences and to provide
scholarships to selected persons for edu-
cation in medicine, dentistry, and other
health professions, and for other pur-
poses, disagreed to by the House; agrees
to the conference asked by the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. HARrY F.
Byrp, Jr., Mr. JacksoN, Mr. BENTSEN,
Mr. SteNNIS, Mr. DoMINICK, Mr, SAXEE,
and Mrs. SmitH to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the follow-
ing litle, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

5. 810. An act for the relief of Dennis Keith
Stanley.

A COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE
ON PUBLIC WORKS

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
chairman of the Committee on Public
Works, which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee on Appropriations.

WasHinGgTON, D.C., June 21, 1972,
Hon. CARL ALBERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

MY DEarR M=. SPeaxER: Pursuant to the
provisions of section 201 of Public Law 80—
298, the Committee on Public Works of the
House of Representatives on June 14, 1872,
adopted Committee resolutions authorizing
the following water resources development
projects: Mississippl River at Moline, I1l.: and
Panama City Harbor, Fla.

With kindest personal regards.

Sincerely,
JOHN A. BLATNIK,
Chairman, Committee on Public Works.

A COMMUNICATION FROM THE
_ CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE
ON PUBLIC WOREKS

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

WasHINGTON, D.C.,
June 22, 1972.
Hon. CARL ALBERT,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear M. SpEAKER: Pursuant to the pro-

visions of Sectlon 2 of the Watershed Pro-
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tection and Flood Prevention Act, as amend-

ed, the Committee on Public Works has ap-

proved the work plans transmitted to you

which were referred to this committee. The

work plans involved are the following:

STATE, PROJECT, EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATION,
AND APPROVAL DATE

Nebraska, Tekemah-Mud Creek, 1741, June
14, 1972,

New Hampshire, Sugar River, 1741, June
14, 1972,

South Carolina, Eighteen Mile Creek, 1741,
June 14, 1972,

Sincerely,
JOHN A, BLATNIE,
Chairman, Committee on Public Works.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous matter on the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 14108, NATIONAL SCIENCE
FOUNDATION AUTHORIZATION

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to take from
the Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 14108)
to authorize appropriations for activities
of the National Science Foundation, and
for other purposes, within Senate amend-
ments thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendments, and request a conference
with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
MrmreEr of California, Davis of Georgia,
CaBELL, BELL, and EscH.

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 15259, DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS,
1973

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the managers
may have until midnight tonight to file
a conference report on the bill (H.R.
15259) making appropriations for the
government of the District of Columbia
and other activities chargeable in whole
or in part against the revenues of said
District for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1973, and for other purposes.

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

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 1187)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
15259) *“making appropriations for the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia and
other activities chargeable in whole or in part
against the revenues of said District for the
fiscal year ending June 80, 1973, and for
other purposes,” having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses
as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
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ments numbered 8, 10, 19, 20, 24, 31, 37, 38,
39, and 47.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 6, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, 22, 23, 25, 28, 29,
33, 35, 36, 40, 45, and 53, and agree to the
same,

Amendment numbered 2: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$130,819,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 3: That the House
récede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the SBenate numbered 3, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In leu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert *“$90,968,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 4: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In Heu of the sum pro by sald amend-
ment insert *“$16,706,000"; and the Senafe
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 5: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree to
the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert ‘$2,9383,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 9: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 9, and agree to
the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$2,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 14: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 14, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$179,607,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 27: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 27, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$20,136,800"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 30: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 30, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lieu of the sum proposed by sald
amendment Iinsert *“$94,281,000"; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 32: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 32, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum p: by sald amend-
ment insert “$2,200,000"”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 34: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 34, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proj by sald amend-
ment insert “$2,6290,600"; and the BSenate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 42: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 42, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the section number proposed in
sald amendment insert 7; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 44: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 44, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the section number proposed in
sald amendment insert 9; and the Senate
agree to the same.

22545

Amendment numbered 46: That the House
recede from 1ts disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 46, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the section number proposed in
said amendment insert 10; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 49: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 49, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the section number proposed in
sald amendment insert 12; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 50: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 50, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the section number proposed in
said amendment insert 13; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 51: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 51, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lleu of the sectlon number pro-
posed in sald amendment insert 14; and
the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 52: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 52, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lieu of the section number pro-
posed In sald amendment insert 15; and
the Senate agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 55: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 55, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In leu of the section number proposed in
said amendment insert 16; and the Senate
agree to the same.

The committee of conference report in
disagreement amendments numbered 1, 7, 13,
18, 21, 26, 41, 43, 48, 54, 56, and 57,

Wirrranm H. NATCHER,
RoBErT N. GiamMo,
Davip PRYOR,
Davip R. OBEY,
Lovuls STOKES,
GUNN McEAaY,
GEORGE MAHON,
GLENN R. Davis,
RoBerT C. MCEWEN,
Jouwn T. MYERSs,
Frang T. Bow,
Managers on the Part of the House.
Danien K. INOUYE,
JosepH M. MONTOYA,
ErnEsT F. HOLLINGS,
ArrEy J., ELLENDER,
THOMAS F. EAGLETON,
Marx O. HATFIELD,
TED STEVENS,
MmToN R. YOUNG,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and Senate at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (HR.
15259) making appropriations for the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia and
other activities chargeable in whole or in
part against the revenues of said District for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and for
other purposes, submit the following joint
statement fo the House and the SBenate In
explanation of the effect of the action agreed
upon by the managers and recommended in
the accompanying conference report:

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

Amendment No. 1—Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to sppmpmt-o
$181,500,000 to the al fund ir
$185,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$183,000,000 as proposed by the Senate, The
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managers on the part of the Senate will
move to concur in the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Benate.

LOANS TO THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FOR
CAPITAL OUTLAY |

Amendments Nos. 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.—Appro-
priate $130,819,000 instead of $143,232,000 as
proposed by the House and $126,632,000 as
proposed by the Senate of which $90,968,000
shall be payable to the general fund instead
of $103,070,000 as proposed by the House and
$90,070,000 as proposed by the Senate, $16,-
706,000 to the highway fund instead of $16,-
760,000 as proposed by the House and $13,-
750,000 as proposed by the Senate, $2,933,000
to the water fund instead of $3,000,000 as
proposed by the House and $2,600,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate, and $13,960,000 to the
sanitary sewage works fund as proposed by
the Senate instead of $14,160,000 as proposed
by the House.

GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES

Amendment No. 7—Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate to
appropriate $63,187,000 instead of $65,029,000
as proposed by the House and $63,242,600 as
proposed by the Senate. The managers on
the part of the Senate will move to concur
in the amendment of the House to the
amendment of the Senate.

The Managers agree that the Senate re-
duction in salary for the Director of the
Office of Planning and Management should
be reinstated. In doing so, however, the
Managers also agree that the job description
of this position should be reviewed by the
appropriate Civil Service officials, The Man-
agers therefore direct the Mayor-Commis-
sioner to have this position reevaluated at
the earliest possible date and adjusted
accordingly.

Amendment No. 8—Restores limitation
of 87,600 for test borings and soils investli-
gations proposed by the House and stricken
by the Senate.

Amendment No. 9.—Provides that $2,000,-
000 shall be avalilable for District of Colum-
bia employees’ disability compensation in-
stead of $2,5600,000 as proposed by the House
and $1,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 10.—Provides that not to
exceed $100,000 shall be avallable for the set-
tlement of property damage clalms not in
excess of $500 each and personal injury
clalms not In excess of $1,000 each as pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 11.—Deletes provision,
proposed by the House and stricken by the
Benate, that not to exceed $50,000 of any
appropriations avallable to the District of
Columbia may be used to match financial
contributions from the Department of De-
fense to the District of Columbia Office of
Civil Defense for the purchase of civil de-
fense equipment and supplies.

PUBLIC SAFETY

Amendment No. 12.—Provides cash gratu-
ities of not to exceed 875 to each released
prisoner as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 13.—Reported in techni-
cal disagreement. The managers on the part
of the House will offer a motion to appro-
priate $181,119,000 instead of $181,700,000 as
proposed by the House and $181,613,900 as
proposed by the Senate. The managers on
the part of the Senate will move to concur in
the amendment of the House fo the amend-
ment of the Senate.

EDUCATION

Amendment No. 14.—Appropriates $179,-
607,000 instead of $179,526,000 as proposed
by the House and $179,807,300 as proposed by
the Senate,

The Managers agree that the time for con-
solidation of the D.C. Teachers College and
the Federal City College is overdue and sug-
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gest that merger plans be formulated by the
Board of Higher Education and the District
of Columbia Board of Education without
further delay. The legislative history sur-
rounding the passage of the Distriet of Co-
lumbia Public Education Act (Public Law
88-791, dated November 7, 1966) clearly antic-
ipates thls action and recent Congressional
efforts to accelerate a decision have been in-
effective.

The Managers further direct that the fiscal
year 1874 budget requests for these two in-
stitutions be combined as the first step to-
ward consolidating these institutions.

Amendment No. 15.—FProvides that £9,-
561,300 of the appropriation for education
shall be for special education as proposed
by the Senate.

Amendment No. 16 —Deletes provision of
unvouchered allowances of $1,000 each for
the Superintendent of Schools, the President
of the Federal City College, the President of
the Washington Technical Institute, and the
President of the District of Columbia Teach-
ers College proposed by the House and strick-
en by the Senate.

Amendment No. 17.—Deletes provision ex-
empting teachers from the dual compensa-
tion laws proposed by the House and stricken
by the Senate.

RECREATION

Amendment No. 18.—Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to appropriate
$13,829,000 instead of $13,860,000 as proposed
by the House and £13,843,500 as proposed
by the Senate. The managers on the part of
the Senate will move to concur in the amend-
ment of the House to the amendment of the
Senate.

HUMAN RESOURCES

Amendments Nos. 19 and 20.—Delete word
authorized proposed by the Senate and re-
store words including those under sectarian
control proposed by the House and stricken
by the Senate. These amendments relate
to care and treatment of indigent patients
in contract hospitals.

Amendment No. 21.—Reported In technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to appropriate
$207,687,000 instead of $208,709,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $209,915,800 as pro-
posed by the Benate. The managers on the
part of the SBenate will move to concur in
the amendment of the House to the amend-
ment of the Senate.

Amendment No. 22.—Deletes residency re-
quirement for medical assistance to the
and the needy proposed by the House and
stricken by the Senate.

Amendment No. 23.—Deletes authority to
make training payments or stipends to the
patients of the public health and vocational
rehabilitation programs of the Department
of Human Resources proposed by the House
and stricken by the Senate.

HIGHWAYS AND TRAFFIC

Amendment No. 24 —Provides $166,700 for
traffic safety education as proposed by the
House instead of $182,300 as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 25.—Deletes words with-
out. reference to any other law proposed by
the House and stricken by the Senate,

Amendment No. 26.—Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to appropriate
$21,814,000 instead of $21,711,000 as proposed
by the House and $21,372 400 as proposed by
the Senate. The managers on the part of the
Senate will offer a motion do concur in the
amendment of the House to the amendment
of the Senate.

Amendment No. 27.—Provides £20,136,900
shall be payable from the highway fund
Instead of $20,042,300 as proposed by the
House and $20,950,600 as proposed by the
Senate.

The Managers note with dismay that, as
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the fiscal year comes to a close, there is a
tendency on the part of Department heads
and administrators to spend any funds that
might be over and above their requirements
for the fiscai year. We belleve that this prac-
tice, while in keeping with the letter of the
law, is not in keeping with the spirit of the
law. The Managers would like to stress that,
where programs can be carried out within
the available funding, the excess should be
carried forward rather than spent just to
meet the budget. An example of how this has
backfired in fiscal year 1972 is the overspend-
ing in the Department of Highways and Traf-
fic with regard to snow removal. Excess funds
in this case were spent to “stockpile” mate-
rials for next year and for this reason the
Senate reduced the amount it appropriated
for this purpose. With the recent flood, these
funds are now needed. Had the 1972 funding
not been expended in this manner, part of
the waste created by the flood could have
been avoided.
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

Amendments Nos. 28 and 20.—Appropri-
ate $44,309,800 of which $13,646,100 shall be
payable from the sanitary sewage works fund
as proposed by the Senate, instead of
$44,710,000 of which $13,846,100 shall be
payable from the sanitary sewage works fund
as proposed by the House.

CAPITAL OUTLAY

Amendments Nos. 30, 31, 32, and 33.—
Appropriate $94,281,000 instead of $131,394,-
000 as proposed by the House and $B81,754,100
as proposed by the Senate, of which $12,227,-
700 shall be payable from the highway fund,
$2,200,000 from the water fund, and $1,020,~
000 from the sanitary sewage works fund,
instead of 812,227,700 from the highway
fund, $2,420,000 from the water fund, $1,760,-
000 from the sanitary sewage works fund as
proposed by the House and $3,360,000 from
the highway fund, $1,200,000 from the water
fund, $1,020,000 from the sanitary sewage
works fund as proposed by the Senate.

The following projects are included in the
bill as agreed to In conference:

Project title
Amount

District of Columbia Obligations_ $1,051, 600
Public Schools:
Anacostia Senior High School ad-

Shaw Junior High School replace-
ment
New elementary and junior high
school, Oxon Run Pkwy. SE__
New elementary school, 31st and

18, 380, 500

6, 883, 000

Dunbar Senior High school re-
placement

Federal City College:

Renovation of Old Central Li-
brary 5560, 000

District of Columbia Teachers
College:

Unused space in the Miner Build-
ing

Demountable classrooms

Department of Human Resources:

Alr condition remaining bufild-
ings (patlent), District of Co-
lumbia General Hospital

New morgue bullding, District of
Columbia General Hospital..._

Department of Highways and
Traffic:

Street lighting and communica-
tion extensions

Street improvements and exten-
slons

Highway planning, programming,
and research =

Potomac River Freeway

H Street NE., grade separation...

South Capitol Street Bridge

Cover on Federal aid streets

Heater on Federal aid streets_._.__

Metro betterment

13, 181, 000

1,778, 000
150, 000

431, 000
2, 960, 000

400, 000
2, 345, 000
302, 700
2, 000, 000
615, 000
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Benning Road Bridge over Ana-
costia River
Connecticut Avenue Bridge over
Klingle Valley
Southern Avenue SE._.
Chain Bridge 33, 000
Northbound 14th Street Bridge
deck repalr 1063, 000
Anacostia Freeway Bridge over
- 250, 000
Anacostia Freeway, Kenilworth
Avenue safety improvements__
Benning Road pedestrian over-

£90, 000

400, 000
970, 000

169, 000
29, 000

88, 000

overpass
80, 000

South Capitol Street.
Bridge railing improvement pro-
37, 000
Channelization on Federal aid
streets
Emergency communications sys-

Department of Environmental
Services:

Advance of paving

Sewer separation

Service sewer extensions.

Sec-vice extension and hydrants._

Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority:

Capital contribution for con-
struction—Regional Rapid Rail
Transit System

Washington Aqueduct:

Water treatment plant, improve-
ments and extensions, Dale-
carlia and McMillan

FPlant major replacements and re-
habilitation, Dalecarlia and
McMillan

33, 498, 000

870, 000

130, 000

Amendment No. 34—Provides $2,629,500
shall be avallable for construction services
instead of $4,332,000 as proposed by the House
and $2,616,500 as proposed by the Senate,

Amendment No. 36.—Deletes limitation on
availability of capital outlay funds previ-
ously appropriated to 2 years from the date
that the language was first inserted as pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the
Senate.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Amendment No. 36.—Deletes words with-
out counter signature with reference to issu-
ance of checks by designated disbursing offi-
cials proposed by the House and stricken by
the Senate.

Amendment No. 37.—Restores provision re-
lating to availability of appropriations for
privately owned automobiles used for the per-
formance of official duties proposed by the
House and stricken by the Senate.

Amendments Nos. 38 and 39.—Changes sec-
tion numbers.

Amendment No. 40.—Deletes provision au-
thorizing the advance of funds to officials
proposed by the House and stricken by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 41.—Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to restore the
provision relating to the installation of
meters in taxicabs proposed by the House and
stricken by the Senate and to change the
section number. The managers on the part of
the Senate will move to concur in the amend-
ment of the House to the amendment of the
Senate.

Amendment
number,

Amendment No. 43.—Reported in techni-
cal disagreement. The managers on the part
of the House will offer a motion to restore
the provision relating to the operation and
utilization of motor vehicles proposed by
the House and stricken by the Senate and
to change the section number. The managers
on the part of the Senate will move to con-

No. 42.—Changes section
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cur in the amendment of the House to the
amendment of the Senate.

Amendment No. 44.—Changes section
number.

Amendment No. 45.—Deletes provision re-
lating to the furnishing of uniforms pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the
Benate.

Amendment No.
number.

Amendment No, 47—Deletes provision re-
lating to the allocatlon for construction serv-
ices proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 48.—Reported in techni-
cal disagreement. The managers on the part
of the House will offer a motion to restore
the provision that the limitations and legis-
lative provisions contained in the District
of Columbia Appropriation Act, 1961 shall
be applicable during the current fiscal year,
including a 10 per centum limitation for
construction services, a $200,000 limitation
on the confidential fund for the Chief of
Police and an exception to a limitation with
respect to Sanitary Engineering, proposed by
the House and stricken by the Senate, and
changes the section number. The managers
on the part of the Senate will move to
concur in the amendment of the House to
the amendment of the Senate.

It is the opinion of the Managers that
while the present bill contains many legis-
lative items, some of which are by reference
to the 1961 Appropriation Aect, the 1874
budget request should be purged of all legis-
lative language. In order for this to be possi-
ble, the Managers recognize there must be
Congressional action. Since the Senate has
already passed S.2204, which eliminates
much of the legislation In this year's bill,
the Managers urge that the House take such
action as may be necessary to act on this
pending legislation. The Managers also urge
both the House and Senate to act expedi-
tiously to eliminate other legislative items
that this pending legislation does not pro-
vide for and which will affect the operation
of the Government of the District of Colum-
bia in fiscal 1974.

Amendment No. 40.—Changes section num-
ber.

Amendment No. 50.—Changes section num-
bers.

Amendment No. 51.—Changes section num-
ber.

Amendment No. 52.—Changes section num-
ber.

Amendment No. 53.—Provides not to ex-
ceed 415 per centum of total of all funds ap-
propriated for personnel compensation may
be used for overtime or temporary positions
as proposed by the Senate instead of 5 per
centum as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 54.—Reported in technical
disagreement. The Managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to delete the
words budget classification 01 proposed by
the House and stricken by the Senate, and
insert an exception to the limitation in
amendment numbered 563 for temporary em-
ployees provided for the Courts and Depart-
ment of Corrections. The Managers on the
part of the Senate will move to concur in the
amendment of the House to the amendment
of the Senate.

Amendment
number.

Amendment No. 56.—Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part
of the House will offer a motion to restore
the provision restricting employment in the
government of the District of Columbia pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the
Senate with an exception to certain tem-
porary employees for the Courts and Depart-
ment of Corrections. The managers on the
part of the Senate will move to concur In
the amendment of the House to the amend-
ment of the Senate.

Amendment No. 57.—Reported in techniecal
disagreement. The managers on the part
of the House will offer a motion to restore the

46.—Changes sectlon

No. b55—Changes section
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prohibition on the use of educational appro-
priations to permit, encourage, facllitate or
further partisan political activities proposed
by the House and stricken by the Senate.
The managers on the part of the Senate will
move to concur in the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate.

It is the intent of the Managers that
none of the funds appropriated for educa-
tional operations would be used in connec-
tion with partisan political activities. This
restriction is to insure that the school-
children of the District of Columbia are not
used as pawns or tools to encourage political
actlon for or against any particular legisla-
tion. This is not intended to prevent the use
of avallable school bulldings by any com-
munity group during non-school hours.

CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH COMPARISONS

Federal funds

New budget (obligational) au-
thority, fiscal year 1972_.._.
Budget estimates of new (ob-
ligational) authority, fiscal
343, 306, 000
332, 306, 000
313, 708, 000
1316, 393, 000

$280, 251, 000

House bill, fiscal year 1973..__
Senate bill, fiscal year 1973....
Conference agreement.
Conference agreement compar-
ed with:
New budget (obligational)
authority, fiscal year 1972.
Budget estimates of new (cb-
ligational) authority, fiscal

386, 142, 000

—26, 913, 000
House bill, fiscal year 1873... —15, 913, 000
Senate bill, fiscal year 1973__ 2, 687, 000

Distriet of Columbia funds

New budget (obligational)

authority, fiscal year 1972_ 81, 014, 230, 700
Budget estimates of new (ob-

ligational) authority, fiscal

9800, 888, 000

876, 662, 000

824, 882, 400
1834, 756, 800

House bill, fiscal year 1973..
Senate bill, fiscal year 1973__
Conference agreement
Conference agreement com-
pared with:
New budget (obligational)
authority, fiscal year 1972_
Budget estimates of new
{obligational) authority,
fiscal year 1973
House bill, fiscal
1973
Senate

—179, 473, 900

— 66, 131, 200

—40, 905, 200
bill, fiscal

+9, 874, 400

iIncludes amounts in amendments re-
ported in technical disagreement.

WirLiam H. NATCHER,
RoBeErT N. Graimo,
DAvID PRYOR,
Davip R. OBEY,
Louls STOKES,
GuNN McKay,
GEORGE MAHON,
GLENN R. Davis,
RoBERT C. MCEWEN,
JouN T, MYERS,
Franx T. Bow,
Managers on the Part of the House.

DaniEnL K. INOUYE,
JosEPH M. MONTOYA,
ErRNEST F. HOLLINGS,
ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
THOMAS F. EAGLETON,
MARrRK O. HATFIELD,
TED STEVENS,
MiLToN R, YOUNG,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

REQUEST TO CONSIDER S. 3715, TO
AMEND AND EXTEND DEFENSE

PRODUCTION ACT OF 1850

Mr. PATMAN, Mr. Speaker, by unan-
imous vote of the Committee on Banking
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and Currency, I was instructed to ask
unanimous consent for the consideration
of the bill (8. 3715) to amend and extend
the Defense Production Act of 1950.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I object.

REQUEST TO CONSIDER H.R. 15692,
INTEREST RATE ON SMALL BUSI-
NESS ADMINISTRATION DISASTER
LOANS

Mr., PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (H.R. 15692) to
amend the Small Business Act to reduce
the interest rate on Small Business Ad-
ministration disaster loans.

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I object.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF HR. 14455, COMMUNICABLE
DISEASE PREVENTION AND CON-
TROL

Mr. O'NEILL, from the Committee on
Rules, reported the following privileged
resolution (H, Res. 1026, Rept. No. 92—
1181), which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed:

H. Res. 1026

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve ltself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
14455) to amend the Public Health Service
Act to extend and revise the program of as-
sistance under that Act for the control and
prevention of communicable diseases. 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 Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce, the bill shall be read for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. It shall be
in order to consider the amendment in the
nature of a substitute recommended by the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce now printed in the bill as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment under
the five-minute rule. At the conclusion of
such consideration, the Committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. After the
passage of H.R. 14455, the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce shall be dis-
charged from the further consideration of
the bill S. 3442, and it shall then be in order
in the House to move to strike out all after
the enacting clause of the sald Senate bill
and insert in lieu thereof the provisions con-
tained in H.R. 14455 as passed by the House.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 15081, NATIONAL HEART
AND LUNG INSTITUTE

Mr. O’'NEILL, from the Committee on
Rules, reported the following privileged
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resolution (H. Res. 1027, Rept. No. 92—
1182), which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed;
H. REs. 1027

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
15081) to amend the Public Health Service
Act to enlarge the authority of the National
Heart and Lung Institute in order to ad-
vance the national atteck against heart,
blood vessel, lung, and blood diseases, 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 chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce, the blll shall be read for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. At the con-
clusion 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 there-
to to final passage without intervening mo-
tion except one motion to recommit. After
the passage of H.R. 15081, the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce shall be
discharged from the further consideration
of the bill S. 3328, and it shall then be in
order in the House to move to strike out all
after the enacting clause of the sald Senate
bill and insert in lieu thereof the provisions
contained in H.R. 15081 as passed the House.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 15587, EXTENSION OF
EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION

Mr., O'NEILL, from the Committee on
Rules, reported the following privileged
resolution (H. Res. 1028, Rept. No. 92—
1183), which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed:

H. REs. 1028

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move, clause
27(d) (4) of Rule XI to the contrary not-
withstanding, 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. 15587) to provide for a six-
month extension of the emergency unem-
ployment compensation program, and all
points of order against sald bill are here-
by walved. After general debate, which shall
be confined to the bill and shall continue
not to exceed two hours, to be equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Ways and Means, the bill shall be con-
sidered as having been read for amendment.
No amendment shall be in order to said
bill except amendments recommended by the
Committee on Ways and Means, and saild
amendments shall be in order, any rule of
the House to the contrary notwithstanding,
but shall not be subject to amendment. At
the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.

R E—
PUBLIC DEBT LIMITATION

Mr. O’NEILL. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I eall
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up House Resolution 1021 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as
follows:

H. Res, 1021

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. 15390) to provide for a four-month
extension of the present temporary level
in the public debt limitation, and all points
of order against said bill are hereby walved.
After general debate, which shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall continue not to
exceed two hours, to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Ways
and Means, the bill shall be considered as
having been read for amendment. No amend-
ment shall be in order to sald bill except
amendments offered by direction of the
Committee on Ways and Means, and said
amendments shall be in order, any rule of
the House to the contrary notwithstanding,
but sald amendments shall not be subject
to amendment. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration 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 ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. O’Nermr) is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I vield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. SmiTH), pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is the debt limitation
legislation and there will be no hurry
on it because haste makes waste, ap-
parently, and I have enough requests
from my side of the aisle to use the
entire 30 minutes that will be requested.

When I move the previous question I
know that there are those who are going
to ask that the previous question be de-
feated in order that they may offer
amendments concerning various tax
loopholes.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 1021
provides a closed rule with 2 hours of
general debate for consideration of H.R.
15390, the public debt limitation legisla-
tion. No amendments shall be in order
except those offered at the direction of
the Committee on Ways and Means and
all points of order against the bill are
waived. The reason for the waiver is that
the initial Liberty Loan Act provided for
an appropriation of the moneys in-
volved in the payment of interest on
securities that the act itself permitted
the Secretary of the Treasury to issue.
Since this is an amendment to the act
which required a waiver initially, it also
needs one.

The purpose of H.R. 15390 is merely to
extend the present temporary debt limit
to October 31, 1972, which otherwise
would expire on June 30.

The permanent debt limit under pres-
ent law is $400 billion and the temporary
additional limit is $50 billion. This legis-
lation is merely an extension; it does not
increase the limit.

Enactment of the legislation will not
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result in additional cost to the Govern-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of the
rule in order that H.R. 15390 may be
considered.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may use.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 1021
does provide for 2 hours to consider the
bill H.R, 15390, the public debt limita-
tion bill. It waives points of order and
it is a closed rule.

The administration originally re-
quested an extension of the permanent
and temporary debt to a total of $465
billion through February of 1973.

The majority of the members of the
Committee on Ways and Means decided
they would keep the permanent $400 bil-
lion ceiling and the $50 billion temporary
additional, making a total of $450 billion
through October 31, 1972.

So this is an extension from June 30,
1972, through October 31, 1972. We will
have to have an increase prior to October
31, 1972.

The distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means testified
that he felt we needed a little additional
information as to what the execessive
spending might be and what the revenue
would be prior to a further increase, and
g;eferred to keep this ceiling until Octo-

r 31.

The distinguished ranking minority
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means, the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. Byrnes) indicated before the Com-
mittee on Rules that he did not think we
would have any more information be-
tween now and October 31 than we
presently have. But he did feel that we
probably would know who the Democratic
nominees for President and Vice Presi-
dent would be at that time and as long as
the majority members of the committee
had the votes there was not much the
minority could do except to relax and
enjoy it.

I am not convinced in my own mind
why points of order are waived and the
rule is closed. I do not know how many
times I have presented the rule on a
debt ceiling increase, but I never really
have understood why we have a closed
rule and why we waive points of order.

I guess I will have to present a similar
rule once more before October 31—may-
be I will find out by then.

I have been told that the original Lib-
erty Loan Aect had an appropriation in
it, and was considered under a closed
rule and waived points of order where-
by—a rule subsequent thereto has to also
waive points of order, and be closed.

Maybe that is so—I do not know. But
in any event, there is nothing in the
bill that has to do with changing the
Internal Revenue Code.

If the rule is voted down and it is
amended to include at least two differ-
ent provisions, one I think is the ac-
celerated depreciation and the other is
the minimum 10-percent tax then, of
course, it will have to do with the Internal
Revenue Code.

I understand, and I have read, and
I think I have heard the chairman of
the committee who indicated some 52
or 54 different provisions of the Revenue
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Code will probably be studied and I think
these two are included in those 52 or 54
provisions.

As to a closed rule, I cannot figure
out why we have a closed rule as we
have always had. There is nothing
amending the revenue code.

The only purpose of a closed rule is
simply to prohibit amendments so that
it can be passed as is.

But, as I say, I have often wondered
about that and maybe between now and
October 31, I will be able to find out so
I can give you a good answer in my swan
song on presenting my last debt limit
rule prior to my retirement.

Mr. Speaker, I urge that the previous
question not be voted down.

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

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr, GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the gentle-
man says we will have to go back to a
debt ceiling increase on or before Octo-
ber 31; is that correct?

Mr. SMITH of California. That is my
understanding—if the amount of the
debt is over $450 hillion by that time,
we will have to have an increase, The ad-
ministration estimates $465 billion will
take it through February, 1973.

Mr. GROSS. What does that mean?
We have not always met the expiration
date; have we? Has there not been a
time when in an extension of the debt
ceiling, we have run over the expiration
date?

Mr. SMITH of California. I remember
at least one time. I do not know whether
we have done it more than once, but I
do remember once.

Mr. GROSS. In the gentleman’s opin-
ion, is this date of October 31, 1972, a
built-in gimmick to provide for a lame
duck session of the Congress? It is pretty
obvious, it seems to me, that the Con-
gress will not be in session on October 31
and probably not for 2 or 3 weeks before
that, hopefully a month before the elec-
tion. But is this a built-in gimmick to
produce a lame duck session of the
Congress?

Mr. SMITH of California. I could not
comment on that, but I will say that
prior to October 31, 1972, the debt will
have to be increased above the $450 bil-
lion ceiling which is in the bill we are
considering here today.

Mr. GROSS. I am unable to understand
why, if there has to be an increase in
the debt ceiling that there should not be
a realistic increase in the debt ceiling
and one that would take the ceiling up
to the point of, let us say, next January
or February, or late in January or Febru-
ary of next year.

1 should think that those, including the
chairman of the House Committee on
Ways and Means, who engineered the bill
through here only a couple of days ago
to provide for revenue sharing to the
tune of over $5 billion for the year would
have some idea of what it is going to take
to meet a debt ceiling in the future and
the requirement for a debt ceiling in the
future.

Mr, WAGGONNER. Mr, Speaker,
will the gentleman yleld?
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Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. The gentleman
from Iowa raises & question about
whether we should not have had a realis-
tic increase in the debt ceiling. I think
the gentleman would like to know that
initially the administration asked for an
increase. I moved for that increase in
the committee, and the administration
later changed their mind and said that
they were satisfied with this, and would
rather have this than some of the alter-
natives that were proposed.

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of California, I yield fur-
ther to the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. Let nothing I have sald
be construed as indicating that I am
going to vote for a debt ceiling increase
either now or later.

Mr. SMITH of California. That is my
understanding.

Mr. O'NEILL. I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, on this
debt which is now about $400 billion, the
objective of the bill is to raise it to $450
billion temporarily. I testified before the
Ways and Means Committee, and I asked
them not to raise it because the Federal
Reserve had already paid $70 billion for
the purchase of U.S. Government,
interest-bearing bonds, and this amount
could be stricken from the debt.

Being the fiscal agents of the United
States, the Federal Reserve is privileged
to do that. They have taken our money
and bought our bonds, but do not cancel
the bonds. They have been drawing $4
billion a year interest on those bonds,
and both the money that paid for them
and the bonds are still outstanding. One
cannot conceive of anything more in-
flationary than that, but the bad thing
is that the bonds have been paid for by
good U.S. credit and currency, that says
on its face, this currency is good for all
debts, public and private, and if you offer
these notes, the currency that you have
in your pocket, in payment of a debt, and
the person to whom you owe the debt
refuses to accept that money, the debt is
paid. You can keep your money and the
debt is paid. The money is just that good.

In this case the money has been spent
for the bonds—the $70 billion—but the
bonds are still outstanding.

It is customary with a lot of fine, reli-
gious denominations when they go into
debt and they pay off bonds over a long
period of fime, and pay the interest on
them, that when they pay those bonds
off, they have a bond-burning. It is one
of the greatest events of a decade or a
generation, sometimes a century. They
have liquidated their debts; they have
paid them off; and they have a bond-
burning.

If we would do the same thing, this
debt would be reduced $70 billion, and
we would not have to be here today. We
would not have to extend it. Is there any-
thing wrong with that? It has been paid
for. It is paid for by the fiscal agent of
the United States, the Federal Reserve,
paid for with U.S. money.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. The gentleman
asked a tempting question. He asked
whether there was anything wrong with
it. Would he mind telling the House what
there would be in support of and in back
of our money, if we do as he suggests?

Mr. PATMAN, Certainly.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Is it not so that
there would be no other backing then?

Mr. PATMAN, No; you are mistaken.
It is orthodox. It is absolutely orthodox.
There is no way that anyone can deny it
is orthodox.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Would it not be
necessary to turn around and rebuy those
bonds?

Mr. PATMAN. We would not have to
at all.

Mr. WAGGONNER. It would be, if we
had anything in support of or in back
of our money.

Mr. PATMAN. I have only a limited
time. These bonds are paid for once. We
do not pay for bonds twice, but in this
system they are paying for them two or
three and four times.

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

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, is it not
true the only effect of canceling these
bonds would be to make the Federal Re-
serve System come to the Congress for
an appropriation every year?

Mr. PATMAN. That is correct in part.

Mr. GIBBONS. They do not want to
come to Congress for that appropriation.

Mr. PATMAN. They spend these funds
without any congressional authority. It is
something that every Member should
have an answer for, or should vote to
have an audit of the Federal Reserve
and require them to come to Congress for
their funds. If we had an audit of them,
this would have been disclosed several
years ago.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman will yield further, is it
not within the prerogative of the gentle-
man’s committee, the House Committee
on Banking and Currency, to produce
such legislation if he really wants it?

Mr. PATMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Then, why does
the gentleman not bring that legislation
to the floor, I might ask?

Mr. PATMAN. I do not have the votes.
Remember this, the Ways and Means
Committee, the Democratic Members put
the members on our committee. We just
do not have the votes. The Ways and
Means Committee could do it. They have
concurrent jurisdiction, but they refuse
to do it, too.

The truth is that the big banks of this
country have Dbuilt-in intimidation
against every Member of the U.S. Con-
gress and every member of the legisla-
tures of the 50 States. The ordinary
‘Member who has not studied this ques-
tion will not dare buck the big banks
©of this country. They have too much
power. It is built-in power. It is intimi-
dation. The Members will not dare, in
other words, to cross the banks and
-oppose them, because it is too dangerous.
“They can cause the defeat of Congress-
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men and all kinds of trouble and every-
thing else. That is the reason we can-
not get a vote.

Mr. WAGGONNER. If the gentleman
will yield further, I am afraid the gen-
tleman is going to have to speak for
himself when he says the bankers of
this country have built-in intimidation
for every Member of this Congress. He
can speak for himself.

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman is not
quoting me correctly.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I did not know the
gentleman could be intimidated.

Mr. PATMAN. I said the big bankers
of this country, like Wall Street, the 50
banks that own over half the resources
of this country.

Mr. WAGGONNER. The gentleman did
say for every Member there is built-in
intimidation; did he not?

Mr. PATMAN. It is built-in intimida-
tion.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I am surprised the
gentleman can be intimidated after all
these years.

Mr., PATMAN. It is intimidation
against every Member of this Congress
and against every member of the legisla-
tures of the 50 States.

Mr. WAGGONNER. The gentleman
should be ashamed to be intimidated.

Mr. PATMAN, All right, the gentle-
man can count on one hand the Mem-
bers who are willing to take opposite
sides from the big banks in this country.

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

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, does
the gentleman in the well or the chair-
man of the Ways and Means Committee
have any information about reports cir-
culating about this Capitol very persist-
ently that the President intends to do
precisely what the gentleman is saying
and propose some time during July, after
we have voted on this increase in the
debt limit a substantial cut in the deficit
by rearranging the bookkeeping. Does the
gentleman know whether there is such a
plan in the Treasury Department?

Mr. PATMAN. Of course, they have in
mind the national debt, and everybody
will be paying interest on it. They are
paying this on Government money. They
are creating money, which they have a
right to do. Nobody objects to that if it is
done in the public interest, but this is not
done in the public interest.

Mr. PUCINSKI. If the gentleman will
yield further, I do not know if there is
any truth to it, because I do not have ac-
cess obviously to the President’s thinking,
but there are persistent reports that the
President does intend to make a spectac-
ular announcement on this some time in
July to show how he is reducing the na-
tional debt. I wonder if the distinguished
Chairman has any knowledge of any such
plans?

Mr, PATMAN, May I suggest one time
in July 1932, after the Congress ad-
journed, the military ran the Veterans
of World War I, 20,000 of them, out of
the Capital City on the theory they were
lobbying, but the military did not touch
the lobbyists in the Mayflower Hotel or
the big hotels of this town, but they ran
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those poor, ragged, hungry veterans out
by force and guns.

Mr. SMITH of California, Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY).

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, one of the
few virtues that I see in this perennial
exercise which is now before us of in-
creasing the public debt ceiling is that it
seems to be about the only time in the
course of a year when this body deals
even in a peripheral after-the-fact way
with management of the Federal budget.
It comes, of course, at the wrong end of
the string, after the contracts have been
made, the checks written, and the obli-
gations assumed, so there really is not
much we can do about the question but
to authorize the increase in the public
debt.

It does provoke some discussion about
revenue and the relationship to expendi-
tures, and I believe that is good.

I was gratified a few days ago to have
the support of the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. Reuss), two distinguished
Members of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, two Members of the Appropria-
tions Committee, and several other Mem-
bers of this body in cosponsoring a hill
which would alter the rules of the House
of Representatives and require that the
House adopt a comprehensive Federal
budget before it could consider any ap-
propriation bill.

This would involve, of course, the
question of the public debt level. If the
anticipated expenditures exceeded reve-
nues, then the resolution would have to
deal with the notty question of what to
do about the difference, to recommend
higher taxes or to recommend higher
public debt, or both.

Well, today we have the question after
the fact, at the wrong end of the string.
That I regret. I hope next year the House
will alter the rules to provide for the
adoption of a resolution on a Federal
budget before any appropriation bills
can be considered.

Meanwhile, judging by the mail I get,
we do have the opportunity today to con-
sider something that does go to the heart
of the same question; that is the possi-
bility of additional revenue at this stage
in order to counterbalance a part of the
debt that seems in prospect. I suggest it
is not inappropriate for us to consider
this question.

We have already this year adopted one
bill to increase the public debt ceiling.
We are in the process today of doing the
same thing. The comment of the gentle-
man from California suggests that be-
fore the year is over we will do it again,
perhaps by November 1 or thereabouts.

What could be more rational than for
us to consider at this stage some meas-
ures to increase revenue? I believe it
would be heartening to the American
people if they got the word that here,
in the midst of an election year, this
body, which has the special responsibility
under the Constitution to deal with the
purse strings of Government, saw fit to
consider revenue measures even as it was
considering the question of the public
debt.

So I hope the members of the Ways
and Means Committee who may be pres-
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ent and able to participate in the dis-
cussion here today will deal seriously
with the proposal I understand the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RUESS)
will make, which will open up the pos-
sibility of considering at least two minor
but I think progressive measures to in-
crease revenue in this difficult year in
which a very heavy deficit is in prospect.
Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. BARRETT).
(By unanimous consent, Mr. BARRETT
was allowed to speak out of order.)
INTEREST RATES ON SBA DISASTER LOANS

Mr. BARRETT. Mr, Speaker, this
morning the Banking and Currency
Committee ordered reported H.R. 15692,
with amendments, which is intended to
reduce the interest rate on SBA disaster
loans. These are the kinds of loans that
are to be made to the hundreds of thou-
sands of people who have suffered severe
damages and great losses within the past
week as a result of tropical storm Agnes
and the rains that followed. Many of
these people have lost their homes and
all of their possessions. A lifetime of ef-
fort, earnings and savings have been
wiped out as businesses have been ruined
and destroyed.

Today's newspaper indicates that 95
areas in five eastern States have been
declared eligible for low-interest flood
aid. My State of Pennsylvania was prob-
ably the hardest hit. Damages have been
initially estimated at about $1 billion.
Figures for the five States indicate
that damages may run to $3 billion or
more.

Governor Shapp of Pennsylvania met
today with the Pennsylvania congres-
sional delegation and outlined the situ-
ation in my State. It is a very dismal pic-
ture. Only 31 counties have been declared
disaster areas so far by the administra-
tion, while the State is working in 61 of
the 67 counties in the State. The initial
indications of financial aid from the Fed-
eral Government are far from sufficient
to meet the needs of the people from the
current disaster. Needless to say our Gov-
ernor views this with alarm and skepti-
cism particularly when one realizes that
funds have been withheld for the flood
damage to parts of eastern Pennsylvania
last year. Prompt collection and use of
funds for last year’s damage has been
impossible because of the reams of
paperwork and redtape; hardly a sign
of good faith effort and humanitarian
concern on the part of the administra-
tion.

The Governor reported that 40 to
50,000 homes in the State are under wa-
ter; that many major industries have
been ruined which means great industrial
losses and many people unemployed; that
$50 million are needed for schools which
have been damaged or destroyed; approx-
imately $550 million are needed for re-
pair to roads and bridges. The plight of
the railroads, which suffered $50 to $60
million in damages, is particularly acute
since all of them are in financial trouble,
even before the storm.

The plight of the homeowner and small
businessman is particularly acute. He
must of necessity turn to the Federal
Government for assistance and the Fed-
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eral Government has a responsibility and
a duty to help these of its people. The
bill reported by the committee this morn-
ing is designed for this purpose; it would
change and reduce the interest rate on
these disaster loans. Present interest is
determined by the price the Treasury
pays for money in the market, with the
Secretary of the Treasury authorized to
reduce this by as much as 2 percent.
These rates change monthly; the pres-
ent formula rate is 5! percent after the
allowed reduction.

The bill would change this formula and
establish a legislative formula of 1 per-
cent, or 3 percent with a forgiveness
feature equal to 25 percent of the prin-
ciple of the loan with a maximum of
$2500 to be forgiven. In addition, the
program would be tightened up adminis-
tratively, so as to prevent diverting the
use of the funds from the intended pur-

pose.

Mr. Speaker, this is much needed legis-
lation. It is urgently needed and the ad-
ministration has done nothing to sup-
port this effort to assist our people who
have been so hard hit by the recent
storm,

In fact, there are signs that it is im-
peding consideration of the bill. The
committee chairman, my friend from
Texas (Mr. Parman) has sought coopera-
tion from the minority side in the House,
our colleagues across the aisle without
success. I sincerely hope that this delay
is only temporary and that we can act
before recessing at the end of this week.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon-~
sin (Mr. REuss).

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I urge that
the previous question, when it is offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. O'NEeiLL) be voted down so that I
may be permitted to offer an amended
rule, not a totally open rule but an
amended rule, which is printed in yes-
terday’s REecorp at page 22467, which
would permit two tax reform amend-
ments. These are known as the fiscal re-
sponsibility amendments. I should like to
describe wherein they do the job.

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

Mr. REUSS. I yield briefly to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. I thank the gentleman.

Does the gentleman not believe it
would be a good idea to vote down the
previous guestion on this rule? Then we
could bring up this $70 billion.

And we could bring up what the gentle-
man has in mind and we will actually be
Members of Congress doing something
meaningful on the floor of the House
where we are elected to serve.

Mr. REUSS. Yes; I do. And the reason
why I feel that way is this: The debt
ceiling legislation is made necessary be-
cause back to back for the 3 fiscal years
now before us we are running deficits,
any way you figure them, on the order of
$110 billion. For the fiscal year 1973,
which starts in 3 days, while the admin-
istration estimates a deficit of $27 bil-
lion, I find the estimate of the distin-
guished chairman of the Commititee on
Ways and Means (Mr. Mirrs) that that
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deficit will be closer to $33 billion or $35
billion, much more in line with reality.

What a deficit of that size means is
that we are going to be at least $5 bil-
lion or $6 billion into a “deficit on a
deficit”—an extra deficit over the so-
called full employment mythological def-
icit. Such fiscal irresponsibility will lead
again inevitably to inflation here at
home. It is already leading to tight money
here at home with the increase in the
prime rate that we saw only yesterday.
Abroad, the dollar is once again under
pressure. The main reason why it is un-
der pressure is that foreign financial ex-
perts, looking at the absolutely uncon-
scionable fiscal mess we are in, conclude
that we are not very interested in pre-
serving a sound dollar.

Thus today offers us a particularly good
opportunity to strike a blow for fiscal
responsibility, right at the start of fiscal
1973.

Now, what can you do about it? There
are only two ways to lessen deficits. One
is to cut spending. The other is to raise
revenues.

I would have supported, and would
support, a spending limitation in this
bill. The administration before the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means opposed it.
What I offer instead, by a modified rule,
is an opportunity to vote to plug two
tax loopholes which I shall describe in a
minute, which, if plugged, would yield
the very $5 billion or $6 billion a year
which is necessary in order to get rid of
the excess “deficit on a deficit.”

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REUSS. I will yield in just 1 min-
ute to my friend, Mr. ByrnEs. I wanted
!:o describe exactly what it is I am do-
ing.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I make
reference to your statement that the ad-
ministration opposed a spending ceiling.
They have asked for the spending ceil-
ing; they have not opposed it at all.

Mr. REUSS. I am glad the gentleman
has given me an opportunity to clarify
my statement. The administration does
support a spending ceiling. However,
when Mr. Stein, the administration’s
witness, the chief of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers, testified before the
House Committee on Ways and Means
he stated—and I am not sure the gen-
tfleman from Wisconsin was in the room
at the time——

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Yes, I was,

Mr. REUSS. That the administration
did not want a spending ceiling attached
to this debt ceiling bill, and that is what
I had reference to.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. And he
gave the reason, which I think the gen-
tleman ought to state.

Mr. REUSS. He was interested in a
clean bill.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. The reason
was a conflict in jurisdiction between
committees, and this was such an im-
portant matter that they did not want
to have it postponed by a jurisdictional
fight between two committees, and the
gentleman knows it.

Mr. REUSS. In a veritable frenzy of
cleanliness, the administration witness
asked for a clean bill. The thought
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crossed my mind that maybe the ad-
ministration did not want the kind of
loophole plugging amendment that I
NOwW Propose.

Be that as it may, they may not want
my limitation, but I am perfectly ready
to accept their limitation.

Let us look at why loophole plugging
is an exercise worthy of our endeavors
this afternoon. Despite the 1969 mini-
mum income tax, in 1970, the last year
for which we have figures, 394 taxpayers
with $100,000 or more of loophole income
paid not one penny of Federal income
tax.

Eighteen thousand taxpayers who are
affected by the minimum income tax paid
an average of 4 percent, which is about
one-third of what a wage earner has to
pay.

If my amended rule is adopted, and it
would take a voting down of the previous
question to do this, we would get a
chance to vote on two loopholes, each of
them worth from $2 billion to $3 billion
under a plugging of the loopholes. One
would tighten up the minimum tax, raise
the tax from 10 percent to 20 percent,
which would simply mean that someone
with $100,000 worth of income would still
be paying less than the average wage
earner. The other loophole for which we
seek plugging is the so-called asset de-
preciation range, which departs from the
principle of useful life and instead grants
an entirely mythological 20 percent ex-
tra depreciation, thus losing from the
revenues $3 billion a year.

A recent McGraw-Hill survey shows
that only about 10 percent of that $3 bil-
lion ever comes back in increased invest-
ment. So I would hope that the previous
question would be voted down, and then
that the amended rule would be adopted.

The SPEAKER, The time of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin has expired.

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

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
that the time of the gentleman from
Wisconsin has expired.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I will grant the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin an additional minute in order that
he may answer a question posed by the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross). Is
that agreeable to the gentleman?

Mr. REUSS. It is, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 additional minute to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr., REUSS) .

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

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

If the previous question is voted down
the House would not be limited to the
gentleman’s amendment, would it?

Mr. REUSS. It would not. I believe that
under the rules the Speaker might be in-
clined to recognize me as the principal
opponent of the closed rule. And I say
right now that I would be receptive to
other amendments that Members may
propose having to do with fiscal responsi-
bility. Specifically if somebody wants to
offer a spending limitation amendment,
I would want that to be included. And if
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someone, rather than plugging loopholes
wants to tax the poor an additional $6
billion, he should be entitled to offer that
amendment.

Mr. GROSS., If the gentleman will
yield further, I would like to offer as a
part of the gentleman’s amendment the
text of the bill H.R. 144 which provides
for a mandatory balanced budget and
annual payments on the Federal debt. I
cannot think of anything more fiscally
responsible than that.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin has again ex-
pired.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. DENNIS) .

Mr., DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, I am not
particularly enamored of the amend-
ments that my friend, the gentleman
from Wisconsin, has indicated he would
like to offer. I think it is inevitable that
we are going to have fto raise taxes but
whether this is the way to raise them or
not I am not at all sure and I would cer-
tainly prefer to have hearings. I do not
think I would support either one of these
amendments today. But I do think the
gentleman has the right to offer them,
even so.

Mr. Speaker, I rise against the rule not
because I am interested in the gentle-
man’s proposed amendments but because
I detest these closed rules. I think they
are antithetical to the real basis of rep-
resentative government. My friend, the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. Reuss),
wants to offer an amendment, and good
or bad, I think that is his privilege as a
Member of this House.

I think it is my privilege as a Member
of this House, and I think it is your priv-
ilege as a Member of this House, and I
think the people we represent are en-
titled to have us rise here and speak for
them.

There is no reason for closing this rule.
We had a gag rule here last week on an-
other bill. I was against that and I am
against this one.

I am not in favor of my friend’s pro-
posed tax amendments but I will not help
them close this rule.

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

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. FINDLEY. I wonder if the gentle-
man from Wisconsin could clarify this
point.

As I understand the gentleman’s in-
tention, if the previous question is voted
down and he has time thereby, he will be
willing to yield time for the purpose of
another Member offering a revenue-pro-
ducing amendment; am I correct on
that?

Mr. REUSS. You are entirely correct
in that. I would, I believe, under the rules
have an hour’s time, and I will try to allot
the time as fairly as the controller of the
time on this rule has done. I would say
I would be prepared to yield not only for
a revenue-sharing amendment, but for
an expenditure-limiting amendment, be-
cause I think that Members have a right
to work on both sides of the equation.
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Mr. FINDLEY. In other words, it is not
your intention to limit consideration to
only the two amendments you have in
mind?

Mr, REUSS. It is not.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I do not envy
the job of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. I think they have probably the
roughest job in this Congress.

But I would like to give you just one
reason why I would like to open up this
rule.

I sit on the Committee on Appropria-
tions. That committee is affectionately
known around here as the Freddie
Flintheart Club. We are told day after
day by Members of this House that we
do not spend enough money for water
pollution cleanup and we do not spend
enough money for education and we do
not spend enough money for health and
that we do not spend enough money for
a dozen other items.

Yet, a good many of the people who
tell us that are the same people who
on two occasions since I have been a
Member of this House have supported
actions which have, in fact, reduced the
total revenue pot available to this Con-
gress and to the Appropriations Com-
mittee to fund those programs that
many of us have expressed concern
about.

I am reminded of when I was in the
legislature back in 1965 in Wisconsin. At
that time the Governor of the State and
a good many people in the legislature
told the people of the State that we had
a balanced budget without a tax in-
crease. There were some of us in the leg-
islature who were warning that after the
election the people would find out that
the budget was not so balanced after
all and, in fact, we would be faced with
a very large tax increase—and they were.
That increase came affer the election
and not before.

It seems to me we are in the same
position here today. I think most of the
people in this House recognize that a
lot of our constituerts are being lulled
into an unawareness of what is waiting
for them right around the corner. After
election, I do not think there is much
doubt about it, they are going to be faced
with suggestions for a national sales
tax—a value-added tax—or some other
kind of tax unless the fiscal situation
téhanges remarkably from what it is to-

ay.

The amendment the gentleman from
Wisconsin is offering—and I am joining
with him, assuming we open up the
rule—that amendment would help us by
giving us an opportunity to at least re-
duce the shock of what is in fact wait-
ing for the people right around the cor-
ner by eliminating at least $8 billion
in special tax privileges.

I would urge you to support the open-
ing up of the rule.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON).

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker and Members of the House, 1
rise in support of House Resolution 1021
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which would provide a closed rule for
the consideration of this legislation to
continue the debt ceiling.

When my friend, the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. Dennis) addressed the
House a minute ago, I think he said that
he was not particularly enamored of the
amendments that the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. Reuss) proposed to of-
fer if this rule is, in fact, voted down
and he is recognized and permitted to
open it up.

Well, that is putting it mildly so far
as I am concerned. I am not only enam-
ored of the gentleman’s amendment, but
I think they would be about as ill advised
and as destructive of our hopes of build-
ing a sound, stable and noninfiationary
economy as I can possibly think of.

All of us profess to be greatly inter-
ested in productivity and in increasing
the productivity of our country so that
we can do something about the fact that
last year for the first time since 1893 we
enjoyed a deficit in our balance of trade.

As a matter of fact, we have seen a
serious decline in our historic rate of in-
crease in productivity in the period be-
tween 1967 and 1971. We have seen the
historic average increase in productivity
slip and slip very badly from more than
3 percent to an average of only 1.9 per-
cent and this has cost us very dearly be-
cause as a result of that, we have seen
unit labor costs in this country increase
by more than 5.5 percent annually and
we have thereby been rendered that
inuch less competitive in the world mar-

ets.

So we need to be concerned about pro-
ductivity and I will point out that if we
could succeed in increasing our produc-
tivity—and I am not making these fig-
ures up—this is from the National Com-
mission on Productivity—if we could in-
crease our productivity by only one-
tenth of 1 percent a year, that would
translate itself into $60 million of added
production over the next decade.

If we could increase that figure to four-
tenths of 1 percent, we would have
more than $250 billion in additional GNP
over the decade of the 1970's. What would
this mean? This would mean the kind of
revenues that we need to finance some
of the badly needed programs for the
cities and the rural areas of our country.
This would mean increases in real in-
come for all Americans, and I submit
we ought to be concentrating on increas-
ing national productivity, not coming up
here and mislabeling the asset deprecia-
tion range system as a tax loophole. It is
not a tax loophole at all. It is something
that is clearly designed to do something
about the slipping position that we have
suffered in this whole area.

Let me very quickly, in the brief time
I have left, point out that if you look at
a table which I have before me of repre-
sentative depreciation allowances and
compare what we do in this country with
some of our principal competitors in the
western world, you will find that after the
first 3 taxable years, the representa-
tive depreciation allowances in Japan,
for example, enable them to recover 56.9
percent of the cost of the depreciable
asset, In Western Germany it is 49.6
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percent as against 33.9 percent in the
United States.

Let me also very quickly before I con-
clude point out that we have one of the
lowest rates of reinvestment as far as
our GNP is concerned. We reinvest an-
nually only 16.6 percent of our GNP in
fixed assets; that is, in new machinery
and eguipment. Look at what they do in
Japan today—34 percent, more than
double the reinvestment rate of the
United States; West Germany, 23 per-
cent. When I look at figures like that, I do
not have very much patience with the
gentleman from Wisconsin when he
stands before this House this late in the
afternoon and suggests that we ought to
open up this rule so that he can offer an
amendment fo take away one thing that
may give us the chance to recover our
position as far as our balance of pay-
ments is concerned and as far as produc-
tivity is concerned.

I would suggest this is a good reason
to adopt the rule to cut off that kind of
proposed amendment.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. VANIK. Mr, Speaker, I wish to
take this opportunity to join in the pro-
posal of my colleague the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. Reuss). The thrust
of his proposal is to give this House a
chance to vote down the closed rule and
permit an amendment to strike out the
asset depreciation range, which is cost-
ing the Treasury of the United States
over $3 billion a year.

It has not been proven that the asset
depreciation range has produced any-
thing like the increased productivity that
the preceding speaker suggested. As a
matter of fact, what happens is that the
asset depreciation range has increased
corporate cash flow, one of those things
that does not appear clearly in the fi-
nancial reports. Where has this cash flow
gone, and where is it going? Under the
price control regulations, dividends are
limited, so that the cash flow is moving
into foreign investments, creating jobs in
other places to produce goods for the
American market. That is where a good
part of it is going.

There is some talk that it might in-
crease the possibility of corporate divi-
dends, but I believe that when the records
are brought to light, we will be amazed
to discover how little dividend income
pays in Federal income taxes. I think
that when the records are disclosed for
this period in our history, they are going
to prove that a great part of the dividend
income has escaped the normal taxation
that most people pay on their ordinary
incomes.

I support the proposal of the gentle-
man from Wisconsin. I hope that this
House will vote down the previous ques-
tion and permit this amendment.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. BYRNES).

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I think we should understand
what is proposed by the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. Reuss) as far as this
rule is concerned. He is not suggesting
this should be an open rule or a limited
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open rule. What he is suggesting is a
rule which will make in order nonger-
mane amendments to the debt ceiling
legislation. He has just gone one step
further than anybody talks about when
they talk about an open rule. He wants
a closed rule which will permit specific
amendments which otherwise would not
be in order.

Let us understand the situation. The
amendment which the gentleman from
Wisconsin is proposing and suggesting
he would like to add onto this bill was
proposed in the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. It was necessary for the chair-
man of our committee to rule that it was
out of order as being nongermane.

It was done, I am sure, on good au-
thority., If it was nongermane in the
committee, it would be nongermane on
this floor, so I take this time, Mr.
Speaker, only to make clear that this is
not just a matter of the normal open
rule that the gentleman from Wisconsin
is suggesting. He is suggesting we have
a closed rule but that we permit specified
nongermane amendments, and I sup-
pose if he is going to let other people
add amendments to his proposal that
we could cover almost anything under
the sun on this particular piece of legis-
lation that does require expeditious
action.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, all the re-
marks directed to the Reuss amendment
indicate that the distinguished Speaker
would recognize the gentleman from
Wisconsin to offer an amendment if the
previous question is voted down. I know
of no reason why the Speaker should.
He might surprise everybody and recog-
nize the gentleman from Iowa to offer
his amendment to provide for mandatory
balanced budgets and annual payments
on the debt each year. I am sure the
gentleman from Illinois would welcome
that amendment, which is certainly
germane to this bill for that would be
financial responsibility at its best to again
have balanced budgets and annual pay-
ments on the huge debt. That is the only
way we are ever going to stop increases
in the debt ceiling. I am sure the gentle-
man from Illinois would want to support
that kind of amendment to this bill,
and I would hope he would vote to defeat
the previous question so the bill could be
opened up and permit the Speaker to
recognize me to offer an amendment to
do something worthwhile about the seri-
ous financial situation in which we find
ourselves.

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

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, perhaps
the Speaker might recognize someone to
offer an amendment to take care of the
very tragic questions the gentleman
brought to the House when he says he is
disturbed about the low rate of reinvest-
ment. Certainly there is a low rate of
reinvestment in America, because there
is a large exporting of investments and
jobs overseas. Perhaps if the previous
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question is voted down, the Speaker
would recognize somebody to offer that
amendment.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I am refering
to rule VIII, pertinent to the duties of
Members, clause 657, which involves per-
sonal interest, stating in part: “Unless he
has a direct personal or pecuniary inter-
est in the event of such question.”

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, leading up
to the parliamentary inquiry, section
659 says:

It is a principle of “immemorial observ-
ance” that a Member should withdraw when
a question concerning himself arises . . .

Now, Mr. Speaker, my parliamentary
inquiry is, in view of the Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1970, and even prior to that,
the establishment of the Standing Com-
mittee on the Conduct and Standards of
Ethics of Members, inasmuch as it has
become common knowledge as the result
of reportorial objective enterprise that
there are over 190 Members, including
the gentleman from Missouri, that have
pecuniary interest in banks and mone-
tary exchange, would it be the intention
of the Speaker to see that rule VIII ap-
plies in the vote on the previous ques-
tion?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state to
the gentleman that the precedents under
the rule to which the gentleman makes
reference are clear that the Speaker has
usually held that the Member himself
should determine the guestion. It is a
question for the conscience of the Mem-
ber.

Mr. HALL. A further parliamentary
inguiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HALL. Unless a point of order were
made based on this rule it would not be
the intention of the Chair to direct the
Members that they should as a matter
of conscience assess their own pecuniary
interest in voting on such a matter?

The SPEAKER. The Chair would leave
the matter of conscience to each Mem-
ber's own judgment.

Mr. HALL. I thank the Chair. I shall
not raise such a point of order.

The SPEAKER. The question is on or-
dering the previous question.

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

Mr. REUSS. 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 Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will call the
roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 205, nays 181, answered
“present” 1, not voting 44, as follows:

[Roll No. 236]
YEAS—205

Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,
N. Dak.

Archer
Arends
Aspinall

Abbitt
Alexander
Anderson, Ill.

Baker
Barrett
Belcher
Bell
Betts
Biester
Blackburn
Bolling
Bow
Bray
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron
Cabell
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carlson
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clausen,
Don H.
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conover
Conte
Corman
Coughlin
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
™m
Downing
Dulski
Dunean
du Pont
Dwyer
Edwards, Ala.
Eshleman
Fish
Fisher
Flowers
Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fuqua
Garmatz
Gettys
Goldwater
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Griffiths

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.
Annunzio
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Begich
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blaggi
Bingham
Blatnik
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Brinkley
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrne, Pa,
Carney
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Clay
Cleveland
Collins, I11.
Conyers
Cotter
Crane
Culver
Danlels, N.J.

Grover
Gubser
Halpern
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hillis
Hogan
Hosmer
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Kazen
Keating
Keith
Kemp
King
Kluczynski
Kuykendall
Landrum
Latta
Lent
Lloyd
Long, La.
McClory
McCloskey
MecCollister
McCulloch
McEwen
McFall
McEevitt
MeMillan
Macdonald,
Mass.
Mahon
Mallliard
Mallary
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mayne
Michel
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark,
Mills, Md.
Minshall
Monagan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Nelsen
O’Konskl
O'Nelll
Passman
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Poff
Powell
Preyer, N.C.

NAYS—180

Danielson
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Diggs
Dingell
Donochue
Dow

Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Callf.
Eilberg
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Flood

Flynt

Foley

Fraser
Galiflanakis
Gaydos
Giaimo
Glbbons
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Green, Pa.
Gross

Gude

Haley
Hamlilton
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
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Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Ralilsback
Rhodes
Rlegle
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rostenkowskl
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Sandman
Scott
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Sisk
Skubitz
Smith, Calif.
Smith, N.Y.
Springer
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.

Thompson, Ga.

Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
Whalley
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wolfl
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Young, Tex.
Zion

Harrington
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays

Hechler, W. Va.

Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash,
Horton
Howard

Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jacobs
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Kastenmeler
Koch

Kyros
Landgrebe
Leggett
Lennon
Link

Long, Md.
Lujan
McClure
McCormack
McEKay
Madden
Mann
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Smith, Towa
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Steele
Stokes
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Terry
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
White
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Sikes Zablocki
Slack Zwach
ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1
Hall
NOT VOTING—44
Dent
Dickinson
Dowdy
Edmondson
Erlenborn
Esch
Evins, Tenn. McEinney
Ford, Gerald B. Mizell
Ford, Mollohan
Willlam D. Mosher
Fulton Moss
Gallagher Pirnie
Griffin Sarbanes
Hagan Satterfield
Curlin Hébert Schneebeli
Davis, 8.C. Holifleld Schwengel

So the previous question was ordered.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Boggs for, with Mr. Celler against.

Mr. Gerald R. Ford for, with Mr. Abernethy
against.

Mr. Fuiton for, with Mr. Abourezk against.

Mr, Davis of South Carolina for, with Mr.
Dent against.

Mr. Mollohan for, with Mr, Clark against.

Mr. Moss for, with Mr. -

Mr. Blanton for, with Mr, Baring against,

Mr. Edmondson for, with Mr, Colmer
against.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee for, with Mrs. Chis-
holm against.

Mr. Hébert for, with Mr, Willlam D, Ford
against.

Mr. Holifleld for, with Mr. Griffin against.

Mr. Karth for, with Mr. Sarbanes against.

Mr. Kee for, with Mr, Satterfield against.

Mr. Anderson of Tennessee for, with Mr.
Dowdy against.

Mr. Gallagher for, with Mr, Burke of Flori-
da against,

Mr. Pirnle for, with Mr. Mizell against,

Mr. Schneebell for, with Mr. Dickinson
against.

Mr,
agalnst.

Mr. Broomfield for, with Mr. Schwengel
against.

Mr. McDonald of Michigan for, with Mr.
Kyl against.

Until further notice:
Mr. Caffery with Mr. Esch.
Mr, Curlin with Mr. McDade,

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon and Mr. RUN-
NELS changed their votes from “nay”
tro nyea.n

Messrs. PODELL, DONOHUE, and
CONYERS changed their votes from
t(yeaID m Glnay.’]

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

4 1?1 motion to reconsider was laid on the
able.

Pucinski
Randall
Rangel
Rarick
Rees

Reid
Reuss
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Ronealio
Rosenthal
Roush
Rousselot
Roy

¥
Roybal
Ryan
St Germain
Saylor
Scherle
Scheuer
Schmitz
Seiberling
Shipley

Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Murphy, T1.
Murphy, N.X.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nichols

Nix

Obey
O'Hara
Patman
Patten

Plke

Poage
Podell
Price, Ill.

Earth

Eee

Kyl

McDade

McDonald,
Mich,

Abernethy
Abourezk
Anderson,
Tenn.
Baring
Blanton
Boggs
Broomfleld
Burke, Fla.
Caffery
Celler
Chisholm
Clark
Colmer

Erlenborn for, with Mr. Mosher
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The SPEAKER. The question is on the
resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 15390) to provide
for a 4-month extension of the present
temporary level in the public debt limi-
tation.

The SPEAKER. The gquestion is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. MILLS).

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 15390, with
Mr. HunGATE in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. MiLLs)
will be recognized for 1 hour, and the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. BYRNES)
will be recognized for 1 hour. ’

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the action we are re-
questing on the debt limitation at this
time does not represent any increase in
the debt limitation at all. Instead, we
are asking only that the present debt
limitation of $450 billion, which now

applies through June 30, 1972, be ex-
tended for an additional 4 months, or
through October 31, 1972, Otherwise, the
limit reverts to $400 billion on July 1.
Since this limit only applies through

October of this year, this means, of
course, that it will be necessary for the
Congress to consider the question of the
debt limitation once more this fall. How-
ever, I want to emphasize that we, at
this time, are not requesting any increase
in the present debt limitation. Whatever
increase subsequently proves to be nec-
essary will be considered the next time
Congress has this topic under considera-
tion.

As the Members of the House know,
this is the second time this year that we
have taken up the public debt limitation
and the provisions of this bill will make
it necessary that we act once more on
this subject this year. This, of course, is
not the first time that we have dealt
with the debt limitation more than once
during a year. In 1963, for example, the
limit was raised three times, and since
1954 this is the fourth year in which the
Congress has been called upon to raise
the debt limit more than once during the
year.

By the action we are taking in this
bill, we essentially are postponing con-
sideration of any increase which may be
required in the debt limitation until to-
ward the end of this session of Congress.
We are recommending this to the Con-
gress because we are not satisfied that
the information we have before us now
is adequate to make a determination of
the minimal increase in the debt limita-
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tion which may be required for the re-
mainder of this year.

Last February when the administra-
tion first asked us for a higher éebt lim-
itation for this year, the budget which
had just previously been submitted to
the Congress by the President provided
for a unified budget deficit of $38.8 bil-
lion and a Federal funds deficit of $44.7
billion. It also estimated the deficit for
the fiscal year 1973 on a unified budget
basis at $25.5 billion and on a Federal
funds basis at $36.2 billion. Based on
these data, the administration asked for
a $480 billion public debt limitation to
carry it through February of 1973.

We did not believe that the informa-
tion available to use then was adequate to
make a responsible determination cf the
debt limit required. For that reason, we
requested instead a debt limitation of
$450 billion to carry us through June 30,
1972. Evidence to date certainly has jus-
tified the skepticism we expressed last
February. The administration currently
estimates for the fiscal year 1972 a uni-
fled budget deficit of $26 billion and a
Federal funds deficit of $32.2 billion.
This means that the current unified
budget estimate is $12.8 billion less than
the figure the administration gave us to
work with this last February. My own
view is that the deficit for 1972 actually
will be still smaller than that now esti-
mated by the administration.

On the other hand, the administration
now estimates a unified budget deficit
for the fiscal year 1973 at $1.5 billion
above the $25.5 billion estimated last
January, or at a level of $27 billion. The
Federal funds deficit which corresponds
to this is $37.8 billion. Frankly, I believe
that this too is likely to be substantially
in error. In this case, however, I expect
the deficit for the fiscal year 1973 to be
substantially above the level the admin-
istration has now given us.

In my: view, the estimates of budget
outlays recently presented to the Con-
gress by the administration represent an
inadequate review of the budget. They
take into account only two types of
changes: namely, budget outlays the ad-
ministration planned for fiscal year 1972
which are now expected to occur in fiscal
year 1973 and congressional action on
outlays with respect to the 1973 budget
which has already been completed. In
this last category, for example, is the in-
crease in outlays by $1 billion in the
benefits provided to coal miners under
the “black lung” bill.

The revised estimates are inadequate,
however, because they make no attempt
to reflect probable congressional action
unless it has already become law or un-
less the legislation was included in the
President’s initial budget. As a result, the
outlay estimates do not include, for ex-
ample, any of the effects of the water
pollution control bill which is now in
conference nor the five bills providing
various improved benefits and services
to veterans, including substantial vet-
erans’ educational benefits. These pro-
grams alone could raise outlays by $1
to $2 billion, and I am sure there are
other cases where spending which did not
occur in the fiscal year 1972 will occur
in the fiscal year 1973.
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Still another possible area of budgetary
discrepancy is in the estimates of re-
ceipts. Here the estimates for the fiscal
year 1972 were substantially off because
the administration did not anticipate
that individuals would not elect to in-
crease withholding allowances under the
new system and, therefore, had sub-
stantial overwithholding in the fiscal
year 1972. Unless taxpayers desire to con-
tinue this substantial overwithholding in
fiscal year 1973, however, there could well
be a significant drop in receipts below
the estimates of the administration early
next year.

Because of the many uncertainties
which still exist with respect to the budg-
et for the fiscal year 1973, the Ways and
Means Committee concluded that it was
not appropriate at this time to make a
final determination as to the debt limit
required by the fiscal year 1973. As a re-
sult, instead of providing the $465 bil-
lion limitation which the administration
now asks for through February of the
next year, the committee’s bill continues
the present $450 billion limit through
October of this year. The administration
has indicated that it believes it can op-
erate satisfactorily with this limit
through October. Before that time, the
Committee on Ways and Means will re-
port & debt limitation bill based on more
adequate experience which will be suf-
ficient to carry the Government through
the remainder of this fiscal year and at
least through part of the next year.

I also want to remind my colleagues
that there is a very narrow margin of
time available between our action to-
day on the debt limit and the expiration
date on the present limitation, this Fri-
day night.

Actually we are not increasing the debt
but merely continuing for these 4 addi-
tional months the $50 billion temporary
addition to the public debt ceiling that
would otherwise expire on June 30 next,
which is only 3 days from now. The ceil-
ing on the debt would revert to the per-
manent limit of $400 billion on July 1.
The actual debt outstanding in all prob-
ability will be in excess of $425 billion.
The Secretary of the Treasury will have
some cash on hand at the end of the fis-
cal year. It is my information that he
would have enough cash on hand to pay
bills for about 6 days because we are now
paying those accumulated bills at an all-
time high per week.

Delay in extending the debt limit will
reflect adversely upon the ability of our
Government to meet its financial obliga-
tions and will simultaneously cause fi-
nancial distress to contractors and their
suppliers and employees, and Federal
employees and the retired as well as the
poor who rely upon the Federal Gov-
ernment for regular benefit payments,
The outstanding Federal debt on June
30 will not be affected, but no new issues
may replace those expiring.

The greatest burdens will be borne by
those whose vulnerability is reflected in
their reliance upon periodic checks from
the Treasury. The dangers to them and
others from the financial brinksman-
ship we engage in with last minute de-
lays in extending the debt limit are not
worth it.
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While we fully intend to provide for
the pressing needs of the Government,
we are most anxious not to provide too
generous an allowance under the debt
limitation for the period immediately
ahead. I say this because of our interest
in bringing every possible pressure fo
bear on holding down expenditures.

I have been trying as hard as I could
to get the Congress to adopt a spending
ceiling in keeping with the recommenda-
tion of the administration and in keeping
with the record of what we accomplished
during the calendar year 1968 when we
imposed a ceiling for the fiscal year 1969
under the Johnson administration. We
required him at that time to reduce his
planned spending, except for those items
that were noncontrollable items.

Actually, we said that $6 billion must
be saved; $8.3 billion was saved under
that ceiling. We made the mistake, how-
ever, of allowing so many items to be
free of the ceiling that those items, un-
controlled as they turned out to be, went
up $6 billion more than had been origi-
nally budgeted.

So we came out with actual savings
that year of $8.3 billion minus the $6
billion—or $2.3 billion. It was our fault.
The administration did better than we
had asked it to do on the controllable
items—to the extent of $2.3 billion.

I think the Congress should regain its
constitutional prerogative of saying what
is going to be spent in a fiscal year, and
not leave it to some budget director or to
a President or to anyone else downtown
who is not given that authority under
the Constitution.

As you know, each year we go through
the process of creating additional budg-
etary authority for somebody to spend—
$276 billion of it in 1973 according to the
mid-session review, when this is added
to what is already in the pipeline, they
will have available for spending down-
town in the fiscal year 1973 and later
vears $566 billion.

It just happens that nobody can find
the ways and means in 1973 of spending
that kind of money, or enough contrac-
tors to absorb it.

The President says he only wants to
spend out of that amount $250 billion,
and he is asking us to put him in a
straitjacket so that he cannot exceed
that figure.

Look at the past record. Every year—
year after year, and not just in the last
3 or 4 years but over a long period of
years—we apparently are ending up
spending much more than it was orig-
inally estimated would be the case. If we
put the ceiling on the spending level,
we will at least avoid those increases that
have occwrred in the past. But we are
not going to do it—apparently there is
some objection to it.

In the absence of an expenditure limi-
tation we are doing the best we can to
use the debt limitation as a substitute
for such an expenditure ceiling. It is, of
course, & poor substitute, but it is the
best that we can offer until the Congress
provides for the ceiling on expenditures
which I believe it should provide in this
session of Congress.

I asked the committee not to go along
with the request for the $15 billion in-
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crease we were told would take us some
time into February 1973. When we in-
crease this limit in September or in
October, or whenever we take action on
it again, I want it to be only for the
amount of money that is required in
addition to our tax revenues to finance
the Government for the fiscal year 1973.

I cannot tell now how much that addi-
tional amount will be. Maybe we cannot
tell as accurately as I would like by wait-
ing until September or October, but
certainly we should have a better idea
of how much we have increased or de-
creased the spending level through our
own action here.

I also believe we will have a better idea
of what our receipts will really be by that
time. We will know this because we will
have a better idea of where the economy
is headed, and what the gross national
product may be for the calendar year
1972,

All of these factors lead me to con-
clude, as they did other members of the
committee, that we should take another
look at the debt ceiling this fall—so we
can draw a hard line with the debt ceil-
ing this time for the fiscal year 1973.

Maybe, as weak a tool as it is, it will
help the President to accomplish the ob-
jeective of a spending limitation.

The debt limitation may not be a
good way of controlling expenditures,
but to the extent that it will work, I want
to see us use it because, Mr. Chairman,
I think we have come to the day of real-
ity in this country.

I have heard for a long time about what
we should do, and what we must do. I
think we are in the stage in our history,
on the fiscal side of government, where
we must recognize that really the ques-
tion should be, “What can we do?” What
can we do with the resources we have,
with priorities established, as they, of
course, will be, as a result of political
considerations? I still think we are going
to have to stop this business of borrowing
$30 to $40 billion a year in addition to
what we can raise in taxes.

You know and I know that if the Ways
and Means Committee should bring a
bill to the floor of the House—yes, it
could raise some revenue. But the only
way in the world we are going to get the
amounts of money we want to take care
of the problems of the elderly, the sick,
the aged, the cities, and all of the other
problems we have, is through greater
economies in government spending—
through control of our Government
spending—and at the same time through
the generation of greater productivity
on the part of the private sector of this
great system of ours.

Do you know that jobs have been go-
ing up in the government sector for the
last 12 months at a faster rate than they
have in the private sector? Jobs in gov-
ernment, which are dependent upon the
revenues produced by those who work
in the private sector, are going up at a
faster rate, Yes, we have got to get this
economy moving at a much, much faster
pace than it is if we are going to solve
all of the many problems we have in
this country. We must be realistic. Until
we get the economy back to a full em-
ployment level, when revenues will be
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materially larger, we must control our
spending.

That is why I think it is so important
right now for us to utilize this debt limi-
tation as effectively as we can in the ab-
sence of a spending limitation—to see
what we can do to hold down on what is
spent by the administration.

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

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. CORMAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I am aware of the President’s request
that we impose an expenditure ceiling on
ourselves and on him, and, as I remem-
ber, it was for some $250 billion this year.
Is there any way we can find out from
the executive branch where they antici-
pate cutting? We all know there are some
areas that cannot be cut.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. That is true.

Mr. CORMAN. We have appropriated
more than the $250 billion this year.

Mr, MILLS of Arkansas, If the gentle-
man will pardon me, my friend from Cal-
ifornia knows that we do not appropriate
dollars in the sense that he is talking
about. We create in the hands of some-
body downtown budget authority to em-
ploy additional personnel or to enter into
additional contracts,

Mr. CORMAN. Will the gentleman
yield further?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. CORMAN. As I understand, the
President wanted to hold both himself
and us to his budget expenditures. We
have run over those. Education, water
pollution, and black lung are the three I
remember offhand.

Is there a way we can find out from
the President before we impose an expen-
diture ceiling where he anticipates the
cuts might be so he will comply with the
expenditure ceiling?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I notice there
are those who say that the Department
of Defense can be cut 10 or 12 percent.
I have heard studies along that line. I
have heard candidates for certain high
offices say they can be cut that much. I
do not know whether they can or not, but
I dare say that most other agencies of
the Government could be cut that much
and still nobody would be deprived of any
real services they are now receiving.

Mr. CORMAN. We are not aware of
the plans of the President as to where
he is going to cut.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I understand
that. I do not know whether you can
find that out or not, but if we are going
to save this country from fiscal bank-
ruptey, we had better start thinking in
terms of curbing the appetites of all of us.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Arkansas has consumed 13 minutes.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. PaATmaAN) 5 minutes:

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, the vote
was the closest vote that has ever been
recorded in the House of Representatives,
to my knowledge, solely on the question
of a gag rule. With a change of 14 votes,
the gag rule would have been defeated.
I think we should get ready now for Sep-
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tember when this bill comes up again.
When it comes up again, it will have the
same thing in it, $70 billion, part of the
national debt that has been paid for
once, but not canceled. It is costing us
$4 billion a year to pay interest on paid-
for bonds. It is just not right. It is against
conscience.
TIME OF GAG RULE LIMITED

Mr. Chairman, Congress is responsible,
and this House has its responsibility. I
predict that the time of the gag rule is
limited. The gag rule is on the way out.
This vote demonstrates it. Why have a
gag rule? Why should a few Members
be allowed to gag others that are elected
just as all other Members are?

Every Member of this House that has
ever served here came here as one elected
by his constituents, and not one has ever
been appointed. The House of Represen-
tatives is from the people. The people
have charge of the purse strings by hav-
ing charge of the House of Representa-
tives. Every 2 years, if there is a bad
performance, the people can change that
trend by electing a new House of Rep-
resentatives.

Also, certain bills, such as appropria-
tions and revenue and tax bills, can only
be introduced in this body. They can be
introduced only in this body, and they
cannot be introduced in the other body.

Members of this body are elected only
for 2 years, they have a tenure of only
2 years, and then the people can ask
their Representatives to do their duty
and assume their responsibility.

When we vote for a bill that we know
has in it $70 billion, that we know has
been paid for once, that is not a responsi-
ble action. It is an irresponsible action.
Nobody can deny that. It is documented.
It is known. We are voting for it today.
It is $70 billion to pay for that twice. It
has been paid for once. In September
they will expect us to do it again. Vote to
pay for it, and then, of course, just have
a gag rule, if that is what Members want
but I am going to start now, and I be-
lieve other Members will, fo try to stop
this gag rule business.

If the question ever reaches the Su-
preme Court of the United States—it
will be very difficult to get it there, be-
cause the rules are so strict and rigid we
can hardly bring a case so the Supreme
Court can pass on it—but if it every gets
there, I predict it will be unanimously
held unconstitutional. For 434 Members
to vote to gag one Member the other of
the 435, a Member who is elected and
sent here to have a voice and do some-
thing meaningful in the proceedings is
certainly wrong and unconstitutional. If
he is gagged, he can do nothing mean-
ingful. He cannot offer an amendment,
he cannot talk about an amendment, he
cannot talk about the bill under a gag
rule, unless he is given the time, as my
friend, the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. MI1LLs) gave me 5 minutes—but
that is all. It is not a fair break, and it is
not a fair way for the representative gov-
ernment to be conducted.

The people of this Nation are scream-
ing for one thing, for a fair and equitable
tax reform law. We will never get it un-
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der a gag rule, but when we get the gag
rule disposed of, and we have 14 more
votes on a vote like this, we will get rid
of that gag rule and we will get rid of
some of the tax loopholes that are mak-
ing the rich richer and the poor poorer.

The poor man does not have the bene-
fit of a tax loophole. He does not have
earnings that permit him to take ad-
vantage of it. The rich people do.

‘We have to get to this tax reform bill.
The people are crying out for it. They
want it. They feel they are being im-
posed upon. Some of them actually say
they are being cheated. I know they are
not being treated right. They are being
treated wrong.

This House of Representatives, a part
of the U.S. Congress, has great responsi-
bility, and should assume that responsi-
bility and commence now to vote against
the gag rule, in September, when this
same bill will come up.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 2 minutes.

Mpr. Chairman, let me just emphasize
the point made by the gentleman from
Arkansas, the chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee. Really in this opera-
tion today we are not raising the debt
ceiling or the borrowing authority of the
Government. That is currently author-
ized at a level of $450 billion. On June 30,
however, that figure will drop, unless ac-
tion is taken here, to $400 billion.

What is proposed here is that we con-
tinue the $450 billion on through Octo-
ber 31. Let us make it perfectly under-
stood that ‘also means the Congress is
going to have to act again before we
finally adjourn or recess for the Novem-
ber election. We are going to have to do
something about it sometime between
now and October 31.

But, so far as the action here today
is concerned, all we are doing, really, is
continuing the current level of authority
to borrow.

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

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. We will, however, have
equaled the record, will we not, on voting
on debt ceilings, since it will be manda-
tary that we vote again in October?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Or Sep-
tember.

Mr. GROSS. Or September. Hopefully
it will be in September, so that we can
get away to do a few days of campaigning
in October.

We will have equaled. the record of
having voted three times in 1 year on the
issue of a debt ceiling.

Mr, BYRNES of Wisconsin. I do not
know that that will break a record. Per-
haps it will. We have had other years, I
know, when we have done it at least
twice.

The CHAIRMAN, The time yielded by
the gentleman from Wisconsin has ex-
pired.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 2 additional minutes.

I guess in one other year we have done
it three times.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. We are just
tying the record.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. That is
what I thought; we are just tying the
record.

I will say to the gentleman, frankly,
I am not sympathetic with the idea of
just waiting until September. I believe
we know as much now as we will in
September.

As I suggested before the Rules Com-
mittee, that is the position taken by the
majority of the Ways and Means Com-
lt:glttee. That is as far as they wanted

go.

We have to do something between now
and July 3 or 4, at least. When one is
faced with the proposition that this is
all one can have, this is all they are
willing to do, one had better go along
with it if one has to have it.

Mr. GROSS. The newspapers said we
had to wait to get an opportunity to vote
on the revenue bill until the Governor
of New York and the gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. MiLLs) decided they had
the votes to pass it. I just wondered
whether we would be caught in some
kind of a situation like that later on this
fall, in voting on a real lifting of the
ceiling.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. All I can
suggest to the gentleman is we would
be in an intolerable bind if we did not
ask today to keep the level at $450 billion
after June 30, which is next Friday .

As the chairman suggested, I think
you could run the affairs of Government
for 3 or 4 or 5 days after that with the
cash that exists, but you have to recog-
nize that there are bonds people want to
cash in, people with savings bonds, and
you have to pay them off, and there are
roll-over notes, which I will go into in
more detail in the statement I am put-
ting into the REecorp. However, we can
probably last for 3 or 4 days into next
week, and that is it, and then the Gov-
ernment would stop as far as paying any
bills or redeeming bonds are concerned.
We would be in that same situation if
we do not then act again before next
October 31. These are just the facts as
we find them.

Mr. GROSS. At least by next Sep-
tember we will know the identity of the
Democrat Presidential candidate.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. That is
what I suggested to the Committee on
Rules, but what else we will know I do
not know. I do not know whether we will
know more about our fiscal situation.

Mr. Chairman, the present debt ceil-
ing is $450 billion, consisting of a $400
billion permanent ceiling, and $50 bil-
lion in temporary borrowing authority
through June 30 of this year. This means
that 3 days—Friday of this week—the
debt limit will revert to the permanent
ceiling of $400 billion. The bill before
the House would extend the present ad-
ditional $50 billion in temporary borrow-
ing authority through October 31 of this
year.

The debt subject to limit on June 20
stood at $427.5 billion, far in excess of
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the $400 billion permanent ceiling that
will prevail after this Friday unless leg-
islation is enacted this week amending
the existing law.

It is therefore imperative that we act
promptly on this bill.

Failure to act will preclude the Treas-
ury from refinancing or rolling over
maturing issues after Friday, many of
which become due on a weekly basis.

Additionally, it would not be possible

to issue any new debt obligations to fi-
nance the ongoing costs of Government.
Payroll savings.plans would cease to op-
erate, creating disruptions to a program
that has long served the needs of our
people and their Government. The
Treasury’s cash balance would soon be
exhausted and the Government would
begin defaulting on its obligations. The
chaotic conditions that would prevail
would undoubtedly entail extensive addi-
tional costs to the Treasury as a result
of stop-gap measures designed to meet
the crisis, threatened potentially higher
borrowing costs to the Government in
the future, could undermine the dollar
and economic stability, and impair the
fiscal credibility of the U.S. Govern-
ment.
"~ For these reasons, I have always recog-
nized the necessity of providing appro-
priate increases in the debt limit to meet
the Government’s borrowing needs. Since
an appropriate debt ceiling is one tool—
admittedly crude, but nevertheless im-
portant—ifor encouraging fiscal responsi-
bility, I have, on occasion, opposed in-
creases of too great an amount or for too
long a period to provide meaningful re-
straint. But, I have always recognized
that fiscal responsibility requires prompt
and timely action to provide needed bor-
rowing latitude consistent with fiscal re-
sponsibility.

This bill clearly meets that criteria.
The bimonthly estimates in the commit-
tee report project a debt level of $446.4
billion on September 15 of this year, as-
suming a 6 billion cash balance—a little
more than our weekly spending rate. On
October 30, the debt will be $497.3 on the
same basis. The debt limit will again re-
vert to the permanent ceiling of $400 bil-
lion on October 31 insuring that the en-
tire matter of an appropriate debt limit
must again be reviewed in a little more
than 3 months. I do not believe we could
responsibly recommend a tighter ceil-
ing—either as to amount or duration.
Frankly, I personally have some reserva-
tions about the wisdom of establishing a
time framework that requires this Con-
gress to go into the entire matter again
in the very near future. But, it is clear
that the ceiling estimated by this bill is
a tight one in every respect.

It is particularly ironic, Mr. Chairman,
that we must extend the Government'’s
borrowing authority the very next week
after voting for a $30 billion program—
retroactive to January 1 of this year—
to share “individual income tax reve-
nues” with our States and localities. One
thing is made crystal clear by this se-
quence of events—we are simply borrow-
ing additional money at the Federal level
to make it available to States and local
officials. I hope all of those who voted for
revenue sharing will now yvote for the
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necessary borrowing authority to finance
the program.

Mr. Chairman, when the House debated
H.R. 4690 to raise the debt ceiling in
March 1971, I stated:

I think it is time that we all—not just we
politicians in the Congress of the United
States, in state houses, in the county court-
houses, or in the city halls—but all of our
people come to a recognition that we are
asking our government to provide services
in excess of what we are willing to pay for
on a reasonably current basis. This is the
kind of environment that can lead only to
fiscal trouble.

This admonition cannot be repeated
often enough until it becomes part of our
public policy. Until it does, we will be
confronted with the unpleasant task of
periodically increasing the public debt
limit.

That is the task we face today. It is
unpleasant, but we cannot avoid the
obligation to act. I urge all my colleagues
to join me in supporting H.R. 15390.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin, Mr. Chair-
man, Iyield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
bill is considered as having been read for
amendment.

The bill is as follows:

H.R. 15380
A bill to provide for a four-month extension
of the present temporary level in the pub-
lic debt limitation

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Public
Law 92-250 and sectlon 2(a) of Public Law
92-5 are each amended by striking out
“June 30, 1972, and Inserting in lieu thereof
“October 31, 1972,

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, no
amendments are in order to the bill ex-
cept those offered by direction of the
Committee on Ways and Means. Are
there any committee amendments?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. There are
none, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. HuncaTE, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
bill (H.R. 15390) to provide for a 4-
month extension of the present tempo-
rary level in the public debt limitation,
pursuant to House Resolution 1021, he
reported the bill back to the House.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question 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. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

June 27, 1972

Mr. Gross moves to recommit the bill
H.R. 15380 to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question on the mo-
tion to recommit.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit was rejecfed.

The SPEAEKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 211, nays 168, not voting 53,
as follows:

[Roll No. 237]

YEAS—211

Alexander Green, Oreg.
Anderson, I1l. Green, Pa.
Andrews, Griffiths

N. Dak, Gubser
Annunzio Gude
Arends Halpern
Ashley Hamilton
Barrett Hammer-
Belcher schmidt
Bell Hanley
Bergland Hanna
Blester Hansen, Idaho
Blatnik Hansen, Wash,
Boland Harvey
Bolling Hastings
Bow Hathaway
Brasco Hays
Bray Heckler, Mass.
Brotzman Heinz
Brown, Mich. Hicks, Mass.
Brown, Ohio  Hicks, Wash.
Buchanan Hillis
Burke, Mass. Horton
Burleson, Tex. Hosmer
Byrne, Pa. Howard
Byrnes, Wis. Hungate
Carey, N.Y.
Carlson
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Collier
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dennis
Derwinski
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Eilberg
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Findley
Fish
Flood
Foley
Porsythe
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Garmatz
Gettys
Glaimo
Grasso
Gray

Passman
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Podell
Pofl
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Pucinski
Purcell
Quie
Rallsback
Randall
Rees
Rhodes
Roblson, N.Y.
Rodino
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Ruppe
St Germaln
Sandman
Shriver
Sisk
Skubitz
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y,
Springer
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Talcott
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Ware
Whalen

Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Kazen
Keating
Keith
Kemp
Eluczynski
Landrum
Latta
Lent
Lloyd
McClory
McCloskey
McEwen
MeFall
McEKay
McEevitt
Macdonald,
Mass

Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Michel Whalley
Mills, Ark. Whitehurst
Mills, Md. Widnal
Wiggins
Wilson,
Charles H.
Winn
Wright
Wydler
Yates
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

Minshall

Monagan

Moorhead

Murphy, T11.

Murphy, N.¥.

Nedzi

Nelsen

O'Hara

O'Neill
NAYS—168

Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.

Abbltt
Abzug
Adams

Andrews, Ala,
Acher
Ashbrook
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Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Baker
Begich
Bennett
Bevill
Biaggi
Bilngham
Blackburn
Brademas
Brinkley
Brooks
Broyhill, N.C.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byron
Cabell
Camp
Carney
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Cleveland
Collins, I11.
Collins, Tex.
Conyers
Crane
Daniel, Va.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Devine
Diges
Dingell
Dow
Drinan
Edwards, Calif.
Fascell
Fisher
Flowers
Flynt
Fountain
Fraser
Frey
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Gaydos
Gibbons
Goldwater

1972

Gonzalez
Goodling
Gross
Grover
Haley

Hall
Harrington
Harsha
Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hogan

Hull

Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Eastenmeler
King

Koch
Kyros
Landgrebe
Leggett
Lennon
Link

Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClure
McCollister
McCormack
Madden
Mathis, Ga.
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Ohio
Mitchell
Montgomery
Morgan
Myers
Natcher
Nichols

Nix

Obey
O'Konskl
Patman
Patten
Pike

Poage
Powell
Price, Tex.
Quillen
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Rangel
Rarick
Reuss
Riegle
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Roe

Rogers
Ronealio
Rosenthal
Rousselot
Roy

Roybal
Runnels
Ruth

Ryan
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Scheuer
Schmitz
Bcott
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Sikes

Slack
Smith, Calif.
Snyder
Spence
Steele
Stelger, Arlz.
Stokes
Symington
Taylor
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Vanik
Waldie
Wampler
White
Whitten
Williams
Wolft
Wyatt
Wylie
Wyman
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Zion
Zwach

NOT VOTING—E3

Abernethy
Abourezk
Anderson,
Tenn.
Baring
Betts
Blanton
Boggs
Broomfield
Broyhill, Va.
Burke, Fla.
Caflfery
Chisholm
Clark
Curlin
Davis, S.C.
Dent
Dickinson
Dowdy

Dwyer
Erlenborn

Esch
Evins, Tenn.
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,
William D.
Fulton
Gallagher
Griffin
Hagan
Hawkins
Hébert
Holifield
Karth

Eee
EKuykendall
Kyl
McCulloch

So the bill was passed.

McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McKinney
MeMillan
Miller, Calif,
Mizell
Mollohan
Mosher
Moss
Pirnie
Pryor, Ark.
Reid
Barbanes
Schneebell
Schwengel
Sullivan
Wilson, Bob

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:

Mr, Hébert for, with Mr. Abernethy against.

Mr, Boggs for, with Mr. Abourezk against.

Mr. Gerald R. Ford for, with Mr. Dent
against,

Mr. Fulton for, with Mr. Clark agalnst.

Mr. Davis of South Carolina for, with Mr.
Hogan against.

Mr. Kee for, with Mr. Baring against.

Mr. Holifleld for, with Mrs, Chisholm
against.

Mr. Earth for, with Mr. William D. Ford
against.

Mr. Moss for, with Mr. Grifin agalnst.

Mr. Mollohan for, with Mr. Sarbanes
against.

Mr. Blanton for, with Mr. Dowdy against.

Mr. Anderson of Tennessee for, with Mr.
Dickinson against.

Mr. Schneebeli for,
against.

with Mrs. Sullivan

Mr. Broomfield for, with Mr, Caffery

against,

Mr. McDade for, with Mr. Burke of Florida
against.

Mr. McDonald of Michigan for, with Mr.
Mizell against.

Mr. Broyhill of Virginia for, with Mr.
Mosher against,

Mr. McKinney for, with Mr. Schwengel
against.

Mr. Bob Wilson for, with Mr. Kyl against.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee for, with Mr. Gal-

lagher against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Curlin with Mr. Betts.

Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Erlen-
born.

Mr. McMillan with Mr. Esch.

Mr. Reid with Mrs. Dwyer.
Mr. Euykendall with Mr. McCulloch.
Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Pirnle.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
v:hich to extend their remarks in the
REecorp on the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there cbjection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas?

There was no objection.

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS,
1973

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
the order of the House of Thursday last,
I call up the joint resolution (H.J. Res.
1234) making continuing appropriations
for the fiscal year 1973, and for other
purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that it be considered in the House as in
the Committee of the Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

H.J. REs. 1234

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the following
sums are appropriated cut of any money in
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, and
out of applicable corporate or other revenues,
receipts, and funds, for the several depart-
ments, agencies, corporations, and other
organizational units of the Government for
the fiscal year 1973, namely:

Sec. 101. (a) (1) Such amounts as may be
necessary for continuing projects or activi-
ties (not otherwise specifically provided for
in this joint resolution) which were con-
ducted in the fiscal year 1972 and for which
appropriations, funds, or other authority
would be avallable in the following Appro-
priation Aects for the fiscal year 1973:

District of Columbia Appropriation Act;

Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment; Space, Science, Veterans, and Cer-
tain Other Independent Agencies Appropri-
ation Act;

Legislative Branch Appropriation Act;

Departments of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies
Appropriation Act;
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Department of Transportation and Related
Agencies Appropriation Act;

Department of the Interior and Related
Agencies Appropriation Act;

Departments of Labor, and Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, and Related Agencies
Appropriation Act;

Public Works for Water, Pollution Control,
and Power Development and Atomic Energy
Commission Appropriation Act;

Treasury, Postal Service, and General Gov-
ernment Appropriation Act; and

Agriculture-Environmental and Consumer
Protection Appropriation Act.

(2) Appropriations made by this subsec-
tion shall be available to the extent and in
the manner which would be provided by the
pertinent appropriation Act,

(3) Whenever the amount which would be
made available or the authority which would
be granted under an Act listed in this sub-
section as passed by the House is different
from that which would be avallable or
granted under such Act as passed by the
Senate, the pertinent project or activity shall
be continued under the lesser amount or the
more restrictive authority: Provided, That
no provision in any Appropriation Act for
the fiscal year 1973, which makes the avail-
ability of any appropriation provided there-
in dependent upon the enactment of addi-
tional authorizing or other legislation, shall
be effective before the date set forth in sec-
tlon 102(c) of this joint resolution.

(4) Whenever an Act listed in this subsec-
tion has been passed by only one House or
where an item is included in only one version
of an Act as passed by both Houses, the per-
tinent project or activity shall be continued
under the appropriation, fund, or authority
granted by the one House, but at a rate for
operations not exceeding the current rate
or the rate permitted by the action of the
one House, whichever is lower: Provided,
That no provision which 1s included in an
Appropriation Act enumerated in this sub-
section but which was not included in the
applicable Appropriation Act for 1972, and
which by its terms is applicable to more than
one appropriation, fund, or authority shall
be applicable to any appropriation, fund, or
authority provided in this joint resolution
unless such provision shall have been includ-
ed in identical form in such bill as enacted
by both the House and the Senate.

(b) Such amounts as may be necessary for
continuing projects or activities (not other-
wise provided for in this joint resolution)
which were conducted in the fiscal year 1972
and are listed in this subsection at a rate for
operations not in excess of the current rate
or the rate provided for in the budget esti-
mate, whichever is lower, and under the maore
restrictive authority—

activities for which provision was made in
the Department of Defense Appropriation
Act, 1972: Provided, That none of the funds
made available by this joint resolution shall
be used for Exercise Reforger or Exercise
Crested Cap or similar dual base exercises;

activities for which provision was made in
the Military Construction Appropriation Act,
1972;

activities for which provision was made in
the Foreign Assistance and Related Programs
Appropriation Act, 1972, notwlthstanding
section 10 of Public Law 91-672, and section
655(¢c) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
as amended;

activities for which provision was made in
the National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety
Act of 1966, as amended;

activities for continuation of high-speed
ground transportation research and develop-
ment;

activities under the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964, as amended, for which provision
was made in the Supplemental Appropria-
tions Act, 1972; the Office of Education and
Related Agencies Appropriation Act, 1972;
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and the Departments of Labor, and Health,
Education, and Welfare, and Related Agen-
cles Appropriation Act, 1972;

activities for higher education, library re-
sources and educational renewal, for which
provision was made in the Office of Education
and Related Agencies Appropriation Act,
1972;

activities for social and rehabilitation serv-
ices, the Office of Child Development, and ma-
ternal and child health project grants, for
which provision was made in the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare Ap-
propriation Act, 1972, and the Supplemental
Appropriations Act, 1972;

activities for work incentives for which
provision was made in the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare Appropria-
tion Act, 1972;

activities of the American Revolution Bi-
centennnial Commission;

actlyities of the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting;

activities in support of Free Europe, In-
corporated, and Radio Liberty, Incorporated,
pursuant to authority contained in the
United States Information and Educational
Exchange Act of 1948, as amended (22 US.C.
1477), notwithstanding Section 703 of that
Act; and

activities for which provision was made in
the Treasury, Postal Service, and General
Government Appropriation Act, 1972, for the
National Industrial Reserve established by
the National Industrial Reserve Act of 1948
(50 U.8.C. 451-462).

(e) Such amounts as may be necessary for
continuing projects or activities for which
disbursements are made by the Secretary of
the Senate, and the Senate items under the
Architect of the Capitol, to the extent and in
the manner which would be provided for in
the budget estimates for fiscal year 1973.

{d) Buch amounts as may be necessary for
continuing the following activities, but at a
rate for operations not in excess of the cur-
rent rate—

activities for (1) civil rights education, for
which provision was made in the Supple-
mental Appropriations Act, 1972; (2) emer-
gency school assistance actlivitles for which
provision was made in the Joint Resolution
of July 1, 1971 (Public Law 82-38); (3) youth
development and delinquency prevention for
which provision was made in the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare Appro-
priation Act, 1972; (4) ald to land-grant col-
leges, grants for construction of undergrad-
uate facilities, undergraduate instructional
equipment, equipment and minor remodel-
ing, and research and development for which
provision was made in the Office of Educa-
tion Appropriation Act, 1972; and (5) func-
tlons transferred to the Action agency by
Reorganization Plan Numbered 1 of 1871 and
Executive Order 11603 approved July 1, 1871,

Sec. 102. Appropriations and funds made
available and authority granted pursuant to
this joint resolution shall remain available
until (a) enactment into law of an appro-
priation for any project or activity provided
for in this joint resolution, or (b) enactment
of the applicable Appropriation Act by both
Houses without any provision for such proj-
ect or activity, or (¢) August 18, 1972, which-
ever first occurs.

Sec. 103. Appropriations and funds made
available or authority granted pursuant to
this joint resolution may be used without
regard to the time limitations for submission
and approval of apportionments set forth in
subsection (d) (2) of section 3679 of the Re-
vised Statutes, as amended, but nothing
herein shall be construed to walve any other
provision of law governing the apportion-
ment of funds.

Sec. 104. Appropriations made and author-
Ity granted pursuant to this joint resolution
shall cover all obligations or expenditures in-
curred for any project or activity during the
period for which funds or authority for such
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project or activity are available under this
Joint resolution.

Sec. 105. Expenditures made pursuant to
this joint resolution shall be charged to the
applicable appropriation, fund, or author-
lzation whenever a bill in which such ap-
plicable appropriation, fund, or authoriza-
tion is contained is enacted into law.

Sec. 106. No appropriation or fund made
avallable or authority granted pursuant to
this joint resolution shall be used to ini-
tiate or resume any project or activity which
was not being conducted during the fiscal
year 1972.

S8ec. 107. Any appropriation for the fiscal
year 1873 required ' to be apportioned pur-
suant to section 3679 of the Revised Statutes,
as amended, may be apportloned on a basis
indicating the need (to the extent any such
increases cannot be absorbed within avall-
able appropriations) for a supplemental or
deficilency estimate of appropriation to the
extent necessary to permit payment of such
pay increases as may be granted pursuant to
law to civilian officers and employees and to
active and retired military personnel. Each
such appropriation shall otherwise be sub-
ject to the requirements of sectlon 3679 of
the Revised Statutes, as amended.

Mr. MAHON, Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Speaker, this is the continuing
resolution which will enable the Gov-
ernment to continue to operate after
next Friday, June 30. The outside effec-
tive date of the resolution is August 18,
1972. Of course, appropriation bills that
become the law in the meantime will be
the controlling element in the spending
of the various departments covered by
the particular bill.

ETATUS OF THE AFPPROFRIATION BILLS

Mr. Speaker, when we pass the agri-
cultural appropriation bill on Thursday,
the House will have passed 10 of the 13
regular annual appropriation bills for
fiscal 1973, which begins next Saturday.

The Senate by the end of this week
will, it is expected, have passed nine of
the fiscal 1973 appropriation bills.

Three of the annual appropriation
bills will hopefully go to the President
this week—the District of Columbia ap-
propriation bill, the legislative appro-
priation bill, and the Treasury—Postal
Service—General Government appropri-
ation bill. Conference reports have been
filed on them and if they all clear Con-
gress this week, they should shortly be-
come law.

The remaining appropriation bills
which we will have to report to the
House when we come back on July 17
will be the military construction appro-
priation bill, the defense appropriation
bill, and the foreign assistance appropri-
ation bill.

Certain actions will have to be taken
otherwise. For example, we will, I believe,
have to provide an appropriation—prob-
ably this week—to take care of an
addition to the disaster relief fund. The
President is today urgently recommend-
ing $100 million additional for disaster
relief, because of recent disasters in
various parts of the country.

RATES FOR OPERATIONS

The pending resolution is the standard,
garden variety continuing resolution
which continues all the agencies and de-
partments of Government, and they are
continued at certain specified rates.
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For example, on the three bills which
will not have passed the House or the
Senate, the general ground rule during
this interim as to the rate for operations
will be the budget request for 1973 or
last year’s appropriation, that is, fiscal
1972, whichever is the lower. That is
standard.

Then, as to any bill whieh has passed
the House, but not passed the Senate,
the House figure or last year’s appro-
priation, whichever is lower, will be the
general ground rule.

As to the appropriation bills—and we
expect there will be nine of them—that
have passed both the House and the
Senate, the lower of the applicable
figures as between the two Houses will
be controlling until the expiration of this
continuing resolution or, of course, until
they are signed into law.

FREE WORLD FORCES IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

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

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. In the military authoriza-
tion bill last year, in the military appro-
priations bill for the current year, there
was a ceiling of $2.5 billion imposed on
expenditures by the Government for ac-
tivity in Vietnam.

In the authorization bill passed by the
House earlier today, that ceiling is sought
to be raised to $2.7 billion.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

(Mr. MAHON asked and was given
permission to proceed for an additional
5 minutes.)

Mr. YATES. In the bill that was passed
by the House today, that ceiling was
raised to $2.7 billion because the admin-
istration, I understand, has exceeded the
limitation on spending in Vietnam that
was imposed by the Congress.

Will the continuing resolution continue
our spending at the level imposed by the
Congress in last year’s bills at $2.5 billion
or at the level of the bill that was passed
by the House today at $2.7 billion?

Mr. MAHON. The continuing resolu-
tion will provide for expenditures for free
world forces in Southeast Asia at the
rate of the existing law, which is $2.5
billion.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman,

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

CONTINGENCY PROVISIONS

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Speaker, I note this language on
page 3 of the bill as follows:
Provided, That no provision in any Appro-
priation Act for the fiscal year 1973, which
makes the availability of any appropriation
provided therein dependent upon the enact-
ment of additional authorizing or other legis-
lation, shall be effective before the date set
forth in section 102(c) of this joint
resolution.

Then turning to page 7 of the resolu-
tion, section 102(c) reads or provides:

August 18, 1972, whichever first oecurs.

Will the gentleman explain the mean-
ing of that to the House?

Mr. MAHON. The House passed several
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appropriation bills containing items
where there was no related legislative
authorization enacted into law as to fiscal
year 1973. For example, the authoriza-
tion had passed the House with reference
to the National Science Foundation and
the Coast Guard and some other
activities.

The appropriation bills containing such
items went to the other body. In passing
the bills, the other body added the pro-
viso in various places, providing that
those funds should not become available
until the related authorization had been
enacted into law.

Well, many of the authorizations in-
volved have not become law and will not
become law by next Saturday, July 1,
when the continuing resolution takes ef-
fect. So, if the bill has passed the House
and passed the Senate, then according
to the yardstick the basis upon which the
department or agency will operate is the
House or the Senate figure, whichever is
the lower. The Senate figure, with the
proviso saying that the amount is not go-
ing to be effective until the related au-
thorization is passed—the Senate figure
in those instances will be zero, so a
number of agencies would come to a
sereeching halt next Saturday unless we
add the proviso to which the gentleman
makes reference.

EXPIRATION DATE OF CONTINUING RESOLUTION

Mr. GROSS. I am still not clear as to
the meaning of August 18, 1972, the date
predicated.

Mr. MAHON. The expiration date of
the whole continuing resolution is Au-
gust 18, the date when it is planned to
recess for the Republican National Con-
vention. We will have to pass another
continuing resolution if we do not get
the appropriation business completed by
the 18th day of August.

Mr. GROSS. That is what the August
18 date means?

Mr. MAHON. Oh, yes.

Mr. GROSS. Contingent upon the ad-
journment for the Republican Conven-
tion until after Labor Day?

Mr. MAHON. I would hope that we
would get the appropriation bills com-
pleted by August 18. Ten bills will have
passed the House by this weekend. Nine
bills, I believe, will have passed the Sen-
ate by this weekend. Only three bills re-
main to be reported to the House, and
they are held up because of lack of legis-
lative authorizations. We passed the De-
fense authorization bill in the House to-
day. I would think we could complete the
appropriation business by August 18. We
would be doing quite well if we did so,
but it is an objective devoutly to be
sought.

May I add that we should be able to
bring in conference reports on the seven
bills that will be in conference affer we
come back on July 17. We will have a
month to work on them and to process
the three bills yet to be reported to the
House. As I mentioned earlier, three con-
ference reports are filed and we hope the
House and Senate can clear them to the
President this week.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend, I include excerpts from
the report of the Committee on Appro-
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priations on the pending resolution. It
explains the resolution in considerable
detail and contains a table on the ap-
propriations bills for fiscal 1973 and cer-
tain other pertinent information:
DETAILS ABOUT THE RESOLUTION

Comporting with continuing resolutions
over a period of many years, the emphasis
in the resolution is on the continuation of
eristing projects and activities at the lowest
of one of three rates, namely, the current
(fiscal year 1972) rate; the budget request
for 1973, where no action has been taken
by either House; or the more restrictive
amount adopted by either of the two Houses.
The whole thrust of the resolution is to keep
the Government functioning on a minimum
basis until funds for the full year are other-
wise determined open.

For many years, it has been necessary to
provide some stopgap appropriations through
continuing resclutions, Officials having re-
sponsibility for managing programs during
such Interim periods are not—certainly
should not be—unaware of the fact that the
whole thrust behind these measures is to do
only the minimum necessary for orderly con-
tinuation of activities, preserving to the
maximum extent reasonably possible the flex-
ibility of Congress in arriving at final deci-
sions in the regular annual bills. Recognizing
the almost countless differing situations in-
volved in operating the far-flung activities of
government, continuing resolutions have by
design always been drawn rather broadly,
counting heavily on administrators to follow
a prudent and cautious course in respect to
a particular program encompassed within an
overall appropriation item.

Without laying down any hard and fast
rules and short of encumbering, administra-
tive processes with detailed fiscal controls,
the Committee nonetheless thinks that to the
extent reasonably possible, departments, and
agencles should avoid the obligation of funds
for specific budget line items or program
allocations, on which congressional commit-
tees may have expressed strong criticlsm, at
rates which unduly impinge upon discretion-
ary decisions otherwise available to the Con-

The general basis of operation is this:

If the applicable 1973 appropriations bill
has passed both Houses but has not cleared
conference, and the particular amount or
authority therein differs, the pertinent proj-
ect or activity continues under the lesser of
the two amounts and under the more restric-
tive authority. Section 101(a) (3) deals with
this,

In that connectlon, there is a new proviso
added to the usual wording of section 101
(a) (3), as follows: Provided, That no pro-
vision in any appropriation Act for the fiscal
year 1973, which makes the avallability of
any appropriation provided therein depend-
ent upon the enactment of additional au-
thorizing or other legisiation, shall be ef-
fective before the date set forth in section
102(¢c) of this joint resolution.

In several of the appropriation bills for
1973 the Senate has attached provisions to
a number of appropriations, making their
availability contingent on enactment of au-
thorization legislation. Thus, in these in-
stances the effective Senate-passed amounts
are zero and if the provisions are operative
as of July 1, under the standard applications
of the section 101(a)(3) groundrule they
would be without funds come July 1. Pend-
ing disposition of the provisions and the au-
thorizations to which they refer, the above-
quoted provision In the accompanying con-
tinuing resolution is necessary to avoid what
would in its absence be the case; namely, an
abrupt cutoff of funds for many important
on-going programs and agencies come mid-
night, June 30.

Where a bill has passed only one House,
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or where an appropriation for a project or
activity is included in only one version of a
bill as passed by both Houses, the pertinent
project or activity continues under the ap-
propriation, fund, or authority granted by
the one House, but at & rate for operations
not exceeding the current fiscal year 1972
rate or the rate permitted by the one House,
whichever is the lower. Section 101(a) (4)
deals with this.

Where neither House has passed the ap-
plicable appropriation bill for the fiscal year
1973—and that will, as things now look, be
the case for 3 of the 13 scheduled annual
bills for 1973—appropriations are provided
for continuing projects or activities con-
ducted during fiscal year 1972 at the current
rate or the rate provided for in the budget
estimate for 1973. whichever is lower, and
under the more restrictive authority. Section
101(b) deals with this. And there is an ex-
ception in respect to the Department of De-
fense relating to certaln training exercises.

The Committee has included a provision
which prohibits the Department of Defense
from obligating funds under this resolution
for carrying out the Reforger IV exercise of
the Army and the Crested Cap exercise of the
Alr Force. In these exercises United States
forces are transported to Europe for coordi-
nated training with other NATO forces. The
purpose of this limiting proviso is to carry
out the Intent of the conferees on the De-
partment of Defense Appropriation Bill for
fiscal year 1972, The conference report (House
Report 92-754 of December 14, 1971) dis~
cusses the conduct of these exercises on page
6 and states in part that:

“The objective of the conferees Is to pre-
vent any further obligations for these exer-
cises through the use of funds provided in
this bill, and to prohibit the use of funds
made available through Continuing Resolu-
tions for similar Reforger and Crested Cap
exercises during fiscal year 1973."

If there is no budget estimate or if the
budget request has been deferred for later
consideration, special provision is made for
continuation until the question is d
of in the course of processing the applicable
regular bill. Section 101 (d) deals with this.

The resolution does not in any way aug-
ment the appropriation for a given project or
activity in the regular bills for the fiscal year
1973. In the words of section 105 of the
resolution itself:

*“8ec. 105. Expenditures made pursuant to
this joint resolution shall be charged to the
applicable appropriation, fund, or authoriza-
tion whenever a bill in which such applicable
appropriation, fund, or authorization is con-
tained is enacted into law.”

In other words, while this resolution—as in

the case of similar resolutions of previous
years—does not enumerate specific amounts
that may be obligated and expended for the
countless actlvities of government during
the perlod of the resolution (or such shorter
period as the resolution may operate as to
particular departments or agencies), the
controlling factor, known to all who have
any responsibility for the management of the
programs or the obligation of the funds, is
that whatever is used during this interim
must be taken out of, or charged against,
whatever amount is finally appropriated, or
otherwise made available, for the whole
year.
Section 101(a) and following subsections
of that section of the resolution are drawn
along conventional lines of similar past res-
olutions, except as noted above, and deal with
appropriation bills that, according to the
present schedule, will have passed at least
one House before July 1.

Section 101(b) and following subsections
of that section of the resolution are drawn
along the conventional lines of similar past
resolutions, except as noted above, and, gen-
erally, encompass those activities to be con-
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sldered in connection with appropriation bills
not yet reported fomn the Committee on Ap-
propriations or which are otherwise not
presently included In a bill.

Section 101(c) relates to Senate house-
keeping operations and is identical in sub-
stance to previous resolutions.

Section 101(d), also drawn along conven-
tional lines, generally deals with activitles
being conducted in the fiscal year or
which at the moment there is no fiscal 1973
budget estimate or authorizing legislation,
and such items are not effectively covered by
previous subsections of Section 101.

Section 102 provides that the resolution
ceases to apply to an agency or activity con-
current with approval by the President of
the applicable appropriation bill in which
effective provision for such agency or activity
is made. Thus the scope of the continuing
resolution constricts as each bill is enacted;
the resolution will be wholly inoperative
after the last bill for 1973 is approved, or

August 18, whichever first occurs. Any bills
not legislatively finalized by August 18 will
have to be covered by another continuing
resolution.

Section 103 is standard, and obviates a lot
of unproductive paperwork that would other-
wise be ne

Section 104 is standard in continuing reso-
lutions, and is self-explanatory.

Section 105 1s also standard and self-
explanatory.

Section 106 is also standard in continuing
resolutions, forbidding the use of funds pro-
vided in the joint resolution to initiate any
new project or activity or to resume any
which was not being conducted in fiscal 1972.

Section 107 is a standard-type provision
made necessary when general civilian or mili-
tary pay raises, which are mandatory insofar
as administrative discretion is concerned
have not been specifically appropriated for
or were not in effect for the full period of
the prior fiscal year but which by their op-
eration will be annualized in the fiscal year
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to which the resolution relates. The going
salary rates authorized by any pay raise legis-
lation must be continued uninterrupted at
the higher rates even though the related spe-
cific appropriation increases have not been
enacted.

THE APPROPRIATIONS BUSINESS OF THE SESSION

Fiscal year 1972

In this session, Congress has processed
three appropriation measures relating to the
current fiscal year 1972, namely, an urgent
supplemental bill; the Second Supplemen-
tal bill; and a special resolution relating to
gold revaluation.

In summary, budget requests for new
budget (obligational) authority considered
in these measures totaled #7,423,410448.
Amounts enacted totaled $6,905,174,329, for
a net reduction of $518,245,119.

Fiscal year 1973

The following table on bills relating to the

fiscal year 1873 shows the latest situation:

NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY IN THE APPROPRIATION BILLS FOR 1973 (AS OF JUNE 26, 1972)

[Note.—As to fiscal year 1973 amounts only]

Budget reg uest
considered

Approved

Change, (+
kS Bill

uest

Budget
ered

. Change, §+)
consi or (=)

Approved

In the House:
1. Legislative
2. State-Justice-Commerce-
Judiciary
. HUD-Space-Science-
Veterans____.. r
. Transportation
Advance 1974
appropriation...... .
. District of Columbia
(Federal !unds) 343, 306, 000
. Labor-HEW_ . 27,327, 323, 500
. Interior....._ 2, 520, 340, 000
. Treasury- -Postal Service-
General Government _ 5, 066, 603, 000
. Public Works—AEC_____ 5, 489, 058, 000
. Agriculture—Environmen-
tal and Consumer

$433, 627, 004

20,173, 185,000
2,909, 181, 085

(131, 181, 000)

12,952, 177, 400
" Fn;e:gn Assistance.
. Military construction .. 3,017, 800, 000)..
. Supplemental, 1973

$427, 604, 764
4, 587, 104, 350

19, 718, 490, 000
2,791,614, 095

(131, 181, 000)
332, 306, 000
28, 603, 179, 500
2, 529, 558, 200
5,057, 145, 000
5, 437, 727, 000

112, 897, 010, 900

3. District of Columbia
—3$6,022, 240 (Federal funds)
—100, 824, 250

—454, 695, 000
—117, 567, 000

Judiciary
5. Transportation. . _
Advance 1974

7. Labor-HEW.
~11, 000, 000 8.

-+1, 275, 856, 000 9. Agriculture—Environ-
-+9, 218, 200
—39, 458, 000 0.

—51, 331, 000

Enac

ted:
1. Legislamre

Total, House bills___.._. 81,902, 789, 599

82, 381, 739, 809

-+-478, 950, 210

In the Senate:
1. islati 519, 347, 899
2. HUD-Space-Science-
Veterans 20, 258, 183, 000

514, 722, 880
20, 583, 370, 000

—4, 625, 019
325, 187, 000

appropriation. ...
6. Treasury-Postal Service-
General Government . _

ma ntal and Consumer

Total, bills enacted _ _ .

—$29, 600, 000
116, 391, 169
+—2, 187, 000

$313, 706, 000

4,704, 326, 600 4, 820, 717, 769
2,909, 181, 095 2, 906, 994, 095

(131, 181, 000) (i3l 181, 000)
5 D5

4, State-Justice-Commerce-

34, 196, 696, 744 <395, 749, 150

519,347, 899 1513, 787, 980 -5, 559,919

519, 347, 899 * 513, 787, 980 ~5, 559,919

' As reported.
* Conference report as filed,

The foregoing table relates only to the
regular annual appropriation bills.
COMPREHENSIVE BUDGET SCOREKEEPING

For general reference purposes of Members
and others, it may be of interest to again
call attention to the periodic budget *“score-
keeping” reports issued by the staff of the
Joint Committee on Reducation of Federal
Expenditures. These reports are designed to
keep tabs, currently, on what is happening
in the legislative process to the budget recom-
mendations of the President, both appro-
priation-wise and expenditure-wise, and on
the revenue recommendations, and not only
from actions In the revenue and appropria-
tion bills but also in legislative bills that
affect budget authority and expenditures
(backdoor bills, bills that mandate expendi-
tures, and so on).

Several sucin reports have been issued this
year—the latest one as of June 18—and an-
other is due shortly. Copies are sent to the
office of each Member.

Mr. GROSS. I must say to the gentle-
man that I fear the worst.
GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may

Note.—2 other reports filed June 26 and June 27 (D.C. bill and TR.-P.5.-G.G. Bill).

have permission to extend their remarks
in the REecorp, and that I be permitted
to revise and extend my remarks and
insert certain tables and extraneous
material.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the joint resolution.
The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
joint resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed and read a third time, was
read the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr, Speaker, be-
cause of a meeting with a group of my
constituents on May 11, 1972, I was un-

able to be present for rolcall No. 145.
Had I been present, I would have voted
“yea-”

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 14896, THE SCHOOL LUNCH
BILL, ON THURSDAY, JUNE 29,
UNDER SUSPENSION OF THE
RULES

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that after all other
legislative business on Thursday it may
be in order to call up for consideration
the bill H.R. 14896, the school lunch bill,
under suspension of the rules.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from EKen-
tucky?

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, may I ask what the re-
quest would involve? Namely, would it
involve a violation of the Reorganization
Act of 1970 insofar as the 3-day rule and
the rules of the House are concerned?

Second, would it invoke the two-thirds
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vote requirement as under any suspended
rule?

Mr. PERKINS. First, let me say to the
distinguished gentleman from Missouri
that, in my judgment, it would not vio~
late the rules of the House. The report
has been printed. It was printed yester-
day. The bill was reported unanimously
out of the committee last week. We com-~
plied with the rules of the committee,
and I think we complied with the rules
of the House.

In answer to the second part of the
gentleman’s question, I should think it
would require a two-thirds vote.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore (Mr.
GonzALEz) . The gentleman will state it.

Mr. HALL. Would the Chair confirm
that if the unanimous-consent request is
granted that the rules for suspension
would be in effect and a two-thirds vote
would be required to suspend the rules
and pass the bill?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under the
gentleman’s unanimous-consent request
it would require a two-thirds vote to sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill.

Mr. HALL. I thank the Chair. I with-
draw my reservation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Kentucky?

There was no objection.

QUALITY OF EDUCATION OF
AMERICAN CHILDREN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, GON-
zALEZ) . Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Massachu-
setts (Mrs. HECKLER) is recognized for
60 minutes.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr,
Speaker, there are few things with high-
er priority on the national agenda than
the quality of education of American
children.

That fact has prompted the Congress
to enact and fund the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act and other leg-
islation, all designed to provide this issue
with care and attention commensurate
with its importance.

Even so, the American system of pub-
lic education is still experiencing finan-
cial problems. State and local tax rates,
which support the system, continue to
rise toward the critical level, adding dan-
gerous weight to the taxpayers’ burden
and giving rise to talk of even greater
Federal assistance.

Because of its concern for the minds
and characters of young Americans, the
Congress is going to respond to this prob-
lem to whatever extent is necessary. It
should and it will, X

An integral part of the American edu-
cation system—almost since the founding
of the Republic—has been the nonpublic
elementary and secondary schools which
have produced many millions of con-
scientious, productive citizens.

This other system of education, repre-
senting the best of America’s pluralism,
is likewise experiencing financial diffi-
culties. Higher costs have seriously de-
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pleted their resources, shortages of
teachers have thinned their ranks. A
great part of America is dying.

To cite an example, some 1,300 Catho-
lic parochial schools have closed their
doors in the past 5 years. This has added
nearly half a million pupils to the public
schools. In the diocese of Fall River in
my congressional district, 19 schools have
closed during this period, moving 5,000
children into public schools.

The seriousness of that situation was
brought home to me at a meeting recently
in Fall River with the Reverend Patrick
O'Neill, superintendent of schools for
the diocese, attended by clergy and laity.

I will soon meet with Msgr. John
Boyd of St. Patrick’s in Fall River and
with other concerned persons, Catholic
and non-Catholic, on the problem.

This same situation is being duplicated
among other nonpublic schools in every
part of the country.

Currently, there are about 4.5 million
students in more than 13,000 nonpublic
school systems in the United States. Of
these, 85 percent are Catholic, 7 percent
are nonsectarian, 3 percent are Jewish,
and 5 percent include various other
types and denominations.

The best estimates are that if all or
most of these pupils had to be absorbed
into the public school systems of this Na-
tion, it would cost local taxpayers in the
neighborhood of $10 billion, to say noth-
ing of the Nation as a whole in terms of
increased Federal assistance. Of that
amount, approximately $3 billion would
be an annual cost increase and the rest
over various time periods for capital ex-
penditures.

In my own congressional district, Mr.
Speaker, if all the nonpublic schools were
to close, it would increase local tax rates
in varying amounts. The real property
tax rate in the city of Fall River is ex-
pected to be about $190 per $1,000 as-
sessed valuation this year. Closing the
nonpublic schools would make that tax
rate $236.20, an increase of $46.20, to give
an example of the impact this would
have in a specific instance.

Other examples of tax ra’‘e increases
would be in the city of Attleboro, Mass.,
an increase of $6.40 per thousand: in
the city of Taunton, an increase of $39.70
per $1,000; in the town of Somerset,
$9.20; Swansea, $34.60; and Westport,
$26.90.

It makes sense that if the public
school system as it is today is experienc-
ing financial problems which cry for
solution, the swelling of the system by
another 4.5 million children would make
the problem a national crisis.

Financial problems aside, such an in-
flux of youngsters would seriously ham-
per the quality of public education itself
by overcrowding facilities and severely
straining existing resources.

To head off such a catastrophe, I and
several other Members have introduced
legislation to provide tax relief to the
parents of children attending private,
nonprofit elementary and secondary
schools.

Their Federal income tax bill would be
reduced by half the total annual tuition
they must pay, or by $400, whichever is
less, For those earning more than $25,000
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a year, the tax relief would be proportion-
ately reduced.

We also have word, Mr. Speaker, that
the President is going to include a similar
proposal in the tax reform package he is
preparing to present to the Congress.

That is welcome news, indeed, although
I almost wish we do not have to wait that
long, because this situation is so critical,
it cannot wait for the torturous voyage
of a tax reform package through the
House and the other body. I would like
to see the tax credit legislation sepa-
rated and proceed on its own.

I have taken this special order today,
Mr. Speaker, to point out the seriousness
of the situation confronting us and to
propose & reasonable solution. I am grate-
ful to those other Members that join me
in underlining the critical nature of the
problem.

The tax relief I am proposing would
cost the Treasury an estimated $508 mil-
lion annually, Mr. Speaker, I think that
compares favorably with the $3 billion
or more it would cost the taxpayers if
these schools were shut down.

I am grateful to the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means (Mr. Mrurs) and to the ranking
Member of the minority (Mr. BYRNES)
who have also sponsored this legislation.

I believe this legislation is in the na-
tional interest and is needed now. Its
passage should be a high priority in this

Congress.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. I
yield to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KEATING) .

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I con-
gratulate the gentlewoman for obtain-
ing this time for the purpose of speak-
ing about aid for nonpublic schools,
which is one of the chief areas of con-
cern in education across the land today.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
commend our colleague, Mrs, HECKLER,
for her recognition of the crisis in pri-
vate education and to thank her for ar-
ranging this opportunity for those of us
who share her concern to participate in
this discussion.

The private and parochial elementary
and secondary schools of America make
an essential contribution to pluralism in
our society and provide an alternate and
vital choice in our system of education.
Private schools of various kinds are able
to draw upon financial resources not
available to public institutions—and
which would not otherwise be available
to education. They provide diversity,
choice, and healthy competition to tradi-
tionaily public education and serve the
public purpose by providing the means
for a substantial group of Americans to
express themselves socially, ethnically,
culturally, and religiously through edu-
cation institutions. Our private and paro-
chial schools and colleges add a dimen-
sion of spiritual value to education which
is invaluable to the moral fiber of the
Nation itself; and in my view, it would be
a tragedy of the first magnitude if tax-
supported State schools were to drive
private institutions out of existence.

Many public school systems are cur-
rently in the throes of a financial erisis
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stemming principally from the fact that
local and State revenues have not kept
pace with spiraling costs. To the extent
that financial difficulties have affected
most school systems in recent years, they
have affected private schools—which
have no tax base—even more. Total pri-
vate school enrollment exceeds 5.2 mil-
lion, or approximately 10 percent of our
schools, and it has been estimated that if
most or all private schools were to close
or turn public, the added burden on pub-
lic funds by the end of the 1970's would
exceed $4 billion per year in operations,
with an estimated $5 billion more needed
for facilities.

Without weakening our commitment
to public education, I believe that Con-
gress must protect and encourage the
private option. The private option should
not be available only to the wealthy. That
is not the American way. And America
is richer for the diversity of those groups
which prefer a distinctive schooling.

Without question, respect for the doc-
trine of church-state separation and re-
straints placed on private school aid by
court decisions in interpreting provisions
of the Constitution have greatly limited
available options. However, the first
amendment to the Constitution, which
enjoins the separation of church and
state, also specifies that nobody shall be
prevented from exercising his right to
freedom of religion. Forcing a parent to
take his child out of a private school
because he cannot afford to support two
separate school systems is an obvious in-
fringement of the right to religious pro-
tection under the first amendment itself.
I feel it is essential that we maintain the
integrity of the doctrine of church and
state and that the state should be neutral
in its dealing with religion, but, none-
theless the doctrine of separation does
not require that the state be hostile to
religion.

I have cosponsored legislation for an
income tax credit plan which would al-
low parents of a nonpublic schoolchild
to deduct from their final tax liability
an amount equal to one-half of the tui-
tion paid up to an overall imit of $500
per dependent. By providing assistance
directly to the parents of schoolchildren
and not the schools, I believe that this
tax credit concept is consistent with
constitutional criteria.

I hope that the chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee will soon see fit
to bring these tax credit measures up
for consideration so that we may get on
with the challenge of rescuing our hard-
pressed private schools.

Mrs. HICKS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, on January 25, 1972, I intro-
duced H.R. 12611 which would amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to
allow a Federal tax credit to an individ-
ual in an amount equal to 50 percent of
any amounts paid by him during the tax-
able year as tuition for the education of
any dependent—for whom he is en-
titled a personal exemption—in a private
nonprofit elementary or secondary
school.

The maximum credit allowed a tax-
payer for the education of any depend-
ent may not exceed $500 in any taxable
year. The credit allowed for these tui-
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tion expenses cannot exceed the taxpay-
er's tax liability.

The need for this legislation is becom-
ing inecreasingly urgent. Today, Ameri-
can education, public and nonpublic, is
in a state of crisis. There is a widespread
unwillingness on the part of the Na-
tion’s taxpayers to incur the increases
in taxes, especially property taxes, neces-
sary to provide adequate financing for
public schools. This sitfuation has been
aggravated by recent Federal and State
court decisions which have held that ex-
isting systems of public school financing
are discriminatory and unconstitutional
because of the disparities in spending
among school districts.

Nonpublic schools are also having seri-
ous financial problems. Low- to middle-
income parents are having a hard time
meeting the tuition costs of nonpublic
schools as high taxes and inflation con-
tinue to make inroads in their earnings.
Enrollment in nonpublic elementary and
secondary schools has been declining
steadily over the past several years—from
6.3 million in 1965 to 5.7 million in 1969.
The Office of Education estimates that
the total enrollment in nonpublic ele-
mentary and secondary schools will de-
cline to 5.4 million in 1972. Roman Cath-
olic schools, which comprise the bulk of
nonpublic schools, have been forced to
close hundreds of schools in the face of
increasing costs. One of their major prob-
lems has been their inability to compete
with public schools in meeting the salary
demands of lay teachers, as the number
of members of religious orders engaged
in teaching steadily decreases.

It is in our national interest that our
dual system of public and private ele-
mentary and secondary schools continue
to survive. The final report of the Presi-
dent’s Commission on Schoocl Finance
states:

One significant way in which nonpublic
schools serve the public purpose is that they
provide diversity, choice and healthy compe-
tition to traditional public education . . .
nonpublic schools serve the public purposes
by providing the means for a substantial
group of Americans to express themselves so-
cially, ethnically, culturally, and religiously
through educational institutions,

Parents who want their children to
have the benefit of religious instruction
as well as academic instruction have the
double burden of supporting public
schools through properiy taxes in addi-
tion to paying tuition expenses at non-
public schools. I think it is only fair to
grant some small tax benefit to the par-
ents of these children.

When parents send their children to
nonpublie schools, the public burden to
be borne by taxes is reduced substan-
tially. If the over 5 million children now
in nonpublic schools suddenly applied for
admission in the public school system,
the full extent of this tax saving to the
general public would be readily apparent.

Under present tax law, persons who
pay taxes to a State or local government
for various purposes are allowed to de-
duct these taxes in computing taxable
income on their Federal returns. Pay-
ments made by parents to support non-
public schools are entitled to similar rec-
ognition, since the additional taxes that
would be required to finance the educa-
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tion of their children if enrolled in pub-
lic schools would be deductible in com-
puting Federal income taxes.

If my bill is enacted, most of the chil-
dren presently enrolled in mnonpublic
schools will be able to stay. In addition,
more parents will be able to send their
children to such schools, and the prob-
lems of financing public schools will be
lessened.

I have chosen a tax credit for inclu-
sion in my proposal because it will be of
particular advantage to the low- and
middle-income taxpayer. A tax credit,
which is a direct deduction from income
tax liability, provides a greater benefit
than an itemized tax deduction. A deduc-
tion benefits higher income groups more
than the lower income groups. For ex-
ample, 8 $100 deduction benefits a tax-
payer in the 14-percent tax bracket only
$14; whereas a taxpayer in the 70-per-
cent tax bracket would derive a tax bene-
fit of $70 for a $100 deduction. In con-
trast, a tax credit reduces the taxpayer’s
tax liability $1 for each $1 of tax credit,
regardless of his tax bracket.

A tax credit would also enable those
taxpayers who do not itemize their de-
ductions to obtain the deduction since it
would be subtracted from final tax
liability.

Also, there are judicial and constitu-
tional limitations on providing public
funds to nonpublic schools. My proposal
to provide tax credits for the expenses
of tuition would, I believe, be wholly per-
missible. In fact, the President’s Com-
mission on School Finance recommended
the use of tax credits in addition to other
forms of assistance to solve the financial
crisis of nonpublic schools.

We cannot permit our nonpublic school
system to die. Monopoly in education
stifles innovation and creativity. We
must reverse the current trend. Enact-
ment of my proposal will be a giant step
toward achieving this objective.

Mrs. GRASSO. Mr. Speaker, it is my
belief that Federal tax relief should be
provided for parents of students attend-
ing nonpublic elementary and secondary
schools. For this reason, I introduced
H.R. 15069, a bill that would amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954, This
legislation would allow a credit against
the individual income tax for tuition
paid for the elementary and secondary
education of dependents.

The recent financial crisis which has
prompted the closing of many nonpublic
elementary and secondary schools, and
threatens the existence of many more,
presents a double jeopardy to our Nation.

First, the already overburdened public
school system is unable to absorb a sub-
stantial increase of students and still re-
main an effective educational institution.

Second, the closing of nonpublic
schools, which could add up to 5 million
children to public school classrooms,
would mean a financial burden of be-
tween $4 and $5 billion to be borne by
the taxpayers. At a time when we are
making every effort to relieve the plight
of the taxpayer in many areas, it would
be counterproductive to allow such an
increase in taxes.

One of the greatest strengths of the
American educational system has always
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been the deeply imbedded tradition of
diversity. I think every parent must have
the opportunity to choose the type of
elementary and secondary schooling he
wants his child to have. At the same
time, it is the responsibility of Congress
to assure that adequate options are avail-
able to the parent. We take diversity for
granted in scholarship, politics and busi-
ness. Why should we settle for a single
choice in education?

Mr. Speaker, income tax credits would
assist low- and middle-income families
who are too often deprived of freedom
of choice by economic necessity. At the
same time, the public schools would con-
tinue to receive necessary funds, and no
additional administrative burden would
be placed on them. It is my view that
passage of a bill authorizing Federal
income tax credit for tuition payments
to nonpublic elementary or secondary
schools would be a great service to both
education and the public good.

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. Speaker, as a
sponsor of legislation to provide a tax
credit for tuition payments to private
elementary and secondary schools, I am
pleased to participate in the current dis-
cussion. Private schools in my congres-
sional district fulfill a vital role in the
region’s total educational resources. But
rising costs have placed an increasingly
heavy financial burden upon parents of
these pupils, and, accordingly, upon the
institutions themselves. Recognition of
the importance of private schools and
their economic needs leads me to support
tax relief of the type proposed.

I was especially pleased to read in this
morning's Washington Post a news story
suggesting that President Nixon has de-
cided to include a tax credit proposal in
the comprehensive tax reform legislation
which he expects to submit to Congress
next year. This encouraging news follows
the release of a report, of the Presidential
Panel on Nonpublic Education, which
advocated a tax program of this type. It
also brings to mind an important address
which the President made in April, in
which he expressed his concern over the
results which total collapse of nonpublic
schools would have on our educational
system. He stated:

The disappearance of all nonpublic schools
in this country would saddle the American
taxpayers with an additional 83 billion an-
nually in operating costs, plus as much as 810
billion in new school construction. Seventy
percent of that burden would fall upon
seven States: California, New York, Illinois,
Ohio, New Jersey, Michigan, and Pennsyl-
vania.

I urge my colleagues on the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means and in the House
of Representatives to give serious con-
sideration to this legislation.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, at the
outset I wish to commend our colleague,
the Honorable Mrs. HEcKLER, for taking
this special order on a very important
subject. I welcome the opportunity to
express my concern about the grave
problems presented by the closing and
consolidations of private schools coupled
with the rapidly increasing costs of pub-
lic education. Obviously it is necessary
to relieve the parents of children in pri-
vate schools from the dual burden of
supporting both the private and public
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school systems as well as to encourage
more efficient utilization of existing
school facilities and thereby to reduce
the pupil load on public schools. In
March of this year I introduced legisla-
tion to provide a Federal tax credit for
up to 50 percent of tuition paid, or a
maximum of $400, for dependents who
attend a private nonprofit elementary
or secondary school.

More than 5 million pupils attend our
Nation’s nonpublic schools. However,
this number has declined by 1.4 million
in the past few years, from a figure of
more than 6.5 million students in the
nonpublic schools in 1963. Rising tuition
costs are a major reason why parents
are forced to take their children out of
nonpublic schools. Often their children
must be placed into overcrowded, larger
classes in public facilities. Quality edu-
cation for increasing numbers of stu-
dents is in jeopardy.

In the city of Milwaukee students in
the parochial school system account for
nearly 80 percent of students in non-
public schools in the city. In the last 5
years the number of pupils in these
schools has declined from 47,900 to
28,000, and 21 parochial schools have
closed their doors completely. At the
same time, the cost of educating a child
in the public school system in Milwau-
kee has increased from $496 in 1966 to
$837 in 1971—an average increase of 14
percent in the last 5 years.

The President’s Commission on School
Finance, in a study dealing with the fi-
nancial implications of changing pat-
terns of nonpublic schools in major mid-
western cities, estimated that if all of
Milwaukee’s nonpublic schools were to
close, Milwaukee taxpayers would have
to provide an additional $47.8 million to
educate these children, and $28.7 million
in additional State aid would be needed
in Milwaukee. The national percentages
are similar, The President’s Commission
on Nonpublic Education has termed the
decline in private school education a
“erushing burden” on our public school
systems.

A Federal tax credit to parents for
half of the tuition they pay for the edu-
cation of their children in nonpublic
schools up to a maximum of $400 per
dependent will save money for all Ameri-
can taxpayers, and for all levels of gov-
ernment—Federal, State, and local. This
measure will enhance the heritage of di-
versity which has always characterized
our national school system by allowing
parents to have freedom of choice in de-
termining the kind of education their
children will receive. Finally, the meas-
ure will reverse the increasing financial
burden which elementary and secondary
education costs have placed on all tax-
payers, particularly the local property
taxpayer. b

Mr. THONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of legislation to provide a tax credit
for tuition for nonpublic education. I
shall be very brief.

We all know the traditional arguments
in favor of assisting nonpublic educa-
tion, and are well aware of the additional
difficulties that would arise in the public
education system if many of our non-
public schools were to fail to reopen in
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the fall. Quality education would surely
and certainly be the loser. These are not
the only reasons to maintain the nonpub-
lic school system, however.

In every facet of our day-to-day life
we have a choice. A choice of where to
live, a choice of where and how to shop,
a choice in politics. Having these choices
has contributed so much to making ours
the great Nation that it is.

Having a choice in educational institu-
tions strengthens our system of educa-
tion and gives us a graduating class each
year that has had the benefit of a more
diversified system than could possibly be
attained with a single education system.
These young men and women will take
advantage of this diversification to carry
our country forward in every field of en-
deavor,

This freedom of choice has contributed
greatly in the past, and can continue to
do so in'the future. But that future rests
here, and it is now the responsibility of
the Congress to provide for its continua-
tion.

I just noticed a pertinent Associated
Press story on the cloak room ticker off
the House floor and it is as follows:

WasHINGTON.—President Nixon favors a tax
credit of up to 8200 per child as the prinecipal
way to aid non-profit private schools, pri-
marily parochial schools, against rising eco-
nomic difficulties, the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget has told Congress.

In a letter to Rep. Wilbur Mills, Chairman
of the House Ways and Means Committee,
Caspar W. Weinberger said Congress also
should consider granting tax credit for fees
pald to public schools.

A measure pending in Congress would grant
a credit of 60 per cent, up to $400 per child
per year. The administration favors a credit
of 100 per cent, up to $200 per child.

Weinberger said the $400 proposal would
induce private schools to raise tuition in or-
der to increase revenues by capturing the
credit.

“In so doing, the schools would reduce the
number of low and moderate income families
who could afford to send their children to
nonpublic schools,” he said.

The cutoff for the credit should be $18,000
in annual income, Weinberger said, because
most taxpayers whose children attend non-
public schools have Incomes below $18,000.

Allowing the credit for parents of children
in public schools, he would *“limit inequi-
table dual burdens as far as possible.

And he asked the committee to consider
ways in which the benefits of the credit
“might be avallable to families who pay no
income tax.”

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Speaker, nonpub-
lic schools across the country are facing
the prospect of closing their doors against
students forever. Most of these schools
simply are receiving inadeguate revenues
to pay for the services they have been
providing for millions of youths every
year.

Their difficulties in most instances are
traceable to the financial bind in which
most parents of those children are find-
ing themselves. More and more parents
are unable to pay both their taxes for
public schools and the tuition and costs
of private schools.

Several bills have been oifered to this
Congress to relieve this problem. I have
introduced a bill which would provide
$125 credit on Federal income tax returns
of parents and guardians for each child
in an elementary or secondary nonpublic
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school. It would give $600 tex credit for
youths attending college.

Most other bills offer similar relief to
parents or guardians who have borne the
burden, in effect, of suppcriing two
school systems. Last April 6, President
Nixon told Catholic educators in Phila-
delphia that some assistance should
probably be given to Catholic schools.
Soon after, the Panel on Non-Public Ed-
ucation presented a 58-page report to the
President, recommending income tax
eredits for low- and middle-income par-
ents of children in nonpublic schools.

Quality education and assuring that it
continues and improves is probably the
most important commodity that we can
pass on to the next American generation.
It seems certain that education quality
would be impaired if nonpublic schools
are forced to close their doors forever.
America’s public schools do not have
enough room or enough faculty and ad-
ministrators to educate both public and
nonpublic students. L

I do not propose that we should provide
total inducement for continuing non-
public educational facilities—nor do

most of the other proposals. What I do
suggest is that some assistance be given
so that enough school doors, both pub-
lic and nonpublic, remain open that our
children and their children receive a
quality education.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to extend their remarks on the
subject of my special order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

CONTROVERSY SURROUNDING
PROFESSIONAL SPORTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Kemp) is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. KEEMP. Mr. Speaker, the Senate
Commerce Committee hearings on “The
Federal Sports Act of 1972” have helped
make it clear that a great deal of the
controversy surrounding professional
sports operations in this country today
is based on hearsay and emotion rather
than on the facts, To the end that more
Members of Congress have the facts as
well as the perspective of a Commissioner
who has helped guide pro foothall
through difficult times to unprecedented
growth and popularity, I think it is ap-
propriate that NFL Commissioner Pete
Rozelle’s testimony before the Commerce
Committee be included in the RECORD.

Commissioner Rozelle’s testimony, I
believe, very effectively defuses some of
the faulty premises upon which those
supporting Federal regulated pro football
base their positions. He answers the mis-
conception that professional football is
not now regulated, the myth that all pro-
fessional sports are homogeneous by na-
ture, and the fallacy that vital interests
are not adequately represented.
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My opposition to the bill is based on
13 years of pro football experience, as
past president and cofounder of the AFL
Player’s Association, and my experience
as a first term Congressman who has seen
the chaos that can be inflicted on the
private enterprise sector by unnecessary
Federal intervention, It is my conviction
that the interests of all parties—fans,
players, and owners, and whatever prob-
lems now existing can best be reconciled
and resolved through the recognition of
a mutuality of interest and the willing-
ness to pursue the collective bargaining
process of which I am a strong advocate.

I insert Commissioner Rozelle’s testi-
mony in the Recorb.

STATEMENT OF PETE ROZELLE BEFORE THE CoM-
MITTE ON CoMMERCE, U.S. SENATE

Your committee was good enough to in-
vite me to comment on 8. 3445, and I am
pleased to accept that invitation. I have with
me my counsel, Hamilton Carothers.

I think I understand the sentiments which
have encouraged you, Mr. Chairman, to be-
lieve that a federal agency dealing with pro-
fessional sports is desirable, The National
Football League wishes there were fewer dis-
putes and less controversy in professional
sports. We look forward to a time when the
sports pages will be devoted more to ath-
letiec achievements and team play and less
to strikes, litigation developments, contract
negotiations, and the business aspects of
sports.

But I don't believe that a federal sports
commission is the answer—for a great many
reasons, In my view, proposals such as 8.
3445 are based on a number of premises which
are not supported by the facts.

In the first place, it is simply not true that
professional sports are “Big Business.” The
reality is that professional sports are, in
economic terms, very small business indeed.
There has not, for example, been a year in
the history of pro football when the gross in-
come of all twenty-six NFL clubs in the
aggregate amounted to the gross income of
a department store like Woodward & Loth-
rop’s here In Washington. I don't want to
overdo this point—and I know it is not the
total answer to the concept of a federal
sports commission—but it is quite likely that
professional football, one of the more suc-
cessful professional sports, ranks somewhere
behind the shoelace industry in economic
terms. This at least ralses the question
whether the creation and staffing of an agen-
cy to deal with professional sports represents
a. sound expenditure of taxpayers money.
The Federal Communications Commission,
for example, has an annual budget of about
$32 million and the Federal Power Commis-
sion spends about $22 million annually.

Secondly, it is a mistake to consider pro-
fessional sports, simply because they are
professional sports, as having any essential
elements in common. In terms of their needs,
their income sources, their contract require-
ments, and their business practices, one pro-
fessional sport bears about as much rela-
tionship to another as the movie business
does to the television business. In all of
their fundamental aspects, they differ from
one another as much as a hockey puck or
a baseball does from a footbail. It would
simply not be possible to establish rules
which could be applied fairly and reasonably
to sports in general. And anyone who tried to
deal authoritatively with the particular and
individual problems of each sport would
have to have the knowledge of the Almighty,
the judgment of Solomon, and the vision of
Joan of Arc. I don't find these gqualities
available in anybody—not even in Howard
Cosell.

Thirdly, I cannot accept the premise that
professional sports are today inadequately
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regulated. Indeed, I have concluded that pro-
fessional football is the most over-supervised,
over-examined, and over-regulated business
in America today.

The National Football League and its
member clubs currently operate under the
federal antitrust laws, the National Labor
Relations Act, the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act, the Equal Employment Opportunity
Act, the Federal Communications Act, the
Federal Securities Laws, the rules and regu-
lations of the Price Commission and of the
Pay Board, and under a number of federal
acts dealing with professional sports in par-
ticular. Each member club is also subject to
the standard array of laws applicable to lo-
cal business, such as the laws of workmen's
compensation, local safety and health codes,
and local tax laws.

In the twelve years I have been commis-
sioner, the Antitrust Division has conducted
detalled Investigations of NFL affairs on eight
separate occasions—once In court, once
through an eighteen-month grand jury pro-
ceeding, once pursuant to a civil investiga-
tive demand, and on five occasions through
informal requests for documents. The NFL's
television practices have twice been investi-
gated by the Federal Communications Com-
mission. Member club endorsement and li-
censing practices have twice been investi-
gated by the Federal Trade Commission. The
League’s tax practices have been exhaustively
reviewed by the IRS on two different occa-
sions and the Equal Employment Opportu-
nity Commission has made a half-dozen in-
vestigations of league and member club em-
ployment practices. The league and its mem-
ber clubs have been involved in four sep-
arate proceedings before the National Labor
Relations Board. I have personally partici-
pated in as many as twenty different appear-
ances before congressional committees over
this period which have examined substantial-
ly every phase of NFL affairs. Six different
congressional committees have taken or are
about to take testimony on varlous aspects
of NFL operations during the current ses-
slon of Congress. Professional football may
well be the most regulated and supervised
business in America today.

I am personally persuaded that most if not
all of the so-called problems and issues
which arise in professional sports would be
more expeditiously and more amicably re-
solved to the interests of all concerned, in-
cluding, fans, players, and owners alike, if
there were not this continuing resort to out-
side influence as a method of obtaining sup-
port for particular positions.

It should also be noted that S. 3445 is not
intended to be a substitute for these con-
fusing and often conflicting patterns of su-
pervision and regulation. The bill would ex-
pressly preserve the application of all present
laws and regulations as well as any future
laws which Congress may choose to enact.
Thus NFL players and owners would still have
their collective bargaining rights under the
supervision of the National Labor Relations
Board, the courts would still continue to ap-
ply the antitrust laws to one phase or an-
other of sports affairs, and all other federal
and state regulatory requirements would still
have to be met. The federal sports commis-
slon would just be another layer of regula-

tion on top of the court, agency, and con-
gressional decisions which seem to emerge

almost weekly In the field of sports,

Lastly, I think it misguided to conclude
that a federal sports agency will somehow
make whatever problems exist in professional
sports slmply go away. For one thing, many
of the so-called issues of NFL operations are,
in my view, based more on popular mis-
understanding than on analysis and knowl-
edge of the facts. I don't hesitate to Include
within that comment the current criticism
of the NFL's so-called “Blackout”™ practices.
We have had on many occasions the expe-
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rience of finding that third parties, when
they had the opportunity to become fully
acquainted with the facts, were willing to
acknowledge that a supposed remedy for a
particular “problem” was totally imprac-
ticable or that there was not anything real-
istic about which to complain. We even
had the experience of being sued in court
only to have the litigant discover In his trial
preparation that the facts were not as had
been represented to him.

In major part, this may be due to the
fact that everyone believes he understands
about professional sports but very few people
actually do. This may explain why many
sports critics often are inconsistent in their
criticisms and objectives. Some of the most
vociferous crities of the Washington Sen-
ators’ move from Washington, for example,
would heartily endorse regulatory principles
which would require Bob Short to remain
in Washington while they would equally en-
dorse regulatory principles which would per-
mit any or all of his players to leave the
team and move to Texas.

In brief, I do not believe that the problem
of reconciling the interests of fans, stadium
authorities, players, owners, TV viewers, net-
works, and amateur athletes is going to be
effectively resolved by walving the magic
wand of federal supervision. If a sport can-
not accomplish this itself, through a fair ac-
commodation of the interests of each, the
sport itself will bear the penalty.

END OF U.S. GROUND COMBAT ROLE
IN VIETNAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under &
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. WILLIAMS)
is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, on June
19, 1972, the United States began to

withdraw its last combat infantry
brigade from South Vietnam. The de-
parture of the 3d Brigade of the 1st
Air Cavalry Division officially ends our
ground combat role.

After the Communist invasion of South
Vietnam through the DMZ by 12 divi-
sions on March 30, President Nixon's
response in calling for U.S. air and naval
attacks against Communist military tar-
gets was an inevitable decision. However,
President Nixon has continued to with-
draw American ground forces from South
Vietnam. Qur U.S. troop strength is now
below 49,000 men and this reduction will
be continued. President Nixon has with-
drawn more than 500,000 American
ground troops since he was elected to
the White House less than 4 years ago.

Over 100,000 South Vietnamese have
been driven from their homes by this in-
vasion. They all have fled south—away
from the Communist invaders. Political
factions which were previously hostile to
President Thieu have put aside political
differences in condemning the invaders.
Yet, there are some Americans who have
condemned President Nixon, not the in-
vading Communists, for the terror in-
flicted on these people. Some U.S. polit-
ical figures use the word “immoral” every
time they speak of our efforts to help the
South Vietnamese defend themselves, but
they do not call this massive invasion of
South Vietnam “immoral.”

President Nixon’s visits to Moscow and
Peking, Russian President Podgorny’'s
recent visit to Hanoi, and Dr. Kissinger’s
recent visit to Peking indicate that
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strong efforts are underway to obtain a
negotiated peace. It is possible that these
efforts, initiated by the United States,
will be successful and peace will come to
Southeast Asia in a manner that will
not have appeased Communist aggres-
sion.
TINICUM MARSH

When the Senate passed H.R. T088,
which establishes the Tinicum National
Environmental Center, it added an
amendment requiring the General Ac-
counting Office to audit the use of Fed-
eral funds for the acquisition and resto-
ration of the Tinicum Marsh. On Tues-
day, June 20, 1972, the House concurred
with this amendment. This action cleared
the way for President Nixon to sign H.R.
7088 into public law, and then the De-
partment of the Interior can start ac-
quisition on privately owned sections of
the land to be included in this, the first
National Environmental Center in
America.

BUSINESS EXECUTIVES

A group called the Business Executives
Move for Vietnam Peace and New Na-
tional Priorities—BEM—has announced
its opposition to my reelection to the
House of Representatives. The following
information about this group will be of
interest to you.

Last year when the National Peace
Action Coalition—NPAC—announced its
intention to shut down the Government
of the United States in a massive “May-
Day” demonstration in Washington, the
BEM announced its solidarity with the
NPAC. The 1971 annual report of the
House Committee on Internal Security
states that the NPAC is dominated by the
Socialist Workers Party, whose members
are dedicated to the violent overthrow
of our system of government.

Only one of the former Government
officials and diplomats listed as sponsors
of the BEM is not a Democrat. Why did
these men not cry out against this war
when Democratic administrations were
sending more than half a million Ameri-
cans to fight in Vietnam? I also question
why the Democratic Governor of Penn-
sylvania, who is also a BEM sponsor, is
listed only as Milton J. Shapp, president
of the Shapp Corp. of Philadelphia?

Obviously, the BEM will not stand close
scrutiny. Of the 10 House votes on which
BEM decided to oppose my reelection,
only two votes were close. The others had
up to 278 Congressmen voting for them,
clearly indicating a wide bipartisan sup-

rt.

b REVENTUE SHARING

With my support, on June 22, 1972, the
House has passed the revenue sharing
bill H.R. 14370. This legislation will give
fiscal assistance to State and local gov-
ernments from Federal revenues. For
the first time we will take money from
the Federal bureaucracy where, far too
frequently, it is wasted, and give it to
State and local governments which will
put the money to work immediately.
Many of us feel that, by distributing the
funds to local governments, the people
will be able to have better control of
where the money is spent, and that it is
spent wisely and properly.

Because the distribution formulas con-
tained in the bill are not equitable, and
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will unfairly distribute the available
funds, I voted against barring amend-
ments on an early unsuccessful proced-
ural question. To illustrate this point,
compare per capita funds given to Penn-
sylvania and to New York. The Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania will receive $8.28,
while New York gets more than twice as
much at $17.23 per capita. The combined
State and local government receipts are
also inequitable. In Pennsylvania, the
combined per capita receipt will he
$25.33, while New York will receive al-
most $10 more at $35.29.

The original administration’s general
revenue sharing bill provided for a more
equitable distribution of revenue sharing
money to the States. However, Chairman
WILBUR Mirrs and the predominately
Democratic House Ways and Means Com-
mittee decided on a vague formula for
the distribution of this money: it even
includes something called urbanization. I
will work next year to introduce amend-
ments to the law to insure a more equi-
table distribution in the future.

Every municipality in the Seventh Con-
gressional District of Pennsylvania will
receive revenue sharing funds for the
calendar year 1972, if the Senate passes
this bill.

BTRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION

President Nixon is continuing his ef-
forts to guarantee us a generation of
peace. His latest success was the stra-
tegic arms limitation agreement worked
out during his recent Moscow visit. The
President has urged the Congress to ap-
prove the agreements by September 1, so
that the second round of the strategic
arms limitation talks—SALT—can begin
in October.

The President has said that he wants
the Congress to make a very searching
inquiry into the agreements so that we
can be totally convinced that they are in
the interest of the country and world
peace. However, the President has point-
ed out that it is important for America
to go forward with building up our offen-
sive weapons systems to the extent per-
mitted under the accords. For the United
States to unilaterally reduce its offensive
programs would mean that the Soviets
would lose any incentive to negotiate the
followon agreement.

RETARDED CHILDREN

As the result of a recent civil case in
the U.S. District Court, the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania is attempting to
locate thousands of mentally retarded
children, many of whom would be able to
make great progress in overcoming their
handicaps, but who are not receiving all
of the educational benefits to which they
are entitled. If a parent or guardian of
a retarded child would like additional in-
formation, they should contact their lo-
cal school district. If contact at the local
school district cannot be made, please
call, collect, the Office of Right to Educa-
tion, in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. The
number is 717-787-3990.

CHILDREN'S CHOIR

My wife and I talked to Mrs. Julie
Nixon Eisenhower at a conference of the
Northeastern U.S. Republican Women at
the Bellevue-Stratford Hotel where the
All-City Elementary Choir from the
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Chester School District entertained the
group by singing at the banquet. Julie
was so impressed with the children’s per-
formance that she asked to be escorted to
the stage to thank them personally, We
are all proud of Mrs. Roberts, supervisor
of music, and Mrs. Rudnick, choir direc-
tor, and the children for their excellent
performance.

MAGNA CARTA—COMMEMORATION
OF ITS 757TTH ANNIVERSARY, IN
PHILADELPHIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. Froop) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, my native
State, the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania, is rich in our American history.
The fundamental act of union for the
formation of the United States was the
Declaration of Independence in 1776 by
the Continental Congress, then sitting at
Independence Hall in Philadelphia. It
was the Convention of 1787 at the same
place that framed our Constitution. Al-
though the first Congress of the United
States met in New York in 1789, in 1790
it chose Philadelphia as the temporary
seat of the new Government when Wash-
ington was President.

As students of history know, the Con-
stitution was not a suddenly devised
framework of government but the cul-
mination of experience dating back to
the Magna Carta of 1215 when 256 bar-
ons of England united to force King
John to sign and observe it.

The Baronial Order of Magna Carta,
composed of men who are lineal de-
scendants of these 25 barons of England,
and of which William Hannis Perot of
Philadelphia is Marshal, customarily
commemorates the signing of the Magna
Carta on the Sunday nearest June 15
of each year at historic Christ Church in
Philadelphia, the church attended by
Washington. Most of the members of the
order live in the Philadelphia region;
some in the Washington, D.C. area. This
order through the years has been a
highly effective patriotic group in keep-
ing alive the memories of the Magna
Carta as a vital landmark in the de-
velopment of constitutional liberty.

On June 11, 1972, at this church, the
Barons celebrated the 757th anniversary
of the ensealing of the Magna Carta
in an impressive program led by the rec-
tor, the Reverend Ernest A. Harding,
D.D., in which a member of the order,
the Honorable Maurice H. Thatcher, dis-
tinguished former Member of the Con-
gress from EKentucky, and the sole sur-
viving member of the Isthmian Canal
Commission that supervised the con-
struction of the Panama Canal, made
the address for the occasion and received
the Annual Award of the Order, which
reads as follows:

The Baronial Order of Magna Carta pre-
sents its Magna Carta Day Award to Gov-
ernor Maurice Hudson Thatcher in recogni-
tion of his service to humanity:

Particularly is this made for his champion-
ing the Freedom of the Individual, further-
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ing the significant tradition begun in 1215
by the Barons of England.
(Panama Canal Seal.)
(Kentucky Seal.)
(Picture—ship in Panama Canal.)
Christ Church in'Philadelphia.
Magna Carta Sunday, June 11, 1972.
Wiriam HaNNIS PEROT,
Marshal.
HenrY PicHON EROGSTAD,
Keeper of the Signet.
(Note.—Framed with White House Tim-
ber.)

During . the program,  Governor
Thatcher, together with Marshal Perot,
former Marshal Charles Edgar Hires,
Capt. Miles P. DuVal, Jr., also a member
of the order, and Gilbert H. Dehnel of
Washington, D.C., sat in the George
Washington pew.

So that the indicated address may be
suitably recorded in the annals of the
Congress for the benefit of present and
future readers, I include herewith the
indicated address as part of my remarks:

AppreEss oF Maurice H. THATCHER

To the Members of the Baronial Order of
Magna Carta and their familles; friends
and neighbors from Washington, D.C., Phil-
adelphla, and  other points; Rev. Doctor
Harding and the membership of this historic
Church, I must extend my deepest thanks
and most grateful appreciation for their
presence on this occasion.

I also wish to thank with like appreciation,
Baron-and Mrs. Ross Porter Skillern for the
graclous courtesies accorded myself and my
traveling companion, Mr. Gilbert Dehnel of
Washington, D.C. as guests in thelir charming
home, Also, my thanks to others.

Then, I wish to glve assurance of my most
grateful acknowledgment for the outstand-
ing honor that was voted to me by the Baro-
nial Order last fall, and now awarded.

When I recall that men of such eminence
as Generals MacArthur and Bradley; Chief
Justice Bell, and certain outstanding mem-
bers of the Baronial Order have been recipi-
ents of this Award, I am indeed, humbly
grateful that I am now thus honored.

I know of no region more historic than
that of Philadelphia, and its environs. In-
dependence Hall and the Liberty Bell have
thelr significance and memories,

Great appreciation is due the Welsh and
Swedes, as well as the English, Scotch and
others, Willlam Penn and his Quakers struc-
tured a lasting monument. Here Benjamin
Franklin grew into the vast proportions of
a practical idealist, statesman, scientist, and
successful civic and Revolutionary leader.

This Commonwealth itself is a beautiful
domain. Its great rivers, its mountains and
valleys—together with its farming areas—
present an unexcelled panorama of beauty.
Valley Forge and Gettysburg—and the Get-
tysburg Ad eak for themselves.

Its historlc worth is beyond all measure-
ment.

Besldes the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania there are three other Commonwealths
in our American Union, namely, Massachu-
setts, Virginia and Eentucky.

My own Commonwealth of Kentucky—
with the aid of Daniel Boone, himself a na-
tive of Pennsylvania, led the effort for the
early settlement of Kentucky; and in time's
course, there were born in Kentucky, the
respective leaders of the North and South in
the Civil War era, Lincoln and Davis.

During my service in the Congress as Rep-
resentative of the Loulsville and Jefferson
County, Eentucky District (1923-33), I had
pleasant relationships, on both sides of the
aisle, with Pennsylvania members of the
House. I make speclal reference to Doctor
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Henry W. Temple of the Washington Dis-
irict, J. Banks Kurtz, of the Altoona District,
and Thomas Butler of West Chester.

Dr. Temple, as a member ‘of the House
Forelgn Affairs Committee, and on special
National Park assignments, occupied posts
where he was able to serve my efforts—and
did serve them—to obtain enactment of
Bills I sponsored. They were important meas-
ures, and became laws—such as the Acts
creating the National Cave Mammoth Park in
Kentucky, and the Gorgas Memorial Labora-
tory in the City of Panama, an institution
dedicated to research touching the cause
and prevention of tropical diseases, both
human and veterinary.

The Laboratory, starting with an annual
authorization of 50,000, now has an annual
budget of a million dollars; and Congress
also has authorized and appropriated sev-
eral milllons for expansion of the Laboratory
activitles, made necessary by the great func-
tlons it has been called upon to serve.

Indeed, its achievements have been of
such character as to make of it the out-
standing institution of its kind in all the
world. Panama is an ideal spot for such
activity,

For more than 40 years, I served as the
Vice President and General Counsel of the
parent institute; and am yet filling the post
of General Counsel; and am now the Hon-
orary Life President of the Institute, All
these services, I may say, have been rendered
without compensation.

Some of you will-recall that I was a Mem-
ber of the Isthmian Canal Commission
under appointment of Presldent Taft, in
April 1910. I served until August 1913—all
during the construction ers.

My ldentification with the great enter-
prise throughout my tenure was also that
of Civil Governor of the Canal Zone. Colonel
Willlam C. Gorgas of Yellow Fever fame, was
also a Member of the Commission; and we
had our official headquarters in the same
building,

I was charged with certain dutles which
supported him in his important health and
sanitary work; and it has given me great
pleasure, in and out of Congress, In the
{ga;s lrtt.tlllat followed, to have the opportunity

U er provide for e nsion of &
research: 5 n i

The Republic of Panama ceded to our In-
stitute, for the purposes of a laboratory, im-
portant lands and bulldings in the City of
Panama, and we have erected additional
structures with Congresslonal funds.

On an occasion of this character, it is ex-
pected, I believe, that the Awardee should
submit some remarks dealing with mat-
ters of current concern.

This is the Age of Violence. Never in hu-
man history has there been such brutal con-
duct by people in the world, as Is now tak-
ing place.

Under sclence the miracle of today be-
comes the commonplace of tomorrow.

The great achievements of science have
been, In large measure, utilized by evilminded
individuals for the most wicked deeds which
mankind has ever conceived.

Communism—the deadliest of evils, is busy
as never before. We must wisely deal with
these conditions, else they will destroy us.
For this reason I speak of them.

Assassinations, murders, thefts, robberles,
holding for ransom, hijacking, guerrills
monstrosities; slaying by wholesale of the
innocent and defenseless, and degeneracies,
have become the order of the day. No de-
praved or cruel act is missing,.

The news media, in every category, in
large measure, are being prostituted; and
the old Commandments, containing the es-
sence of life experience; and the noble in-
structions of the Sermon on the Mount, are
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being discarded in the world-at-large, and
held in contempt.

We canonize our criminals. They get the
publicity, the sympathy, and the eulogies,
and the acquittals. Our virtues are kept un-
der the bushel, and fail in inspirational
value. The red-carpet treatment has all too
often been accorded by naive courts, juries,
and others charged with the responsibilities
affecting the soclal structure. Shrewd, bold,
conscienceless members of my own profes-
sion, often go beyond all decent bounds, and
defy the courts, and enable the worst crimi-
nals to escape the whips of justice, and re-
peat their offenses.

The TV and radio, and other media with
certain exceptions, which so often have in-
structed and inspired, and with so much
potential for good, have all too oft become
sewers of filth and degeneracy. In large
measure, the children are neglected, and left
to establish their own associations and con-
siderations—with the inevitable results.

No further enumeration 1s required. How-
ever, we cannot lgnore what Is so patent;
such things bring disaster. I am a firm be-
liever in the divine mission of Man: but I
can have, of course, no conception as to the
time he must live and struggle before he
scales the peaks of lasting good. He has come
far, but yet has far to go. Meantime, we must
may seem to be.

Also, it is fortunate that most of our hu-
mankind are optimists, rather than pessi-
mists. They are moved by the consideration
that the glass is half-full, rather than half
empty. Only virtue makes for lasting peace
and happiness. War is monstrous, yet, it has
always obtained. Thus, the race muddles on.

In our own country, we stand in greater
need of what we call conscience. Order is
Heaven's first law; the Universe, with the
infinity of celestial bodles, is regulated by
law and maintained in order. The human
creature on our own planet—as well as those
which may inhabit any llke orbs—is en-
dowed with the faculty of reason; with faith,
that is to say, reasoned hope; with the belief
of the pure in heart that the soul shall have
immortal being.

“Hats off to the past, and coats off to the
future,"” must yet be the homely slogan.

I belleve that mirth and music are mate-
rial gifts from Heaven to Man, in compensa-
tion for the tragedies of life. Good thought
and conduct constitute good morals. Evil is
the exact opposite. If we transgress, we are
punished, in one way or another.

All the qualities of humanity that are pos-
sessed of hope, falth, courage, diligence, rea-
son, love of home and country, vision and
noble ideals, must be exercised as indispen-
sable labors in humanity's forward march,
Apropos, the spirit of reverence and the
Church must perform their necessary roles.

These observations are indeed trite. The
multiplication table is trite, but reliance on
the mathematics of Newton took the Astro-
nauts to the moon, and thru the voids of
space.

Our Baronial Order—whose members are
decendants of sureties of A.D. 1215, has great
opportunity for noble and patriotic service.
It has also great responsibility, and, I be-
leve, is meeting its obligations with fine
dispatch.

The Magna Charta is a lengthy instru-
ment of 61 articles. On June 12, 1215, it was
adopted to hold in restraint, a cruel, despotic
King John of England, Twenty-five sureties
were named from the roster of Barons, to
require the arbitrary King to pay alleglance
to the Great Charter, which relates to bene-
fits and property and other rights to the
Barons, as well as the people in general.

Under the benefits conferred by Magna
Charta, England, and the course of civil and
religious liberty made lasting progress.

The next great document of liberty was
the Mayflower Compact, adopted in Novem-
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ber 1620 by the Pilgrims in Cape Cod Harbor.
It was brief, but of essential character. It
provided, in simple words, a comprehensive,
organic and formal instrument enabling the
establishment of Plimoth Plantation—on the
Flymouth Rock site, binding equally on all;
and assuring total equality, and to make all
needed laws. Under it, the Pllgrims lived and
prospered, with complete civil and religious
liberty.

This modest compact proved to be the
acorn which rooted and grew to the great oak
of our Constitutional government, which we
must uphold and sustain.

In conclusion, let me say, as did Tiny Tim
in the Immortal Christmas Story of Dickens,
“Lord bless us all, each and everyone!l”

CIA SMUGGLES OPIUM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. AspIN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I am releas-
ing today substantial new evidence that
indicates U.S. pilots flying CIA operated
helicopters have been smuggling opium
inside Laos.

What this new evidence indicates is
that U.S. pilots using U.S.-owned planes
are illegally smuggling opium in Laos,
some of which has almost certainly been
sold to U.S. GI's in Southeast Asia and
some of which has almost certainly been
smuggled into illicit U.S. drug markets.

I am releasing today a letter which I
have received from Alfred MecCoy, au-
thor of a forthcoming book on heroin
traffic in Southeast Asia, which details
the allegation of United States and CIA
complicity in drug traffic. If these allega-
tions are true, then the CIA is implicated
in fostering the drug traffic that ruins the
lives of tens of thousands of Americans.

According to the information Mr.
McCoy has given me, a Laotian district
chief and other officials have told him
that American helicopters flew Meo of-
ficers into Laotian villages where they
purchased opium. The opium was also
transported out by American pilots and
planes to Long Tieng, the CIA headquar-
ters in Northern Laos where it was al-
legedly refined into morphine and even-
tually heroin.

The Meo tribesmen, as many of my
colleagues know, had been recruited by
the CIA and form a mercenary army
which fights the Pathet Lao Communist
guerrillas. For the Meo, opium is consid-
ered an important cash crop.

Mr. Speaker, I have asked CIA Director
Richard Helms to thoroughly investigate
Mr. McCoy's allegations, Since Mr. Mc-~
Coy obtained his information late last
summer it is imperative to determine
whether this kind of drug trafficking is
still going on. A principal, unanswered
question which the CIA must resolve is
“At what level in the CIA were officials
aware of this illicit drug traffic?”

It is also becoming increasingly clear,
Mr. Speaker, that the Nixon administra-
tion is covering up and contradicting
itself about the importance of heroin
traffic in Southeast Asia. After Mr. Me-
Coy testified before a Senate committee
last month the State Department termed
his charges about the involvement of
Government officials in Southeast Asia
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as “unsubstantiated.” However, the U.S.
Army Provost Marshal reported in 1971
that high ranking members of the South
Vietnamese Government were in the top
“zone” of the four-tiered heroin traffic
pyramid.

Mr. McCoy, quite rightly, also disputes
the State Department’s claim that
“Southeast Asia is not a major source of
heroin on our market.” This statement
by the State Department directly con-
tradicts a General Accounting Office re-
port which states that:

The Far East is the second principal source
of heroin entering the U.S.

Mr. Speaker, it is imperative to deter-
mine whether the CIA is still involved in
opium traffic and who was responsible for
the alleged involvement of the CIA with
the opium growers of Laos.

My letter to Mr. Helms follows:

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., June 27, 1972.
Mr. RICEARD HELMS,
Director, Central Intelligence Agency,
Washington, D.C.

Dear M=r. Herms: I am publicly releasing
today substantial new evidence that indi-
cates that U.S. pilots fiying CIA-operated
helicopters have been smuggling opium in-
side Laos. These allegations are contained in
a letter and additional information that I
have received from Mr. Alfred McCoy, author
of a forthcoming book on heroin traffic in
Southeast Asia. If these allegations are true,
then the CIA is implicated in fostering the
drug trafiic that ruins the lives of tens of
thousands of Americans.

I am writing to you today to request that
you thoroughly investigate Mr. McCoy’s alle-
gatlons. Since Mr, McCoy obtained his in-
formation last summer, it is imperative to
determine whether this kind of drug traffick-
ing is still going on. A principal unanswered
question which the CIA must resolve is: “At
what level in the CIA were officials aware of
this illicit drug traffic?".

I hope that you will report to me in full
the results of your investigation.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

ASPIN,
Member of Congress.

ROONEY REQUESTS HALF BILLION
FOR RELIEF OF FLOOD RAVAGED
STATES

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

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, in the wake of probably the
most destructive flood in America’s his-
tory I have today announced that I will
request an additional half billion dollars
in Federal funds for relief in the five
States which have been declared disaster
areas by President Nixon.

The $92.5 million now available to the
States in the President's disaster relief
fund will not begin to compensate the
losses suffered by the five States. If
Pennsylvania were to receive the entire
$92.5 million it would cover only about 10
percent of the cost of putting the State
back together.

I have introduced legislation to provide
relief funds in the amount of one-half
billion dollars to the States which have
been declared disaster areas by the Presi-
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dent. This money would be disbursed by
the Office of Emergency Preparedness
whose primary function is the adminis-
tration of the President’s disaster relief
fund. In past crises involving disaster
areas in several States OEP has appor-
tioned financial aid to the States accord-
ing to the amount of damage sustained
in the respective States. This is the only
fair and realistic method of tackling the
massive cleanup job ahead.

Pennsylvania, hardest hit by the flood-
ing by a wide margin, would receive the
lion’s share of the supplemental appro-
priation, and Florida, having the least
amount of damage of the five States,
would receive the smallest portion. The
remaining money would be distributed by
OEP to Virginia, Maryland, and New
York.

Other Members and I of the Pennsyl-
vania delegation will meet with Governor
Shapp today to discuss the erippling ef-
fects of the flood.

1 hope to explore all avenues of Federal
assistance with the Governor and arrive
at some concrete goals with regard to
the needs of the stricken Pennsylvania
communities.

BEEF PRODUCERS GET SHORT END
OF STICK

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

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr, Speaker, in my
opinion the action the President took on
Monday of this week in lifting completely
all restrictions on the imports of for-
eign-produced meats may be the lesser
of two evils. It will not accomplish the
effects desired. Indeed the President
himself warned that it may be many
months before prices will be affected in
this country.

Meat prices, and particularly beef
prices, have been the subject of contro-
versy and sharp debate for some months.
The record shows that beef prices at the
slaughter level are today about the same
as they were 20 years ago. Of what other
foodstuff may the same be said?

Of course, beef prices at retail have
been up and remain high. We have shown
that unlike the slaughter price, today's
retail beef prices are from 40 to 100 per-
cent higher than they were 20 years ago.
It is, therefore, fairly obvious that the
spread margin goes to the wholesaler and
retailer and not to the beef grower.

I have opposed increasing meat im-
port quotas and my position on this point
has not altered. However, I am well
aware of the dilemma in which the ad-
ministration finds itself—it seems to feel
that lifting the meat quota is more ac-
ceptable than clapping price controls on
all raw agricultural products, including
meat. Remembering the effect of price
controls on meat some years ago, I shud-
der at such a prospect. Obviously, in-
creasing meat imports is the lesser of
two evils.

In my judgment, price controls on
farm products will not materially affect
or halt increases in food prices. The
problem is not at the farm. Prices at
the farm level for raw aericultural prod-
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ucts are not greatly different than they
were 20 years ago, as the case of beef.
In the interim, labor costs on the farm
have risen steeply and all other costs of
farm production from machinery to
pitchforks have jumped from 50 to 15
percent.

Price controls on raw agricultural
products would bring about a freeze but
the ultimate result must be sharp short-
ages in all foodstuff supplies. The farmer
simply cannot be expected to accept be-
ing made the sacrificial goat.

INDEPENDENCE DAY

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

Mr. PEPPER. Mr., Speaker, Inde-
pendence Day, July 4, is the most mean-
ingful day in American history. The
countless celebrations and parades are
mere demonstrations of the affection and
dedication the American people feel for
their country. Perhaps an even more ac-
curate measure of the Nation's pride in
its history and traditions may be found
in our literature. The beautiful art of
poetry is often used as a vehicle to ex-
press one’s loyalty and devotion to all of
the good things America has stood for
over the years. Recently, two short poems
were presented to me by Dr. Frances
Clark Handler, who is the national di-
rector of the National Poetry Day Com-
mittee, Inc,, and the Florida State Poetry
Society, Inc. These poems exXpress Very
ably the sentiments of millions of Amer-
jcans, and I commend them to my col-
leagues:

GLORY-GLORY

(By Dr. Frances Clark Handler (1969))

There flles the FLAG
Of this Freedom-land!
Here comes the marchers
Beating the band.
Skip a heart-beat thrill
Start stamping your feet
For a glorious FLAG
Never downed in defeat!
Hum all the tunes as , . . .
They pass in review
Carrying OUR FLAG
With the red-white and blue.
Nothing compares with this
Wonderful thrill
At the sight of our Banner
As our eyes tear-filll

FourTH OF JULY
(By Dr. Frances Clark Handler (1067))
Can anyone see the Flag go by
Without a tear come to the eye
Tears for the many young and brave
Tears for lives they willingly gave
Never questioning duty right
For ideals we all must fight
So . .. our American Flag
Symbol ....of .,...0Uur....

TRAVEL INDUSTRY

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

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, having the
honor as well as the good fortune to rep-
resent the congressional district which
includes as one of its key areas, the city
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of Miami Beach, America’s best known
travel resort, I have a deep awareness
of the benefits the travel industry creates
for this country, both as a growth in-
dustry and as an instrument through
which Americans traveling in the United
States are made more aware of their own
heritage, and as a means by which
visitors from other nations in increasing
numbers are learning more about our
country.

I am pleased that the platform com-
mittee of the 1972 Democratic National
Convention extended an invitation to
the Miami Beach Tourist Development
Authority, an official government agency
of the city of Miami Beach, to appear
before it at its meeting held on June 9
in Atlanta, Ga., for the purpose of prop-
erly urging that the 1972 Democratic
Party platform include a statement em-
phasizing the importance of both na-
tional and international travel in and to
the United States, and that the plai-
form also contain a commitment to
broaden the scope and responsibility of
the U.S. Travel Service in this regard.

The statement made by the Tourist
Development Authority before the plat-
form committee most clearly and
admirably illustrates why the promotion
of travel, and especially foreign travel
to the United States from abroad, should
receive the attention of the Congress,
and I include this statement in the
CoNGRESSIONAL REcORD at this time:
STATEMENT OF JAcKE D. GomRDON, CHAIRMAN,

Miamr BeacH TouristT DEVELOPMENT AU-

THORITY

The Miami Beach Tourist Development Au-
thority is the official agency of the City of
Miami Beach for the promotion of tourism.
The Authority’s activities are supported by
the revenues provided by a 29; Resort Tax
applying to the purchase of lodgings, food
and beverages within the city limits of Miami
Beach as authorized by the legislature of
the State of Florida. Under the terms of the
city ordinance establishing the Tourist De-
velopment Authority, and by virtue of the
Enabling Act passed by the 18967 session of
the Florida Legislature, the sole purpose of
the Tourist Development Authority is the
promotion and enhancement of tourism in
and to the City of Miamli Beach.

The Tourist Development Authority of the
City of Miami Beach wishes to thank the
Platformm Committee of the 1972 Democratic
National Convention for the opportuntly of
making this statement relative to the im-
portance of the emphasis it believes tourism
to the United States from foreign countries
should recelve in the 1972 Democratic Flat-
form. For your consideration in this regard,
we respectfully submit the following:

1. The movement of U.S. citizens overseas
as visitors to foreign countries is increasing
rather than diminishing, despite a series of
governmental efforts to induce American
citizens to spend vacations in the U.S.A.
The campalgn urging Americans to vacation
in the U.S. had its origin in the Federal
government’s obvious desire to avold adding
to the balance of payments deficit. It has
now become evident that the only way In
which travel and tourism as an industry can
be helpful in this regard is to atract more
and more foreign nationals to become visitors
to the United States. It is estimated that the
net outflow of dollars due to foreign travel
by Americans approximates 85.5 billlon. The
inflow from forelgn visitors to America is
only $2.9 billion.

2. The Federal government agency respon-
sible for overseas tourism :to the TUnited




June 27, 1972

States, which includes cooperation and co-
ordination with state and loecal tourist pro-
motion agencles and groups, is the United
States Travel Service. U.S.T.S. operates under
the aegis of the United States Department
of Commerce, and its director has the title
of Assistant Secretary of Commerce. The his-
tory of the United States Travel Service is
one of broad concepts and well-intentioned
programs, both of which have consistently
fallen victim to severe under-funding in the
Federal budget. This has come about not be-
cause any echelon of the Federal govern-
ment has denigrated the importance of
bringing increasing numbers of foreign na-
tionals to the United States, but rather be-
cause other priorities have been set by the
Federal government in the past decade.

8. Local and state agencies and groups
involved in the promotion of tourism are
usually themselves the victim of under-
funding, and are generally ill-equipped to
undertake any independent effort in areas
outside of the United States and Canada to
promote tourism to their citles and states.
The result has been that the build-up of
overseas tourism to the United States has
suffered from a lack of coordination and di-
rection at the Federal level, due in the main
to under-funding, and a generally feeble
effort at local and state levels due to a com-
bination of under-funding and a lack of
knowledge and personnel.

4. The Tourist Development Authority of
the City of Miami Beach, recognizing the
need to attract overseas visitors, has used
its funds to open an office for the promotion
of tourism to Miaml Beach and to Florida,
in London, England. This office is still new
and in the process of becoming established
as an effective instrument, but durlng its
brief life, the Tourlst Development Author-
ity has been impressed both by the willing-
ness of U.8.T.S. to assist, and the high caliber
of the limited assistance it has been able to
provide. In addition to cooperating with the
Tourist Development Authority in the pro-
motion of travel from the United Kingdom
and from Europe, U.S.T.S. has engaged in co-
operative promotion with the Miami Beach
Tourlst Development Authority in Canada,
and has evinced a desire to undertake a co-
operative Latin American promotion.

5. The effective promotion of overseas
tourism to all areas of the United States de-
pends upon a broad understanding of the
needs and desires of visitors coming to this
country from overseas, and the abllity to
create and carry out group travel, promo-
tlon, and arrangements in conjunction with
carriers and destinations. To do these things
effectively requires a major commitment at
the Federal level to develop Increased knowl-
edge and capability for the attraction and
handling of overseas visitors within the
United States, and for the undertaking of
effective group travel promotions and ar-
rangements from abroad.

6. It should be significant to the Federal
government to understand that all of the
combined budgets of the United States Trav-
el Service and of state and local promotional
agencies are significantly out-spent by com-
petitive overseas destinations, the promotion
of all of which are either direct government
expenditures or government subsidized ex-
penditures. These competitive overseas des-
tinations appears to be out-spending the
United States, purely on the basls of actual
government expenditures, in the ratio of 20
to 1. U.S, tourism, therefore, finds itself in
the position of being a major industry and
one which can be of significant benefit in re-
ducing the balance of payments deficit
through attracting overseas visitors to the
United States, especially from the viewpoint
of a benefit-to-cost ratio insofar as promo-
tional expenditures versus dollar return are
concerned, while at the same time it is an
industry faced with major government-sub-
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sidized competition from abroad. It is also
an industry for which there is no help to be
found in tariffs or quotas, but which is de-
pendent on the Federal level upon the funds
allocated for the aectivities of the United
States Travel Service.

7. Beyond the need to attract overseas visl-
tors to the United States purely from the
point of view of dollar earnings, there is
probably no more signlficant activity to be
undertaken in terms of building good will
and understanding of this country among
citizens of other nations, than through the
purposeful increase in travel to the United
States by citizens of other nations, This in-
cludes all categories of travel—hollday
travel, trade groups, professional and study
groups, students, etc. This means that every
dollar devoted by the Federal government for
the promotion of tourism cannot only be
justified by the dollar results it will achieve;
it can be Justified to even a greater extent
on the basis of the very evident need for
building up increased understanding and
good will on the part of citizens of foreign
countries for the United States.

The Tourist Development Authority of the
City of Miami Beach, therefore, respectfully
urges that the Platform Committee of the
1972 Democratic National Convention favor-
ably consider in the 1972 Platform of the
Democratic Party a strong commitment to
expand the scope of the responsibility and
activity of the United States Travel Service,
including the capability of promoting domes-
tic travel and resort areas within the United
States to citizens of the United States as a
means of providing reinforced domestic com-
petition to overseas destinations, and to pro-
vide the requisite Federal funds to accom-
plish this. We firmly believe that this is
not only called for because of the reasons
cited above, but that the Investment of
funds is exceedingly well-justified by the ex-
cellent record of accomplishment of this
agency of the Federal government, which has
been achieved despite a consistent lack of
adequate appropriations.

The Tourlst Development Authority of the
City of Miami Beach expresses its apprecia-
tion to the Platform Committee for the op-
portunity of making this statement, which
it hopes will receive favorable consideration
by the Committee in its formulation of the
1972 Platform.

THE MEAT IMPORT ACTION IS A
STRIKEOUT

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

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Speaker, when the
mighty Casey came to bat all Mudville
said, “Hurrah!” and when Casey struck
out there were only tears and muttering
in Mudpville.

And it is like that on yesterday's
Executive order to lift meat import
quotas. Consumers are supposed to hur-
rah because they are told beef will get
cheaper.

If that is what is supposed to happen
because of the Executive order suspend-
ing import quotas, someone just struck
out because housewives making their
meat purchases for their families are not
helped in any way by this maneuver af-
fecting import quotas for beef and
mutton.

First, much of the imported meat
comes from dirty plants in the various
40 countries that ship meat to the United
States. Second, the quota of beef is al-
most all boned out meat that is not
cheap. It goes into hamburger or hot
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dogs or stew or sausage meats and whole-
sales at about 70 cents a pound. At retail
meat counters it costs about 85 cents a
pound as hamburger. There are virtually
no steaks, roasts or other cuts in the
import package.

As to the dirty part of it, the General
Accounting Office study in 1971 of 80
meatpacking plants in four different
countries was a documentary describing
in detail the actual shortcomings and
sloppy contamination of meat in a large
number of the foreign plants inspected.
By accepting meat from almost 1,000 for-
eign plants licensed to sell in the United
States we sacrifice wholesomeness and
as a result we are getting meat products
from plants which do not meet the high
standards required by our law.

In Australia, out of 30 plants in-
spected by the General Accounting Of-
fice, 10 had to be delisted: that is, their
license to sell meat in the United States
was canceled, because they were dirty
plants and the meat produced was un-
sanitary.

Had all of the nearly 1,000 foreign
plants licensed to sell here been in-
spected by the General Accounting Oi-
fice we would have probably cut the list
substantially. There is every indication
from the GAO report on those plants
they did inspect that all foreign licensed
plants should be promptly reviewed to
ascertain how many of them are actually
meeting our standards.

Our total imports of beef last vear
under quota were about 1.2 billion
pounds. It is likely most Americans ate
some of this beef, mostly without being
aware of it as the imports are mixed in
with domestically produced beef. Our in-
spection of imported meat here in this
country is done on a random selection
basis devised by statisticians, Less than
1 percent of the imported meat in a ship-
ment is actually inspected. Even that
amount is inspected under a system pre-
scribed by the Department of Agricul-
ture which permits the acceptance of a
certain amount of dirt, blood clots, cysts,
manure, hair, or several other objection-
able features which departmental jargon
records simply as defects. Their theory
is that a little bit of any of these defects
}m!xed in with a lot of meat is nonharm-

ul.

I am sure housewives, and for that
matter their husbands and all the rest
of the family would find it quite un-
appetizing to be told that the hamburger
or hot dogs they are eating could be
made from meat products which, while
statistically acceptable to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, contain many in-
stances of the above unwholesome de-
fects.

I have known of the shortcomings of
the inspection of imported meats for
some time and have drawn the attention
of the House to the needs for reform of
the inspection procedures as they affect
imported meat. The Department of Agri-
culture is not entirely aloof to these sug-
gestions. It made plans for some changes
last year and I am told as a result of the
General Accounting Office report that
they have made some other changes to
make their inspection of foreign plants !
more effective.
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However, they are way behind in
adopting all of the needed reforms. There
should be complete inspection in the
United States of all of the frozen meat
that is slaughtered 4 to 8 weeks prior to
the time it arrives in this country. It
should be thawed out and inspected piece
by piece before it is ground into ham-
burger or put into weiners where it is
impossible to ascertain whether it was
completely sanitary, wholesome or fresh.

It is next to impossible to determine if
the meat had any blood clots or cysts, or
was mixed in with manure, dirt, hair, or
any of the objectional defects for which
our meat inspectors routinely examine,
after it is ground up or flaked.

By increasing quotas for meat imports
we are encouraging greater shipments of
meats from foreign plants to this coun-
try and these will very likely be a scrap-
ing of the bottom of the barrel concern-
ing the quality and wholesomeness of the
additional meat that our offshore sup-
pliers will attempt to stir into the trade
channels of this country. There will be
pressure to find new sources of meat from
additional unqualified plants in the coun-
tries we are already dealing with, and to
encourage other countries, notably the
small have-not nations, such as many in
Latin America, that have not been selling
us meat in any quantity, to step up their
shipments to us. We are already bur-
dened with the system of faulty inspec-
tions, incomplete examination of im-
ported meats for wholesomeness and a
sort of diplomatic immunity to foreign
meat packing plants which undermine
our high domestic standards on meat
sanitation. The General Accounting Of-
fice report attests to all that. Now we are
going to have them scraping the pack-
inghouse floors for more meat to let in.

So that is why I say someone instru-
mental in drafting the Executive order
has struck out. Strike one is that it will
not mean consumer bargains. Manufac-
turers or processors and hamburger
chains get most of it, and the price is at
our U.S. price levels. Strike two is that if
the supply is increased in appreciable
quantity, we will further aggravate the
situation as to wholesomeness and un-
sanitary meat. The deeper we go in scrap-
ing the bottom of the world barrel of
meats the worse condition we are going
to find the meat scraps in. It is already
pbad enough now and reform is des-
perately needed on our inspection system
of imported meats.

Strike three is that the ineffectiveness
and the dangers of this ploy to appear
as a friend of the consumer will soon be-
come as apparent as the absence, when
this Executive order was being floated,
of the Secretary of Agriculture who
promised farmers he would fight all
moves to put a ceiling on livestock prices
“like a wounded steer."”

And it was after Casey’s strike three
that all Mudville knew the ball game was
over and we had lost.

CARL RICH: A LOYAL SERVANT, A
BELOVED FRIEND

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

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Speaker, members
of this body who knew him mourn the
passing of Carl W. Rich, a lifelong resi-
dent and public servant of Cincinnati.

Carl died unexpectedly Monday in the
city which had been his home since birth,
September 12, 1898. It was there that he
became a favorite alumnus of Walnut
Hills High School. It was there that he
obtained three degrees, including an
honorary L.L.D., from the University of
Cincinnati.

He was later an instructor on the uni-
versity’s faculty and then he served his
city and Hamilton County as assistant
city solicitor, assistant prosecutor, prose-
cuting attorney, city councilman, mayor,
and common pleas court judge. He was
elected by his townsmen in 1962 to the
88th U.S. Congress where he served until
1965.

Carl Rich was president and chairman
of the board of the Cincinnati Royals
Professional Basketball Team. Many peo-
ple referred to him, because of his many
civic endeavors, as Mr. Cincinnati. It was
a most appropriate title.

In addition to being a Member of Con-
gress, Carl served his country on two
other occasions. He entered the Army as
a private in World War I and was sepa-
rated as a second lieutenant. The year
following Pearl Harbor, he resumed Army
duty as a lieutenant in the infantry re-
serve and served with the Chemical War-
fare Division. He came out 3 years later
with the rank of lieutenant colonel.

There were few, if any, civic organiza-
tions in Cincinnati that Carl was not a
member of, or had not served in some
official capacity. He received the national
distinguished service award of Tau
Kappa Alpha, a forensic honor group, in
1961, and was a 33d degree Mason and
Shriner. He was a member of the Hyde
Park Community Methodist Church.

Cinecinnati lost a valued citizen and
servant in Carl Rich’s passing. And, I lost
a very personal friend. Carl Rich was one
of the finest people I ever met. I was in-
debted to his guidance and counsel
through the years. It is with deepest
sympathy that I extend condolences to
his family. He was a dear friend.

TEMPORARY REMOVAL OF MEAT
IMPORTS A STEP IN RIGHT DI-
RECTION; COMPLETE REPEAL OF
MEAT IMPORT QUOTA LAW STILL
NEEDED

(Mr, VANIK asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Record and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, the decision
announced by the President yesterday
to suspend meat import restrictions dur-
ing the rest of this year is a step in the
right direction. But if the long-range
food needs of this Nation are to be met,
if meat is to be available on the American
dinner table at stable prices, then com-
plete repeal of the Meat Import Quota
Act of 1964 is imperative.

While suspension of import restric-
tions for the rest of the year will let some
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extra supplies in and will help to hold
price speculation, it is unrealistic to ex-
pect the exporting countries to disrupt
their traditional marketing patterns for a
6-month gain. Only repeal of the Meat
Import Quota Act will assure these Na-
tions that the American market is worth-
while. They will then be able to plan
their herd developments so as to be-
gin to meet the continuing long-range
needs of the American shopper.

Some 50 Members of the House have
sponsored legislation which I have in-
troduced which would repeal the meat
import quota law. The President has
admitted that it is an anticonsumer piece
of legislation. Now is the time to repeal
this law—once and for all.

During the coming weeks, I will be
seeking additional cosponsors to this
repeal legislation. I hope that all the
Members of this body will support this
effort to bring greater price stability to
the American marketplace.

MONTAN WAX

(Mr. JOHNSON of California asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, for many years it has been my
belief that many inequities exist in the
trade relations among nations and firms
within those nations, One of these in-
equities has been brought to my atten-
tion on numerous occasions. This in-
equity may appear fto be insignificant
when weighed against the massive im-
portance attributed to many larger is-
sues of international trade. This issue
deals with one item, montan wax, within
the tariff schedules of the United States.
It is my belief that an inequity in inter-
national production costs of montan
wax could be remedied by the follow-
ing bill, which is offered for that purpose.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That item
494.20 of the Tariff Schedules of the United
Btates (19 U.8.C. 1202) is amended by strik-
ing out “Free” in column 2 thereof and in-
serting in lieu thereof “100% ad val.”.

Sec. 2. The amendment made by the first
sectlon of this Act shall apply with respect
to articles entered, or withdrawn from ware-
house, for consumption on or after date of
the enactment of this Act.

The effect of this bill would be to stim-
ulate production of montan wax in the
United States. This stimulation of pro-
duction would occur by enhancing the
competitiveness of American firms with
respect to the firms of column 2 nations.
These nations have consistently been
able to undersell American firms due to
lower costs of production. Consequently
the production capabilities of montan
wax in the United States have been in-
hibited. This bill should be considered
for the following reasons:

First. It is in the best interests of the

United States to enhance her internal
montan wax productivity. Montan,
bareco, and carnauba hard waxes are
used in the production of carbon paper.
Carbon paper, though perhaps not es-
sential to our national security, is none-
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theless of moderate importance in the
running of our Government as well as
most businesses. I will not overemphasize
this importance; however, each of you
may look at the uses your respective
offices make of carbon paper to deter-
mine its relative importance.

Second, montan wax, being one of the
three hard waxes which go into the
manufacture of carbon paper, is pro-
duced, for the purposes of U.S. con-
sumption, in the United States and East
Germany. We annually consume ap-
proximately 8 million pounds of this wax
per year in the production of carbon
paper. We have the internal capability
of meeting this demand but our primary
producers of these hard waxes are unable
to produce at anywhere near their full
capability due to their inability to com-
pete with the lower production costs and
therefore prices of East Germany wax.

Third. By putting a 100-percent ad
valorem on East Germany produced wax
we will raise their costs of supplying
montan wax so as to stimulate our inter-
nal production of this wax. It has been
said that this will only cause East Ger-
many to export their unrefined wax to
West Germany who will, in turn, upon
refining the wax, export it to the United
States under the auspices of their favored
nafion status. This would have a twofold
impact. First of all, very generally, it
would aid in stimulating trade between
West Germany and East Germany which
is, in my estimation, in our best interest.
Second, it would add a step in the pro-
duction cycle of montan wax produced
in Germany which, in turn, would cause
their production costs to rise. This rise
in German production costs would, in
turn, enhance the competitive propen-
sity of our Nation's producers of hard
waxes, particularly montan wax.

In sum, Mr. Speaker, this bill would
promote our internal productivity of
montan wax. It might also very well, as
I have peinted out, serve to stimulate a
facet of trade and hence cooperation be-
tween East and West Germany.

A NEW MONETARY CRISIS

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, last Fri-
day, Britain floated the pound, and thus
became the first major country to break
the Smithsonian Agreement on exchange
rates. The immediate cause of the action
was speculation against the pound, but
the result of the action was consterna-
tion in the major capitals of the world.
Germany and France, and all the other
members of the Common Market, were
faced with a problem of what to do with
their own exchange rates—hold them or
set them free—and what to do in case of
a speculative run against the dollar—
which is almost certain to come. Indeed,
the German Central Bank had to absorb
almost a billion dollars in the last hour
of trading on Friday. Currency exchanges
are closed today, but when they reopen
tomorrow the surge of speculation will
begin with new fervor.
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Chances are that Germany and France,
and other nations as well, will try to
stanch the flow of dollars by imposing
exchange restrictions. They may also
elect to float their currencies.

Whatever may happen, one thing is
clear: Only 6 months after the Smith-
sonian Agreement, the world is in the
midst of its third major currency crisis
in less than a year.

There is no sign of real progress to-
ward the monetary reforms that would
end these crises; there is no real agree-
ment on even what should be negotiated
in reform discussions.

There are signs of emerging trading
blocs, which would trade heavily among
themselves, but restrict trade between
the bloes. Europe would be one such bloc,
the United States and a few other coun-
tries another; and Japan and other coun-
tries the third. This would create a dif-
ficult world for all of us, and might signal
the end of any hopes for a truly liberal-
ized world trade policy—a policy which
in recent years has brought unprece-
dented growth and prosperity to the na-
tions of the world.

I believe it is urgent for monetary re-
form to take place at an early date.
There is no assurance now that any fur-
ther devaluation of fhe dollar can be
avoided; there is no assurance now that
the world will not break itself up into
gigantic trading blocs; there is no as-
surance now that the world can avoid
competitive devaluations and all the eco-
nomic chaos that this could bring about.

I want my colleagues to be aware of
the issues, and aware of what is at stake.
With that in mind, last Thursday my
Subcommittee on International Finance
subject of monetary reforms. I think that
you will find instructive the statements
submitted by our distinguished wit-
nesses—only hours before the onset of
the present crisis.

I will continue to inform the House
of matters in the subcommittee’s juris-
diction which are of concern to us all;
I hope that our efforts thus far will prove
as enlightening to my colleagues as it
has to me.

Mr. Speaker, I make a part of the
REecorp at this point the statements made
by myself, Under Secretary of the Treas-
ury Volcker, and Mr. Lawrence Krause
at our hearings last Thursday:

OPENING STATEMENT OF U.S. REFRESENTATIVE
HENRY B. GONZALEZ, AT SUBCOMMITTEE'S
HEARING ON INTERNATIONAL MONETARY RE-
FORM THURSDAY, JUNE 22, 1972
I am going to ask your indulgence for a

few prefatory remarks.

Exactly one year and three weeks ago I
suggested the type of hearing for this sub-
comimittee we have called for today. You will
recall that at that time our country and
Europe were still reacting to the May 1971
crisis, After some consideration, the leader-
ship and I agreed to suggest that the Joint
Economic Committee delve into the subject
matter, and this it did. However, I still be-
leved this subcommittee, unlike the Joint
Economic Bubcommittee, be a legislative
body, had an inescapable responsibility.

Yet, I felt the more pressing duty was to
expedite, the substantive legislation having
to do with the International Financial In-
stitution, Inter Development Bank, Asian
Development Bank, and International Devel-
opment Assoclation, even though there again
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some pressure was felt to temporize and let
the Senate act first. All during the while, I
must say I still felt this subcommittee should
have had the type of groundwork hearings
we commence today.

But the recess in August, the Presidential
Pronouncements that same month, Phase II,
and so forth intervened.

I am happy we finally begin today.

Ten months ago the President announced
his new economic policy in response to grow-
ing economic problems here at home and
abroad. In its international aspects, the pro-
gram almed at an immediate devaluation of
the dollar and reform of the international
monetary system. The devaluation was in-
tended to make U.S. products more coms=-
petitive in the world markets, and reorgan-
ization of the world monetary system was
designed to achieve reforms and changes in
world trading arrangements.

The new economic policy launched the na-
tilon on a new course, but our destination
seems unknown, or at best obscure.

Today, the dollar has been devalued, but no
one is really certain that another devalua-
tion can be avolded, as speculators continue
to make runs on various markets, and gov-
ernments abroad have been forced time and
again to intervene In order to keep the dol-
lar from plunging below the floor set at the
Smithsonian meeting just last December.

There has not been much visible progress
toward reforming world trading arrange-
ments, though negotiations seem to be un-
derway constantly.

Finally, we have yet to defilne the objec-
tives we are seeking in a reformed monetary
system.

All of this has caused some anxiety; even
the chalrman of the Federal Reserve Board
has felt impelled to set out his ideas for a
revised monetary system, and call for action
at an early date,

There are many unanswered gquestions:
Will the United States want a flexible or
fixed exchange system? Will we ever reopen
the gold window? Will we insist that the role
of SDR's widen, or will we call for creation
of & wholly new international asset agalnst
which to peg currencles? Do we want a
dollar standard, or will we settle for a Euro-
currency system of some kind?

I believe that by now the United States
should have at least outlined its objectives
for a revitalized international monetary sys-
tem. We should have by now been able to
define what we hope to achieve, and what
steps we have taken or propose to take
toward our objective. I do not belleve that
we can continue this uncertainty forever
without causing considerable damage to our-
selves and to the rest of the world; without
some kind of progress there seems to me to
be a danger that not only ourselves but the
rest of the world might be unable to sustaln
growth and prosperity—and in our case, to
fully restore our economic well-being.

The purpose of our hearing today is to
hear a distinguished expert tell us what he
believes ought to be happening in the area
of reform, and a distinguished Treasury rep-
resentative tell us what is taking place. At a
later time I would like to have additional
sessions to consider some additional pro-
posals and continue to explore what our al-
ternatives may be. I would like to continue
hearing from academic experts, and of course
from such government agencies as the Fed-
eral Reserve Board, which has direct respon-
sibility for implementing a good part of any
new monetary policy this nation adopts.

Our first witness is Lawrence B. Krause,
senlor fellow at the Brookings Institution.
Mr. Erause was a senlor staff member of
the Council of Economic Advisers from 1967-
69; he is presently a lecturer at the Johns
Hopkins University School for Advanced In-
ternational Studles, in addition to his Brook-
ings fellowship. Mr. Krause is author of a
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number of important studies, and most re-
cently “Sequel to Bretton Woods,” a Brook-
ings paper which traces the postwar mone-
tary development, and outlines a course for
reform of the Bretton Woods Institutions.

Mr. Krause.

Our next witness is the Honorable Paul
Volcker, Undersecretary of the Treasury for
Monetary Affairs. Mr, Volcker is a man of
wide knowledge and experience, and bears
great responsibility for managing our mone-
tary policles in these difficult times. During
the varlous crises of the past year or two,
he has done a considerable amount of travel-
ing and negotiating, and may be nearly as
well traveled as Henry Kissinger.

Mr. Volcker, welcome.

THE INTERNATIONAL MONETARY SITUATION:

6 MONTHS AFTER THE SMITHSONIAN AGREE-

MENT

(By Lawrence B. Erause)?

It is a great pleasure for me to be able to
accept your invitation to appear before this
Committee. I commend the Committee for
maintaining interest in what may appear to
be an esoterlc subject, particularly in this
election year. The subject is technical and
difficult, but also of substantial importance
for the well-being of the United States.

A phase of the international monetary
crisis was settled on December 18, 1971 when
the major industrial countries at the Smith-
sonian agreed to realign their exchange
rates. The new pattern of exchange rates 1s
quite sensible; remembering, of course, that
no structure of exchange rate parities can
remamn fixed for very long in a world in
which countries have the right to determine
their own economic policies. But it is clear
that the agreement did not settle all of the
problems bedeviling the international mone-
tary system. The Bretton Woods arrange-
ments need some fundamental changes. This
was recognized by the Group of Ten when
they agreed to temporarily suspend the re-
quirement that spot exchange rates be con-
strained within a 1% deviation from estab-
lished parities (or central rates) in favor of
a 2149 permitted deviation, and more ex-
plicitly by a commitment to seek reform of
the system.

During the six months since the Smith-
sonian agreement, some progress has been
made toward reform. First, participants in
foreign exchange markets have learned how
to cope with the wider bands for spot ex-
change rates. During the early months of
1972, some market upset did occur because
there was not & massive reflow of funds
back to the United States as has been anti-
cipated. Since wider bands are designed to
discourage short term capltal movements
among countries, massive flows should not
have been expected. Subsequently, however,
foreign exchange markets have quileted
down indicating that the lesson has been
learned, (and also helped along by higher
rates in the United States relative to other
advanced countries). Foreign exchange mar-
kets now operate In a responsible fashion
proving the usefulness of the wider bands
and strongly supporting the inclusion of
wider bands within a permanent reform of
the system.

Second, some progress has been made on
deciding on the forum in which negotiations
for the reform will be held. The organiza-
tional issue contains two substantive ques-
tions; which countries are to have a say In
the negotiations and whether or not the
monetary issue will be linked iIn some way
with trade or other issues, Clearly all member
countries of the IMF have an interest in the
negotiations, yet it would be impossible to

1The views are those of the author and
should not be attributed to other staff mem-
bers, officers, or trustees of the Brookings
Institution.
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negotiate a useful agreement with all mem-
bers taking part. The proposed solution of a
new Group of Twenty that would mirror the
Executive Board of the IMF seems like a
sensible compromise to the representatlonal
issue, All countries can have their views pre-
sented for consideration even if they them-
selves do not have a place at the negotiating
table. The linking or non-linking of issues
relates to the mandate of the new group.
Apparently the Group of Twenty will have a
rather broad mandate to consider non-mone-
tary issues, if that should be necessary or
desirable. While having a broad mandate
should not be bothersome in itself, the de-
sirabllity of actually linking issues in nego-
tiatlons needs careful examination.

In a fundamental sense, all economic and
political issues involving International rela-
tions are linked together, Many potentially
contentions issues arise among countries.
The resolution of any particular problem
does affect how others will be treated. Ob-
viously a virulent trade war will prevent
countries from reaching a monetary agree-
ment, but this does not imply the desirability
of joint negotiations. As a general rule, com-
plicated issues should be separated so that
they can be negotiated in their own terms.
There are some areas of overlap that cannot
be avoided; for instance the question of
whether trade restrictions should be per-
mitted for balance of payments maladjust-
ments, However, these are relatively few and
easy to handle. In my view linking trade is-
sues to the international monetary reform
would be a mistake. Achleving a monetary
reform is immeasurably more important to
the United States than progress on the trade
front. Since the trade negotiations will likely
be much more difficult, linking the two will
stand In the way of the monetary reform.
Furthermore, different speclalists are in-
volved, different methods of negotiations are
utilized, and different considerations are
paramount which all speaks for separated
negotiations.

Progress toward the International mone-
tary reform can also be seen in the prepara-
tions some governments are making for the
start of the formal negotiation. The British
Government for one, ls reported to have
pushed along their investigations on reform.
Hints of our own government's preparations
have been made public through speeches of
varlous officlals. But I must say that I have
noticed that progress has not been made. I
had hoped that by now an outline of a U.B.
plan for reform would be public so that
other governments and interested parties
could be studying it; but this is not the
case. I feel the negotiations cannot really
get started until the U.S. makes its views
known and, as far as I know, we have not
yet make up our minds as to what we deslre.

Clearly the place to start is to decide what
we want the revised international monetary
system to do for the United States. A number
of worthy goals might be mentioned such as
the promotion of unrestricted and non-dis-
criminatory international trade and pay-
ments and the minimizing of currency crises.
In my view, however, the primary goal of
the reform should be the establishment of
a system which permits the United States
and other countries to achieve equilibrium
in their international transactions without
forcing us or them to forgo basic domestic
economic objectives such as full employment
and reasonable price stability. In other words,
international monetary arrangements should
permit countries to have economic independ-
ence to the degree they desire it and to the
extent they can reasonably utilize independ-
ence, Thus I see the adjustment mechanism
as the most important subject for negotia-
tion and declsion.

An examination of postwar monetary his-
tory demonstrates that the only successful
methods of correcting balance-of-payments
disequiliberia is through exchange rate

June 27, 1972

changes. Neither German border taxes and
rebates, French trade restrictions, British
stop-go budgets, nor Amerlcan capital con-
trols has proven effective. Thus the essence
of reform in my view is more flexibility of
exchange rates than existed under the old
Bretton Woods ents, and this flexi-
bility should be avallable to all countrles,
including the United States, Under the old
system, the United States could not initiate
a change in the exchange value of the dollar
without a major crisis; under a reformed
system it should not be much more difficult
for the United States to initiate a change
than for any other major country.

I will not bore this Committee with my
ideas as to how to achieve this result. I have
already written them in my publication,
Sequel to Breiton Woods. Since the comple-
tion of that study I have done some more
work on the detalls, but I have not changed
my mind on any of the essential features of
the proposal.

There are two areas of the reform, how-
ever, that need to be highlighted because
they are particularly dependent on U.8. deci-
sions. The first relates to the guestion of
what role the dollar should play in the re-
formed system. The second concerns how
much suthority member countries and the
United States in particular should be willlng
to delegate to the International Monetary
Fund,

It 15 my belief that the United States
will not be able to alter its exchange rate at
our initiative as long as the dollar is the
primary reserve asset in the international
monetary system. Thus I think the United
States should declare that we do not want
the dollar to maintain its reserve currency
role and should endorse one of several meth-
ods for replacing it. Being able to issue a
reserve currency ylelded very few benefits to
the United States in the past and imposed
certain costs. In the future, the benefits
would be reduced and the costs could be-
come very burdensome indeed. Instead, the
United States should push for the replace-
ment of the dollar by SDRs with a perma-
nent funding of outstanding official dollar
balances. After this happens, the dollar can
be made convertible agaln into established re-
serve assets. At the same time, the United
States should rid itself of all its monetary
gold so as to end the tie between a devalua-
tion of the dollar and a rise in the price of
gold. It would also be desirable if the Con-
gress would delegate to the President the
right to change the value of the dollar with-
in prescribed limits and subject to legislative
review, In this way the political constraints
on changing the external value of the dollar
could be lessened. These steps along with
other technical improvements could give the
dollar enough flexibility so that we would
not have to “shock” the whole world to re-
store balance-of-payments equilibrium.

The monetary system will work best if all
exchange rate parities are only changed by
small amounts—say by 1% or less—and if
need be rather frequently. This means that
countries cannot walt until they are certain
that a devaluation is necessary; they must
act on presumptive evidence. Such evidence
should primarily consist of observations of
the exchange markets themselves (both spot
and forward). For the United States, this
would mean that when there is a clustering
of currencies of major countries at their
cellings relative to the dollar, and this situa-
tion persists for a number of months, then
the dollar should be devalued. For instance,
under the present situation a 1% devaluation
of the dollar would seem in order. If future
developments proved it to be unnecessary, it
could then be reversed. Better to make a
mistake and reverse it than let a disequilib-
rlum cumulate through inaction.

We must also recognize that if the interna-
tional monetary system is going to have sonie
degree of fixity of exchange rates and still
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maintain its cooperative character, then some
form of central direction will be required.
The United States performed this function In
the postwar period just as Britain did in an
earlier era. The United States is no longer
strong enough to accept the responsibility
of maintaining the viability of the system by
itself. Since no other country is stronger
than the United States, the responsibility
for directing the system must be exercised
collectively through an international organi-
zation—namely the International Monetary
Fund. This means that the United States like
other countries, will have to vest certain
powers with the Fund. The IMF should be
constantly evaluating the external position
of all countries to determine whether a
change in exchange rates is required. In that
way they can pressure all countries to take
part in the adjustment process. I do not
think that the Fund should have the power
to tell a country which policy to adopt, but
they should have the right to tell the country
that they must do something to correct its
external imbalance. This is what collective
responsibility means.

The proposal that I have put forward, I
think, arises primarily from the logic of the
situation in which the world now finds itself.
The world is still too fragmented for a really
fixed exchange rate system, but too integrat-
ed to easily tolerate truly flexible rates. My
proposal is a compromise between the two
that can evolve in either direction.

In closing, let me say a few words about
the importance of immediate action. It is all
too easy to accept the current state of affairs
as being reasonably satisfactory. The ex-
change markets are calm—at least with re-
spect to the dollar. European countries don’t
seem to be very worried with present arrange-
ments, so why should the United States feel
any sense of urgency? It is my belief that the
Smithsonian Agreement is nothing more than
a useful stopgap, and that present arrange-
ments are essentially unstable. As disequi-
libria develop among countries, as they cer-
tainly will, the lack of an effective adjust-
ment mechanism will become all too painful.
Restrictions and controls will proliferate and
exchange crises will be formented. This need
not happen If we act in time. The United
States should lead the way toward reform
by putting forward its own proposal to get
the negotiations started.

BTATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE PAUL A.

VOLCKER

Mr. Chairman, as you made clear in calling
these hearings, there is an intense interest
in international monetary reform, and an un-
derstandable restiveness to see practical re-
sults from this important work. The Admin-
{stration fully shares that concern. It is in
no one's interest to procrastinate. Equally, it
is cruclally important that the job be done
right.

My intention today is to provide a brief
“status report,” to outline our broad ap-
proach toward the task ahead, and to re-
spond to the question that you may have.

Movement toward international monetary
reform was launched by the forthright ac-
tlons announced by President Nixon last
August 15. In essence, those actions recog-
nized that whatever the accomplishments of
the existing system—and they were very sub-
stantial-—some of the basic premises that un-
derlay that system were no longer valid. Fun-
damental changes would be necessary to
meet the problems and circumstances of
the 1870's and beyond. Those changes must
entall not just the mechanics of the mone-
tary system, but new ways of approaching
problems that will fairly reflect the existing
balance of world economic power and will
result in a fair distribution of responsibil-
ities among nations.

Secretary Shultz has asked me to empha-
size particularly to the Subcommittee that
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the change in leadership at the Treasury
has in no way changed our goal, our basic ap-
proach, or our resolve in seeking those
changes.

The first few months after August 15 were
necessarily devoted to immediate and urgent
problems of achieving needed exchange rate
changes and resolving other short-range
problems essentlal to viable interim arrange-
ments—in the process setting the stage for
consideration of longer range reform.

By March, we could point to a series of
concrete accomplishments:

A major and unprecedented exchange rate
realignment had been negotiated in the
Smithsonian Agreement, and legislative ac-
tion to modify the dollar's par value had
been completed.

Trade liberalization steps of tangible value
had been concluded with the EC and Japan
on certain short-termn problems, achleving
in the process greater recognition that the
problems of the monetary system are paral-
leled by problems of the trading order.

Agreement was reached on wider bands
of fluctuation for market exchange rates
about the officially stated exchange rates—
a potentlally important ingredient in any
more permanent system as well as a means
of facilitating the exchange rate realign-
ment,

Understandings were reached not only to
proceed with monetary reform discussions,
but to undertake broad trade negotiations
with the objective of supporting the goal of
an open, liberally-oriented world economy.

It is natural that some time was needed
for the Smithsonian Agreement and related
arrangements to be digested and fully under-
stood, and for the dollar exchange markets
to settle down. By Spring, however, such
understanding—and particularly the recog-
nition that we and other nations whole-
heartedly accepted and supported that Agree-
ment—had been achieved. We naturally wel-
come the fact that the dollar has not, for
some time, been under ure in exchange
markets, and belleve a foundation has been
established for dealing in an orderly way
with the difficult problems of long-term re-
form of the trade and payments system.

One element in the more realistic appraisal
of the outlook is that it is now widely rec-
ognized that exchange rate changes have
perverse initial effects and may require two
years or so before ylelding their full bene-
fit toward balance of payments adjustment.
Thus, U.S. trade and basic payments deficits
for a transitional period are understandable.
Indeed, in recent months, the continuing
deficit in our underlying accounts has been
covered by a substantial reflux of short-term
capital, perhaps in part an unwinding of the
so-called “leads and lags” In payments that
swung heavily adverse in 1971,

I would be the first to emphasize these
developments do not, by any means, assure
long-run stability,. We continue to face a
major challenge in achleving and maintain-
ing a substantially stronger trade position—
which, in turn, must be the foundation for
lasting equillbrium in our international
payments as a whole. The Smithsonian
Agreement provides a basic point of depar-
ture so far as exchange rates are concerned.
But we cannot neglect the task of rein-
forcing the competitive capabilities and op-
portunities of our industry in other direc-
tions—not least by maintaining better wage
and price stability at home. This effort is
absolutely fundamental, not just to us but
to the world trading community in general.
The stability of the international monetary
system cannot be achieved without a stable
dollar.

These sensible and effective first steps that
have been taken are in no way cast in doubt
by the erratic fluctuation in the private
market for gold—influenced by a combina-
tion of self-serving rumors and reduced sales
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by South Africa, the main producer. These
fluctuations in price have had no significant
main lesson to be drawn, in my judgment, is
the fact that this commodity—characterized
by almost fixed production and increasing
industrial use, and more than most subject
to speculative whims—cannot provide a sen-
sible or lasting foundation for an interna-
tional monetary system.

With the shift of attention from the im-
mediate issues to long-term reform of the
system, we must face the difficult task of
transferring agreement on the need for re-
form in the abstract to hard agreement on
specifics. In approaching this task, we have
felt it essential to ask fundamental ques-
tions about the kind of world we have and
want. Monetary issues cannot be considered
in a vacuum, without taking full account of
the interrelationships with trading rules and
practices, the character and magnitude of
capital flows, and other questions of inter-
national economic policy.

Considering the range and complexity of
the issues, no one should be surprised that
monetary reform will take time, even among
the most reasonable of men. Monetary re-
form is not a matter of finding an answer
in the sense that one discovers a unique
solution to a puzzle or works out a mathe-
matical problem. There is recognition that
all will benefit from & well functioning sys-
tem, but that generality cannot disguise
the fact that vital national interests are at
stake, that perceptions of these interest dif-
fer and that, in the end, they must be re-
solved in a realistic manner. International
cooperation involves hard decisions and com-
promise.

As you know, we have at this stage of dis-
cussion presented no monetary blueprint for
resolving and reconciling the questions. The
problems of technigque and mechanism—
such as the composition, volume and use of
reserves; the international role of the dollar;
the nature of the exchange rate regime it-
self; methods of influencing capital flows,
and the like—are important and difficult.
They will not be adequately resolved, in our
judgment, without an adequate conception
of objectives and the nature of the under-
lying problems—and I would be less than
frank if I did not confess that much of the
discussion to wilch I have been exposed
seems to slide past these fundamental points.

For instance, we know that the so-called
“adjustment process”—the process by which
surpluses or deficits are corrected—has not
been working well. Indeed, this is the key
reason the system broke down. We suspect
one of the main factors behind this inade-
quate adjustment is the fact that most ad-
vanced countries, for quite natural reasons,
like to run surpluses. Over the years, they
have acted relatively quickly (and often
are forced to act) to correct their deficits.
There is no similar compulsion to correct sur-
pluses. Yet, one country's surplus is an-
other’s deficit—and for too many years the
United States had provided the residual def-
felt. Yet, our own efforts to correct that
deficit, as so vividly revealed last Autumn,
may, be strongly resisted, since those efforts
unavoidably impinge on others.

A persistent residual deficit for the U.8. was
not consistent, in the end, with the kind of
monetary arrangements we had. Many pro-
posals for a new system would require much
more effective and rapid elimination of im-
balances. In view of our accumulated deficits
and the eroslon in our reserves, we would
need to look forward to a massive strength-
ening of our reserve position, the prospect of
a period of surpluses in our payments, and
to longer-term equilibrium. The other side
of this coin is that others could not, on the
average over the years, continue thelr accus-
tomed surpluses.

This seems to us to imply the need for
strong incentives or penalties for corrective
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action by surplus countries as well as by defi-
cit countries if this balance is to be achieved,
How willing are countries to accept such
strong international “disciplines?” If there
is no such willingess, then monetary systems
that depend for thelr functioning on quick
and effective adjustment slmply will not
work.

A related question Is how the adjustment
should be made. For both practical and philo-
sophical reasons, we seek a balance of pay-
ments equilibrium that can be maintained
without reliance on controls; indeed, the very
word equilibrium implies as much., We be-
lleve in present and foreseeable circum-
stances, sustainable balance in our accounts
will require a strong trade and current ac-
count position. Yet, some others seem to be
saying that somehow we are not entitled to
such a surplus, that capital outfiows lie at
the heart of our problem, and that they (and
we) should force "equilibrium” by the in-
definite use of controls on Investment; or,
perhaps, by commitments to ralse our domes-
tic interest rates to levels equal to or above
those prevailing abroad. Obviously, this issue
needs airing.

It is related to the degree of independence
that countries—not just the U.8., but virtual-
ly every country—seeks to maintaln for
domestic policy, None of us can live in iso-
lation, and proceed oblivious of the efforts of
our actions on others. But If we bulild a sys-
tem which unrealistically presumes domestic
policies can practicably be tuned to each
twist and furn in external circumstances, the
system would not, In my judgment, work for
long.

Some countries with particularly close
trading and political links—such as the Eu-
ropean Community—may well perceive a
greater potential for coordination of internal
and external policies among them. This issue
is plainly posed by the drive for greater mon-
etary unit within Europe.

I believe we are only beginning to under-
stand the implication of economic and mon-
etary union in Europe for the world economy.
From a world standpoint, there seem to be
both dangers and potentlal advantages. An
aggressively expanding preferential trading
area with highly protectionist policies in key
sectors directly affects our trading capabili-
ties, and has broad implications for the world
trading order and the adjustment process.
On the other hand, success in achieving
monetary unity in Europe could help deal
with one source of monetary instability in
the past, and permit Europe to cooperate
more effectively In bullding an effective
world monetary system. In both aspects,
trade and money, the European Community
is & phenomenon that cries out for more
thought as to how it can be fit into ar-
rangements consistent with the broader
world interests.

This listing of issues is hardly exhaustive,
but it is suggestive. Without discussion and
some common appreciation of these basic
problems, our examination of techniques
will hardly be fruitful. Again and again, we
find these are the issues that lurk behind
much of the controversy on mechanics.

Out of these discussions, some funda-
mental points of convergence are already
emerging.

On the question of the scope of the re-
form, I think there is now almost general
acceptance of the need for a wide agenda—
for extending the dimensions of the exami-
nation to include related issues of trading
rules, investment and development. There is
greater recognition that the review must be
deep—that fundamental reform is required
rather than a patch-up of Bretton Woods,
that new thinking and new concepts are re-
quired to meet today’'s needs.

The question of finding the most appro-
priate and effective forums for reform nego-
tiations has been the subject of considera-
ble discussion in recent months. I confess
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these declsions have not been reached as
rapldly as I expected and wished—they have
taken time precisely because they are not an
idle debate over the “shape of the table,” but
because real issues are involved. There is
genuine and legitimate concern over the size
of the table, for effective negotiation re-
quires that the number of voices be limited.
There is concern over who sits around the
table, for membership must be balanced, rep-
resentative, and at a senior level of political
authority. And there is concern over what
gets placed on the table, In that the negotia-
tors must be given a broad competence to
consider all relevant aspects of the operation
of the trading order and monetary structure
in their search for solutions.

I can report that progress has been made.
Nations are in substantial agreement on the
formation of limited but representative
group, a “Committee of Twenty,” under the
general auspices of the International Mone-
tary Fund. We have insisted that the man-
date extend beyond narrow monetary ques-
tions to related trade questions and other
related issues, and that the Ccmmittee be
willing and able to draw on the resources
of competent persons and groups in a posi-
tion to assist even though they may be out-
side the regular fabric of the IMF.

We envisage that this Group of Twenty will
be the main negotiating forum, but we also
hope and expect such other bodies as the
OECD will participate in the effort, I should
note as a point of some importance that we
do not believe elther the Group of Twenty or
the OECD should attempt to negotiate spe-
cific trade barriers, That kind of bargaining
over specific trade measures—tariffs, quotas,
and the Iike—lies properly in the framework
of GATT or other forums.

Finally, there seems to be widespread agree-
ment that, whatever the particulars of the
exchange rate regime, In concept it must
provide for greater flexibility than in the
past—greater and smoother adaptability to
changing economic circumstances. The issue,
as I see it, is not stability versus instability
for the monetary system, but rather how
more flexibility in exchange rate practices in
the shorter run might contribute to the
larger stability of the system as a whole.

Obvlously, translating even these broad
principles into a specific operational system
will take time and, as I have suggested, there
are other points on which profound differ-
ences remain to be resolved. We have a
lengthy agenda.

If that agenda is to be attacked success-
fully, the United States must unquestionably
play a leading role in this effort. We accept
that challenge willingly. But, in doing so,
there must be a realization that the nature of
our leadership must change as economle cir-
cumstances have changed. Leadership can no
longer be equated with magnanimously ac-
cepting disproportionate burdens, acquies-
cing In diseriminatory arrangements, or
granting one-sided privileges, in the thought
our strength is impregnable and others are
weak. Leadership no longer can mean, if it
ever did, that the world is walting for us to
impose a “Made In the U.S.” label on the
monetary order. Leadership does mean using
the full measure of our influence and our
strength to insist that the monetary and
trading system—its burdens, ifs responsi-
bilities and its opportunities—fairly refiects
today’'s balance of economic and political ca-
pacilties.

We take pride In the record of our lead-
ership since last August 15. We recognized
the need for fundamental change. We took
the painful measures needed to restore the
domestic and international strength of the
U.S. economy which must underlie any re-
formed monetary system. We reached agree-
ment on moves which will yield major sup-
port to our balance of payments in the course
of 1872 and 1973 after the present period of
initial perverse effects ends. We encouraged
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recognition of the need for reform, and the
breadth of reform. We pressed for the forma-
tlon of institutional arrangements in the
Group of Twenty and the OECD to facilitate
the negotiation. And we helped to develop
the consensus, to the extent it has emerged,
on the nature and direction of the reform.

We want to move ahead with monetary
reform as rapidly as we can, and—this is
critical—as rapidly as other nations will
move. We also want to bulld a monetary
structure which will last for a generation.
It would be foolish to idle away our chances
for a new and better system. But it would be
criminal to accept an unsatisfactory agree-
ment for the sake of a prompt agreement,

Our efforts will be aimed at building a
sound and enduring system. The stakes are
large, and recognized as such. We approach
the task in the conviction that failure is not
tolerable; that, with persistence and resolve
success will be achieved.

THE WEST FRONT

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

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to speak today on the proposed plans
for the extension of the west wing of the
Capitol and the legislative challenge it
poses for Congress. Presently, we must
deal with the Senate amendment No. 36
to the legislative appropriations for fiscal
year 1973 which states that—

No funds may be used for the preparation
of the final plans or initiation of construc-
tion of sald (west front extension) project
until specifically approved and appropri-
ated therefor by the Congress.

The House managers have requested
that we oppose the amendment. It is my
opinion that this move would be a mis-
take. Let us examine the facts.

The Commission for the Extension of
the U.S. Capitol was created by an act
of Congress in 1955 and given the re-
sponsibility to direct government con-
struction on Capitol Hill. The idea of
extending the west front was initially in-
troduced by the late Capitol Architect
J. George Stewart; under whose guid-
ance the east front of the Capitol was
extended between 1958 and 1962. The
original argument for the extension of
the west front was Stewart’s announce-
ment in 1963 that it was about to col-
lapse.

In 1969 the Commission recommended
the extension of the west front and $2
million was appropriated for the final
planning. At that time preservationists
urged that the Commission consider the
alternative of restoration, instead of ex-
tension; that the preservation of a focal
point of our history and its beauty be
chosen over functional additions that
would destroy the historic character and
spirit of the building. Consequently the
$2 million in funds were impounded,
pending the results of a study on the
feasibility of restoration. The Nation’s
most qualified structural engineering
firm, Praeger, Kavanaugh, and Water-
bury, of New York, was employed to con-
duct this study. It was guided by five
specific stipulations originally set by the
Commission. Briefly these conditions in-
cluded:

First, that restoration could be under-
taken without creating unsafe conditions
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and that it would be durable and beauti-
ful for the foreseeable future;

Second, that restoration would not
cause any more vacation of existing space
than extension;

Third, that the plans for restoration
would be adequate for competitive lump
sum bidding for the final project;

Fourth, that the cost of restoration
would not exceed $15 million; and

Fifth, that the time for restoration ac-
tivity would not exceed the time neces-
sary for extension.

The results of the Praeger study came
out in January of 1971. The engineers
concluded that the Capitol was far from
iminent collapse, that restoration would
be simpler than extension and that res-
toration could be accomplished at less
than $15 million. In short, all five guide-
lines could be satisfied by a restoration
project.

At their own initiative, the AIA ap-
pointed a task force on the west front to
review the Praeger report. The ATA Task
Force concurred with the Praeger-re-
searched conclusions. And yet, the Com-
mission for the Extension of the U.S.
Capitol unanimously voted to go ahead
with plans for extension. One can only
speculate why the Commission chose to
ignore the opinions of acknowledged ex-
perts. The Commission’s plans presently
include keeping the old sandstone walls
intact, and yet, they will be obscured
from the outside by the erection of a new
marble facade. The Capitol’s central sec-
tion, completed in the 1820’s, would be
moved forward 44 feet; the old House
and Senate wing, built about 1817, would
be extended 88 feet and small connecting
corridors would be extended 66 feet. This
extension of some 163,000 square feet
would be accomplished at a cost of $368
per square foot—or a total estimated
cost of $45 to $60 million, quite a sum
compared to the more modest $15 million
projected for a restoration solution.

While the Congress should not be plac-
ing itself in the position of expending
such sums on a project whose objectives
can be accomplished at much less cost,
the greatest mistake of the proposed ex-
tension would be the desecration of a
building that is a keystone in our history.
The Historic Site Act of 1935 states
that—

It 1s a national policy to preserve for pub=
lic use historic sites, bulldings and objects of
national significance for the inspiration and
benefit of the people of the United States.

It is important that we uphold esthet-
ic virtues in an age in which they are
too often ignored in the interest of prag-
matism and utility. Because it has been
irrefutably demonstrated that the west
front can be restored, the Commission is
now arguing that the added office space
afforded by the extension is needed. An
argument can always be made that more
spaced is needed—Parkinson’s law in-
sures that—but we will not always have
an opportunity to preserve a structure
that is so historically important as the
west front of the Capitol. More office
space can be built elsewhere, perhaps on
top of the Rayburn Annex garages and
at much less cost than the $368 square
feet estimated for the extension project.

May I say in conclusion that I feel
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that from an economic, esthetic and
pragmatic point of view the Commission’s
extension project should be reversed.

THE U.S. CAPITOL HAS HISTORIC
MEANING FOR AMERICANS ALL
ACROSS OUR COUNTRY

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

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, the
proposal to extend the west front of the
Capitol, an issue on which Members of
the House will have a chance to vote
either tomorrow or Thursday, has be-
come an issue of concern to all Ameri-
cans who look upon the Capitol as not
only the symbol of democracy, but as a
link to the history of their Nation.

The meaning which the Capitol holds,
not only for the people here in the Wash-
ington area, but for Americans all across
the country, many of whom have never
seen the Capitol in person, is evidenced
by editorials and articles that have ap-
peared in hometown newspapers.

These articles are unanimous in their
view that the American people do not
want $70 million of their tax money
spent to cover up the last remaining
historic portion of the original U.S. Capi-
tol and turn a historic monument into
a 1972 office building.

Under leave to extend my remarks, I
include some of these articles and edi-
torials, which have appeared in papers
from Charlotte, N.C., to Minot, N. Dak.,
and I hope Members will keep this grass-
roots sentiment clearly in mind when
the Capitol extension project comes up
later this week.

[From the Charlotte News, Apr. 3, 1972]
PRESERVE THE CAPITOL

The Commission for Extension of the
United States Capitol, which was established
in 1955 to consider changes In the Capitol’s
East Front, has now glven the go-ahead for
final planning of a 160,000-square-foot ex-
tension of the West Front. At a total estl-
mated cost of $60 million, that comes to
about $375 a square foot, which is somewhat
above the market price for office space.

Some of the cost, we're sure, is accounted
for by the special nature of the project. After
all, one can’t just use aluminum siding in
adding on to one of the nation's most his-
toric buildings. And there is sure to be a
certaln amount of costly renovation involved
as well. For example, simply restoring the
West Front to its former soundness and
splendor would cost up to $15 million, De-
ducting the renovation estimate, however,
still leaves the square-foot cost pushing $280.

That’s high, even by Washington stand-
ards. The mammoth and roundly criticized
Rayburn House Office Bullding, for example,
was bullt for less than a third of that square-
foot cost.

But cost is not the prime objection. The
real issue is whether a national treasure will
be tampered with for no compelling reasons.
Even if the addition won't really, in the words
of S. C. Sen. Fritz Hollings, make the Capitol
into “Disneyland, D.C.,” the change is akin
to painting a mustache on the Mona Lisa.
While it's true that the Capitol has been
changed over the years, that's all the more
reason to call a halt now while there is some-
thing “original® left.

If Congress were so squeezed for space that
it faced a choice of altering the Capitol or
moving out altogether, the situation might
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be different., But that isn’t the case. Both
houses have other plans for providing addi-
tional office space, and the New Senate Office
Bullding, completed in 1958, was specifically
sited and designed with expansion in mind.
If the 285 offices and crannles—an unmarked
hideaway is apparently a status symbol in
Congress—are really needed, they should be
provided elsewhere on the Hill.

As for the Capitol itself, Congress ought
to follow the recommendation of the Ameri-
can Institute of Architects and adopt a “per-
manent policy prohibiting any further ma-
jor alteration to the Capitol.”

[From the Dayton (Ohio) Daily News,

Apr. 4, 1972]

DEFACING HISTORY

Congress has voted to convenience itself
at the cost of $60 million and at the incal-
culable cost of defacing the U.S. Capitol.

Congress trled that in 1969, then second-
thought 1tself into a compromise. Members
decided that instead of smashing the build-
ing’s west face they would repair it if it could
be renovated safely and convenlently and if
the job could be done for $15 million or less.
A study supported by a task force of the
American Institute of Architects concluded
that both conditions could be met.

No matter. Unwilling to let facts, good
taste or common sense get in the way of a
dear opinion, Congress decided last month
to proceed with the demolition and exten=-
sion anyway. For the moment, dissenting
Sen. Ernest Hollings has managed to snag
the appropriation in his subcommittee.

There it should stay. Lost with the historic
outline of the Capitol would be the graceful
terraces created by Frederick Law Olmsted,
one of the nation's great landscape designers.
The Congress that so loves to prattle on be-
half of the national heritage would have
caused the diminution of that heritage.

The congressmen say they need more offices,
more restaurants, more tollets and another
barbershop. They probably do, and a grateful
republic should be pleased to provide the
facilities. Probably Howard Johnson or the
Holiday Inn folks could whip up something
for them in the neighborhood at a fraction
of the cost and with considerably more sensi-
tivity than Congress so far has shown.
[From the Minot (N. Dak.) News, Apr. 5,

1972]
CHANGING HISTORY

Congress is agaln determined to change
the historle facade of the nation's Capitol
by proceeding with a 33-foot marble exten-
sion at a cost of about $50,000,000.

The west front’s sandstone is crumbling
and must be rebuilt, but in order to get ad-
ditional rooms and working space Congress
would extend the building, thus destroying
its original proportions. More space could be
added to the present congressional office
buildings, far less beautiful and historic than
the Capitol.

The American Institute of Architects has
proposed that the west front slmply be re=
stored, at less than one third of the cost,
without defacing it or destroying its historic
authenticity.

Of course Congress knows better and has
not listened to such advice. Funds have not
yet been appropriated, but unless the peo-
ple object, they soon will be. Then future
generations will see not the original capitol,
but a 1970 version.—Mandan Pioneer

[From the St. Louls Post-Dispatch,
Mar. 10, 1972]
REFACING THE CAPITOL

Viewed from the Mall in Washington, the
nation's Capitol presents an inspiring sight,
especially near sunset. Then the great West
front designed largely by the famous Charles
Bulfinch glows softly, and its high columns
loom from the recess of the wings.
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But the West front's sandstone ls crum-
bling, and now the way is open, not to re-
build the historic facade, but to replace it.
The Commission for the Extension of the
Capitol has voted unanimously to proceed
with a 33-foot marble extension, at a cost
now put at $50,000,000. The cost was estl-
mated at only $30 million two years ago, and
no doubt will be much higher by the time the
work is finished, for that 1s the record on
governmental building.

It is & poor time to spend all this money on
a project that is unnecessary, for the main
argument for it seems to be Congress’s desire
to get more rooms and working space. That
could be provided by extending the present
congressional office buildings, where exten-
sions would do no harm to architecture that
is almost beyond esthetic injury. Or an
entirely new building might be constructed.

But it is the Capitol, the architectural
symbol of American government, that Con-
gress is toying with, and it is a great symbol
as well, The front will beladtr“?::ca;lg ti;%ngoeld

Congress NOw appropr nds; -
gmns will protmt?g instead of being framed
in the wings, and the symmetry will be re-
duced from gracefulness to blunt solidity.
That is why officials of the American Insti-
tute of Architects objected. They proposed
that the west front simply be restored, at
less than one third of the cost of refacing
or defacing it.

Congress has not listened to such advice.
Perhaps it would only heed the people and,
if so, now is the time to speak out. For the
people own the Capitol, and revere it, if Con-
gress does not.

[From the Des Moines Register,
Mar, 20, 1972]

WORKINGS OF AN IDLE MIND
(By Donald Kaul)

They're going to tear down the last re-
maining wall of the original Capitol in
Washington, What they say they're doing
is “extending the west front” by 88 feet.

What it amounts to, is tearing down the
wall, the one that looks out onto the Mall,
and building an addition, thereby destroying
that glorious sweep of the steps from the
street to the Capitol on its hill.

That poor old building has been attacked
by more barbarians than the Great Wall
of China, all of them wearing business suits.

The problem is that your average congress-
man or senator is, architectually speaking,
a clod. Show him the cathedral at Chartres
and a concrete pillbox, ask him which one he
likes better, and he’ll say:

“Which one has a bigger office for me?"”

The American Institute of Architects has
protested the extension, preferring instead
& “restoration.”

But, considering the fact that until a few
years ago the Capitol architect wasn't even
an architect, you can imagine how much
weight that protest carries.

You know, we were horrified last year when
somebody set off a bomb in the Capitol. An
atroclous act of mindless destruction, we
called it.

And so it was, But compared to the mind-
ful acts of destruction of our Congress, it
was as nothing, a mere firecracker.

If we cared more, they wouldn't do stuff
like that.

[From the Florida Times-Union, Jacksonville,
Fla., Mar. 11, 1972)
AnoTHER CaPiTOL HILL BOONDOGGLE

Hardly to be considered surprising is the
finding of the Commission for Extension of
the United States Capitol that Congress
should authorize an early start on a multi-
million dollar extension of the West Front
of the historic bullding dominating the
Washington skyline.
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No precise figures have yet been divulged
as to costs, but the job has been estimated
at “more than 860-million.” If it follows the
pattern of most other Capitocl Hill building
projects in recent years, however, the final
tally will more nearly double any such
estimates.

The commission’s recommendations fall
into the “ho-hum" category, since the com-
mission was created by Congress and made
up entirely of members who, whatever their
personal inclinations, are fully aware of their
colleagues’ propensity for spending public
money.

Lacking any evidence that the costly addi-
tion could be justified on the basis of the
relatively small amount of additional work-
ing space it would provide, backers of the
West Front expansion anchored their hopes
in carefully nurtured fears that the 143-
year-old face—the only remaining part of the
original structure visible from the outside—
was beginning to crumble, and was therefore
unsafe and could some day precipitate a
major disaster.

The finding blithely overrode the recom-
mendations of the commission's own advi-
sors, a distinguished engineering and archi-
tectural firm of New York, which reported
more than a year ago that the West Wall was
in no danger of crumbling, and that it could
be fully restored without impairing its in-
herent beauty.

Four years ago, on the basis of such warn-
ings, Congress appropriated nearly $150,000
to install heavy flying braces and take other
steps to shore up the old sandstone walls.
Warnings that any substantial shock could
still cause the wall, and perhaps the dome
itself, to collapse, were somewhat discounted,
however, when terrorists succeeded in explod-
ing a large bomb in the critical area. Al-
though damage was extensive, there was no
threat of a building collapse,

The projected West Front extension would
largely duplicate the “face-lifting” job done
of the East Front, begun in 1958 and com-
pleted in 1962, in which the old sandstone
front was faithfully reproduced in marble,
8215 feet east of the old front, at an “au-
thorized" cost in those days of $24 million.

The space thus created, in addition to pro-
viding a few more committee rooms and
private office hideaways, also gives members
an exclusive passageway between the House
and Senate wings through which they can
walk without fear of encountering irate tax-
payers.

Tentative plans for the comparable exten-
sion on the West Front calls for similar addi-
tional facilities, as well as another private
dining room for members where they can
consume subsidized meals without drawing
too heavily on their 42,500 a year salaries.

The project still has substantial opposi=
tion, even though their combined voices may
be ineffective against the will of Congress
members to serve a selfish interest,

Leading the list is the American Institute
of Architects, which clalms the old wall can
be safely repaired and strengthened. Many
individual architects, artists and historians
have strongly protested at every step of the
way everything done so far to destroy the
magnificent lines of the original bullding,
and which if continued unchecked could
create an aesthetic monstrosity.

Perhaps least effective of all are the pa-
thetic cries of taxpayers who must foot the
bill for such creature comforts for their
elected representatives which they can only
dream about for themselves,

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows to:

Mrs. Svrrivan, for Tuesday, June 27,
1972, after 6 p.m., on acrount of official
business.
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Mr. Pmnie (at the request of Mr.
ARenDs), for today after 4 p.m., and bal-
ance of week, on account of official busi-
ness.

Mr., Baring (at the request of Mr.
O’Nenr), for today, on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. Mmzzern (at the request of Mr.
AReNDS), from 4 p.m., and balance of the
day, on account of official business.

SPECIAL: ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders here-
tofore entered, was granted to:

Mr, Patman, for 30 minutes, on Wed-
nesday, June 28; and to include extrane-
ous material.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Young of Florida) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. Eemp, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. WiLL1ams, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr, Kerrs, for 30 minutes, on June 28.

Mr, SkusIrz, for 5 minutes, on June 28.

Mr. HoGan, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. SkusITz, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MazzoL1) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous matter:)

Mr. GonzaLez, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Aspin, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. RooneEy of Pennsylvania, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. Froop, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Fuqua, for 60 minutes, on June 28.

Mr. AserrT, for 60 minutes, on July 18.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
The following Members to extend their
remarks preceding the vote on Mr. Hag-
RINGTON'S Vietnam amendment: Messrs.
McCLORY, MONAGAN, MIkvA, BURKE of
Massachusetts, BorLanp, KocxH, MATSU-
NAGA, Mrs. Aszuc, and Mr. DRINAN.

Mr. GonzALEz, notwithstanding a cost
of $525, to revise and extend his remarks
in the Recorp, and to include extrane-
ous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Younc of Florida) and to
include extraneous matter:)

. MmLEr of Ohio in six instances.
. Wyman in two instances.

. BELCHER.

. EscH.

. Keatmve in two instances.

. DERwWINSKI in two instances.

. ScamMmrITZ in five instances.

Mr. AnpErson of Illinois in three in-
stances.

Mr. Kemp in two instances.

Mr. PEYSER in five instances.

. CrRANE in five instances.
. STEIGER of Arizona.

. BELL,

. ZWACH,

Mr. BrooMmrIieELD in two instances.

Mr. CLEVELAND,

Mr. HASTINGS.

Mr. Zion.




June 27, 1972

Mr. ConTE in two instances.

Mrs. HeckLER of Massachusetts.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Mazzorl) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. TeAcUE of Texas in 11 instances.

Mr. RoseNTHAL in five instances.

Mr. TIERNAN.

Mrs. HansenN of Washington.

Mr. RopiNno in two instances.

Mr. KARTH.

Mr. Mixva in eight instances.

Mr. FuQua.

Mr. AppaABBo in two instances.

Mr. Jornson of California in two in-
stances.

Mr. REvuss in two instances.

Mr. HateawAY in three instances.

Mr. Rocers in five instances.

Mr. HunGATE in three instances.

Mr. Hacaw in three instances.

Mr. Bapinro in two instances.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON.

Mr. SymineTON in six instances.

Mr. DorN in two instances.

Mr. WaLniE in two instances.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina.

Mr. DanierL of Virginia in three in-
stances.

Mr. MaTH1s of Georgia.

Mr. MAHON.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker's table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

5. 810. An act for the relief of Dennis Keith
Stanley; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

HR. 6666. An act for the rellef of Maj.
Michael M. Mills, U.S, Air Force.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 7 o'clock and 45 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Wed-
nesday, June 28, 1972, at 12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2115. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting an urgent
proposed supplemental appropriation for fis-
cal year 1872 for disaster relief (H. Doc. No.
92-316); to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and ordered to be printed.

ReCEIVED FroM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

21186. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a report
on enforcement of housing codes by the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment and how it can help to achieve the
Nation’s housing goal; to the Committee on
Government Operations,
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. FISHER: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. H.R. 15641. A bill to authorize certain
constructlon at military installations, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 92-1179). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the District
of Columbia. H.R. 15580. A bill to amend the
District of Columbia Police and Firemen's
Salary Act of 1958 to increase salaries, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 92-1180). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce. HR. 15474. A bill to
amend the Public Health Service Act to pro-
vide assistance for programs for the diag-
nosis, preventicn, and treatment of, and,
research in, Cooley’s anemia, (Rept No. 92—
1184). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce. HR. 15475. A bill to
provide for the establishment of a national
advisory commission to determine the most
effective means of finding the cause of and
cures and treatments for multiple sclerosis
(Rept. No. 92-1185). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. PATMAN: Committee on Banking and
Currency. HR. 15692. A bill to amend the
Bmall Business Act to reduce the interest
rate on Small Business Administration dis-
aster loans with amendments (Rept. No.
92-1186). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. MATSUNAGA: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 1026. Resolution providing
for the consideration of H.R. 14455, a bill to
amend the Public Health Service Act to ex-
tend and revise the program of assistance
under that act for the control and preven-
tion of communicable diseases (Rept. No.
92~1181). Referred to the House Calendar,

Mr. PEFPER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 1027. Resolution providing for
the consideration of H.R. 15081, a bill to
amend the Public Health Service Act to en-
large the authority of the Natlonal Heart
and Lung Institute in order to advance the
national attack against heart, blood vessel,
lung, and blood diseases, and for other pur-
poses; with amendment (Rept. No. 92-11832).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 1028. Resolution providing for
the consideration of H.R. 16587, a bill to pro=-
vide for a 6-month extension of the emer-
gency unemployment compensation pro-
gram; with amendment (Rept. No. 82-1183).
Referred to the House Calendar,

Mr. NATCHER: Committee of conference.
Conference report on H.R. 15259 (Rept. No.
92-1187). Ordered to be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BLACKEBURN:

H.R. 15695. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to establish the authorized
strength of the Naval Reserve in officers in
the Judge Advocate General's Corps In the
grade of rear admiral, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. EILBERG:

H.R. 16696. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to provide a misde~
meanor penalty for a first offense involving
the possession of counterfeit currency of a
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face value of $100 or less; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.
By Mr. FISHER:

H.R. 15697. A bill to amend the Federal
Aid Highway Act (23 U.S.C. 110, 138) to clar-
ify the law relating to what constitutes a
formal contract between the Secretary of
Transportation and a State highway depart-
ment and stating further circumstances by
which a State highway department will be
permitted to refuse said aid; to the Commit-
tee on Public Works,

By Mrs. GRASSO:

HR. 15698. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to provide for
the annual registration and inspection of
food manufacturers and processors; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. HEINZ:

H.R. 15699. A bill to reduce interest rates
on Small Business Administration disaster
loans; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. HELSTOSKI:

H.R. 16700. A bill to provide financial as-
slstance for the construction and operation
of senior citizens’ community centers, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

HR. 15701. A bill to strengthen and im-
prove the Older Americans Act of 1965; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 15702. A bill to prohibit common car-
riers in interstate commerce from charging
elderly people more than half fare for their
transportation during nonpeak periods of
travel, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. McMILLAN (by request) :

H.R.15703. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of residential treatment centers for
emotionally disturbed children in the District
of Columbia; to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

By Mr. PEYSER:

H.R.15704. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for a refund
of the manufacturers excise tax on certain
tires, tubes, and tread rubber used by local
transit systems furnishing commuter service;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 15705. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to increase the amount
of refund payable with respect to fuels -1sed
by local transit systems for commuter serv-
ice; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania (for
himself, Mr. Yatron, and BHr.
TraomprsoN of New Jersey) :

H.R. 15706. A bill making additional appro-
priations to provide relief and assistance in
the States of Pennsylvania, Virginia, Mary-
land, New York, and Florida following the
recent major flood disaster; to the Committee
on Appropriations.

By Mr. SHIPLEY:

H.R. 15707. A bill to amend the black lung
benefit provisions of the Federal Coal Mine
Health and Safety Act of 1969 to delete the
provisions for offset of black lung benefits
agalnst State workmen's compensation, un-
employment compensation, and disability
insurance benefits; to the Committee on
Educatlon and Labor.

By Mr. SLACK:

H.R.15708. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide income tax
simplification, reform, and relief for small
business; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. WYMAN (for himself Mr.
Lroyp, Mr. WARg, Mr. VANDER JAGT,
Mr, StEiGErR of Arizona, Mr. BARING,
Mr. McKINNEY, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr.
FisH, Mr. Kemp, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr.
LuJaN, Mr. Crane, Mr. FisHER, Mr.
TEAGUE of Callfornia, Mr. BRowxN of
Michigan, Mr, SEBeLIUS, Mr. GIBBONS,
Mr. BrROOMFIELD, Mr. BLACKBURN,
Mr. CoNover, and Mr. BLACK) :
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H.R. 15709. A bill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 to prohibit the making available of
Government procurement sources to Federal
grantees and contractors; to the Committee
on Government Operations.

By Mr. ASHLEY:

H.R. 15710. A bill to amend section 401(a)
(8) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to
allow multiple employer jointly trusteed
plans to allocate forfeitures; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia:

H.R.15711. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to correct certain inequities in
the prohibition on the concurrent payment
of compensation for disablity because of a
civilian work injury and of reduced retired
or retirement pay based on service in the
U.8. Armed Forces, and for other purpose;
to the Committee on Post Office and Clvil
Service.

By Mr, HULL:

HR. 15712. A bill establishing a commis-
sion to develop a realistic plan leading to the
conquest of multiple sclerosis at the earliest
possible date; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Californla:

H.ER. 15713. A bill to impose a duty on im-
ported montan wax if a product of any Com-
munist country; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. KOCH (for himself, Mrs, As-
zue, Mr. BincHAM, Mr. Brasco, Mr.
BUrTON, Mr. CLARK, Mr. CoLLINS Of
Illinois, Mr. CorRMAN, Mr. DENHOLM,
Mr. Dow, Mr. HaLpErN, Mr. HELSTO-
sK1, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr.
RoOsSENTHAL, and Mr. SCHEUER) :

H.R. 15714. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to establish and administer
a program of direct Federal employment to
improve the quality of the environment, the
public lands, Indian reservations, and com-
monly owned and shared resources through
a program of recreational development, re-
forestation and conservation management,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. KOCH (for himself, Mrs. As-
gua, Mr. BrineHEAM, Mr. Brasco, Mr.
BurTON, Mr. CLARK, Mr, CoLrins of
Tllinois, Mr, ConyERs, Mr. Dow, Mr,
HALPERN, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. LEGGETT,
Mr. MircHELL, Mr. ROSENTHAL, and
Mr. SCHEUER) :

H.R. 15715. A bill to establish a National
Human Resources Conservation Corps to re-
habilitate persons convicted of violating cer-
tain narcotic drug laws and persons who
volunteer for membership in such Corps and
to improve the quality of the environment;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

Mr. McEAy (for himself and Mr.
LroYDp) :

H.R. 15716. A bill to establish the Glen
Canyon Natlonal Recreation Area in the
States of Arizona and Utah; to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affalirs.

By Mr. PATTEN:

H.R.15717. A bill to improve judicial
machinery by providing benefits for survivors
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of Federal judges comparable to benefits re-
ceived by survivors of Members of Congress,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Bervice.

By Mr. PELLY:

H.R.15718. A bill to amend the Sockeye
Salmon Fisheries Act of 1947 to authorize the
restoration and extension of the Sockeye
and Pink Salmon Stocks of the Fraser River
system, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. PEYSER (by request) :

H.R. 15719. A bill to authorize the hiring
of employees of detective agencies for other
than investigative services; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Bervice.

By Mr. RHODES:

H.R. 15720. A bill to provide a practicable
precipitation management program for the
Nation; to the Committee on interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. WARE (for himself, Mr.
CoUGHLIN, Mr. ESHLEMAN, Mr. FrEY,
Mr. GoopLING, Mr. JoHNsON of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. RooNEY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. BiesTEr, Mr. Hemwz, Mr.
EKeEMmP, Mr. HorTON, Mr, BARRETT, Mr.
Gayvpos, Mr. DaNier of Virginia, Mr.
Scorr, Mr. MorcanN, Mr. HoGAN, Mr.
HasTines, Mr. MiuLs of Maryland, Mr,
MoorHEAD, Mr. Nix, Mr. BYrNE of
Pennsylvania, Mr. YarroN, and Mr.
FrLoobp) :

H.R. 15721. A bill to amend the Disaster
Rellef Act of 1970 to increase the forgive-
ness advantage contained in sections 231 and
232 of such act; to the Committee on Public
‘Works.

By Mr. MAHON:

H.J. Res. 1236. Joint resolution making a
supplemental appropriation for disaster re-
lief; to the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. MORGAN (for himself, Mr.
SAYLOR, Mr. Froop, Mr., GAYDOS,
Mr, Nix, Mr. BiesTER, Mr. VIGORITO,
Mr. EsHLEMAN, Mr. CowNovER, Mr.
RooNEY of Pennsylvania, Mr. GREEN
of Pennsylvania, Mr. CougHLIN, Mr.
DexnT, Mr. MoorRHEAD, Mr, WILLIAMS,
Mr. Gooprmyg, Mr. HEmnz, Mr. JoEN-
son of Pennsylvania, Mr. YaTRON,
Mr. EmLBERG, Mr. WaRE, Mr. SCHNEE~-
BELY, Mr. BARRETT, Mr, McDapE, and
Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania):

H.J. Res. 1237. Joint resolution making cer-
tain urgent supplemental appropriations for
disaster rellef, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr.
CLAY, Mr, DerroMms, Mr. FAUNTROY,
and Mr. STORES)

H. Con. Res. 636, Concurrent resolution to
create a joint congressional committee for
the purpose-of conducting an investigation
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation; to
the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. DELLENBACK (for himself,
Mr.! RuwnwneLs, Mr. DonoHUE, Mr.
Younc of Florida, Mr. FORSYTHE,
Mr. SgsgLIUs, Mr. Lone of Maryland,
Mr. Bos WimsoN, Mr. FRENZEL, MT.
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RHopEs, Mr. BrownN of Michigan,
Mr. QUie, Mr. WyYmMAN, Mr. ARCHER,
Mr. CoLLiNs of Texas, Mr. PEYSER,
Mr. pu PownT, Mrs. Grasso, Mr.
ANDERSON of Illinois, and Mr. SMITH
of New York:

H. Con. Res. 637. Concurrent resolution
calling upon all parties to the 1949 Geneva
Convention Relative to the Treatment of
prisoners of War to insure respect for that
Convention by persuading North Vietnam to
fulfill its obligations under the Convention;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. DELLENBACK (for himself,
Mr. WyarT, Mrs. Green of Oregon,
Mr. FisH, Mr. ANprEWsS of North Da-
kota, Mr. STUCKEY, Mr. SATTERFIELD,
Mr. HANSEN of Idaho, Mr. Winn, Mr,
Davis of Wisconsin, Mr. HELSTOSKI,
Mr. SCHWENGEL, Mr. WYDLER, Mr,
SyMmINGTON, Mr. JoneEs of North
Carolina, Mr. HaLPErN, Mr. J. WiL-
LIAM STANTON, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr,
DINGELL, Mr. CLaRE, Mr. DERWINSKI,
Mr. StEiGER of Wisconsin, Mr. Hos-
MER, Mr, EmBERG, and Mr. ERLEN-
BORN) :

H. Con. Res. 638. Concurrent resolution
calling upon all parties to the 1949 Geneva
Convention Relative to the Treatment of
Prisoners of War to insure respect for that
Convention by persuading North Vietnam
to fulfill its obligations under the Conven-
tion; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. FRASER (for himself and Mr.
HALFERN) :

H. Con. Res. 639, Concurrent resolution
urging establishment of a United Nations
Voluntary Fund for the Environment; to the
Committee on Forelgn Affalrs.

By Mr. McEINNEY:

H. Res. 1029. Resolution amending the
rules of the House by adding rule XLV on
House-authorized Federal budget; to the
Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXTI, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BINGHAM:

HR. 16722. A hbill for the relief of David

H. Stoll; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia:

H.R. 15723. A bill for the relief of Jane M,

Vida; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. DIGGS:

H.R. 15724. A bill for the relief of Mr.
Abedin Sulejmani; to the Committee in the
Judiciary.

By Mr. EDMONDSON:

H.R. 15725. A bill for the relief of Dr, Julio
De La Fuente and his wife, Berta Leticla De
La Fuente; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr, ICHORD:

H.R. 15726. A bill for the rellef of David C.
Y. Huang; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

SENATE—Tuesday, June 27, 1972

The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by Hon. James B. ALLEN, a Sena-
tor from the State of Alabama.

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

Lord God of Hosts, who has watched
over this Nation from the beginning even
until now, we thank ‘Thee for mighty
men of lofty vision, high idealism, and
mature wisdom who have arisen in every
generation fo serve the common good.
We pray that Thou wilt bless our present
leadership with grace and strength for
their days. Prosper the deliberations of
Thy servants in this Chamber to the end
that they may legislate wisely and, in

concert with their colleagues elsewhere,
ameliorate the ills which beset us and so
enlarge the opportunities of the people
that we may have prosperity and jus-
tice at home and a secure and permanent
peace abroad. Guide the Members of this
body through the labor of this day until
the evening comes, then in Thy mercy
give them a peaceful rest and renewal of
body and soul.
We pray in Thy holy name. Amen.
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