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Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).

Col. Harley F. Mooney, Jr. JEtreccdl
Army of the United States (major, U.S.
Army).

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate May 23, 1973:
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Elliot L. Richardson, of Massachusettts, to
be Attorney General.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

William J. Deachman III, of New Hamp-
shire, to be U.S. attorney for the district of
New Hampshire for the term of 4 years.

Allen L. Donielson, of Iowa, to be U.S. at-
torney for the southern district of Iowa for
the term of 4 years.

V. DeVoe Heaton, of Nevada, to be U.S. at-
torney for the district of Nevada for the term
of 4 years.

James L. Treece, of Colorado, to be U.S. at-
torney for the district of Colorado for the
term of 4 years.

Paul J. Curran, of New York, to be U.S.
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attorney for the southern district of New
York for the term of 4 years.

Louis O. Aleksich, of Montana, to be U.S.
marshal for the district of Montana for the
term of 4 years.

COMMUNITY RELATIONS SERVICE

Benjamin F. Holman, of the District of
Columbia, to be Director, Community Rela-
tions Service, for the term of 4 years.

(The above nominations were approved
subject to the nominees’ commitment to re-
spond to requests to appear and testify be-
fore any duly constituted committee of the
Senate.)

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, May 23, 1973

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Reverend Canon Nelson Wardell
Pinder, canor. missioner, Episcopal Dio-
cese of Central Florida, Winter Park,
Fla., offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, bless this House and
grant that all the work done here may be
to the glory of Thy great name and to
the benefit of all Thy people.

Give Thy grace and wisdom to all in
authority, that they may be examples of
holiness, simplicity, and self-denial. Bless
each one who works here. Take from
them all pride, vanity, and self-conceit
and give them true humility. Enlighten
their minds, subdue their wills, purify
their hearts, and so fill them with Thy
spirit and Thy love that their labors here
will contribute to the unification and
strengthening of our great country.

We praise you for the founders and
benefactors of this House and pray your
blessings upon them. May we all truly
trust in Thee and remain one Nation
under God. 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.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed, with an
amendment in which the concurrence of
the House is requested, a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R. 6370. An act to extend certain laws
relating to the payment of interest on time
and savings deposits, to prohibit depository
institutions from permitting negotiable or-
ders of withdrawal to be made with respect
to any deposit or account on which any in-
terest or dividend is paid, to authorize Fed-
eral savings and loan associations and na-
tional banks to own stock in and invest in
loans to certain State housing corporations,
and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 6370) entitled “An act to
extend certain laws relating to the pay-
ment of interest on time and savings de-
posits, to prohibit depository institutions
from permitting negotiable orders of
withdrawal to be made with respect to

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

any deposit or account on which any in-
terest or dividend is paid, to authorize
Federal savings and loan associations
and national banks to own stock in and
invest in loans to certain State housing
corporations, and for other purposes,”
requests a conference with the House
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. SPARK-
MAN, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. WiLLIAMS, MTr.
MCINTYRE, Mr. TOWER, Mr. BENNETT, and
Mr. BROOKE to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate proceeded to reconsider the bill
(S. 518) entitled “An act to abolish the
offices of Director and Deputy Director of
the Office of Management and Budget, to
establish the Office of Director, Office of
Management and Budget, and transfer
certain functions thereto, and to estab-
lish the Office of Deputy Director, Office
of Management and Budget,” returned
by the President of the United States
with his objections, to the Senate, in
which it originated, it was resolved that
the said bill pass, two-thirds of the Sen-
ators present having voted in the afirm-
ative.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 514. An act to amend the act of June 27,
1960 (74 Stat. 220), relating to the preserva-
tion of historical and archeological data;

S. 1016. An act to provide a more demo-
cratic and effective method for the distribu-
tion of funds appropriated by the Congress to
pay certain judgments of the Indian Claims
Commission and the Court of Claims, and for
other purposes;

S. 1201. An act to amend the act of Octo-
ber 15, 1966 (80 Stat. 915), as amended,
establishing a program for the preservation
of additional historic properties throughout
the Nation, and for other purposes; and

S. 1385. An act to amend section 2 of the
act of June 30, 1954, as amended, providing
for the continuance of civil government for
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

TRIBUTE TO THE REVEREND CANON
NELSON W. PINDER

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

Mr. GUNTER. Mr. Speaker, our
prayer was offered this morning by the
Reverend Canon Nelson W. Pinder,
canon missioner of the Episcopal diocese
of central Florida. I am extremely proud

of Father Pinder’s accomplishments and
contributions to central Florida and the
Nation and I am particularly proud of
the fact that he is a resident of the Fifth
Congressional District of Florida.

I would like to submit to you a brief
record of some of Father Pinder’s accom-
plishments in recent years.

Father Pinder graduated from Beth-
une-Cookman College in Daytona Beach,
Fla. From there he attended Nashotah
House Seminary in Nashotah, Wis. After
completion of seminary, he continued
his education with graduate work at
Florida A. & M. University in Tallahassee,
Fla. Father Pinder has also received
special training from Indiana University
in adult education and from the urban
training center of Chicago, Ill. ;

At present, he is an Episcopal priest
and director of the awareness center in
Orlando, Fla.

He is also chairman of equal opportu-
nity and recruitment of minority people
for church work under the fourth prov-
ince of the Episcopal Church. Father
Pinder is married to Marian Elizabeth
Grant, of Jacksonville, and has two chil-
dren, Gail and Squire.

Along with his many duties at the
church, Father Pinder is also president
of the Alpha Phi Alpha Fraternity and
is at present vice-chairman of the United
Negro College Fund Campaign. Recently,
Father Pinder has received several sig-
nificant awards. Among these are the
Alpha Kappa Alpha Community Award
in 1972, the Black Community Award in
1972, and the United Negro College Fund
Award in 1971.

Mr. Speaker, I join with the communi-
ties of central Florida, in their pride and
confidence in Father Pinder and thank
those members of the Episcopal diocese
of central Florida for making it possible
to share him with the Nation today.

ADJOURNMENT FROM MAY 24 TO
MAY 29, 1973

Mr. O’'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 221) and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

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

H. CoN. REs. 221

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That when the
House adjourns on Thursday, May 24, 1973,
it stand adjourned until 12 o’clock meridian,
Tuesday, May 29, 1973.
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The concurrent resolution was agreed

:A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

THE GOVERNMENT-BY-APPOINT-
MENT TACTICS OF THE NIXON
ADMINISTRATION

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

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to bring to the House a further ex-
ample of the government-by-appoint-
ment tactics of the Nixon administration.

As we have pointed out previously, the
will of the Congress, the elected rep-
resentatives of the people, is being con-
tinuously subverted by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, whose director is
responsible only to the President.

It is particularly important on this
day, when we are about to vote to over-
ride the Presidential veto of the bill to
force Senate confirmation of the OMB
appointment, that we realize just how far
this usurpation of checks and balances
within Government has progressed.

We are at the point today where the
decision of this nameless, faceless group
of people in OMB is more important and
carries more weight than does the legally
constituted work of Congress. This office,
set up to advise the President on budget
matters, now exercise an effective veto on
the decisions of Congress. While it is
true that Congress is the servant of the
people, it is not true that Congress must
be the servant of a group of bureaucratic
bookkeepers whose view of national pri-
orities is limited purely by the costs of
projects.

I would like to share with the Members
the latest veto the office has exercised on
the will of Congress. The Port of New
York City is one of the Nation’s oldest
and is the second busiest port within the
Nation.

In the River and Harbor Act of 1870,
the Congress declared that Federal funds
should be used to remove and dispose of
derelict vessels in the harbor, as well as
deteriorated shore structures and debris
along the harbor shore and its tributary
waters.

The Congress did this because the port
is an important national asset which
plays an important part in our interna-
tional commerce.

Without a smoothly functioning port,
not only would our balance-of-trade
deficits severely worsen, many businesses
would be forced to close their doors,
many citizens would be placed out of
work, and many of our citizens would
have to do without goods necessary to our
high standard of living in this country.

The Congress, as I said, debated and
approved the bill, and it was signed into
law by the President.

But now the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget has decided
there is “no justification” for using Fed-
eral funds for this program. Accordingly,
I have been told by the Army Corps of
Engineers, the work of rehabilitation
ordered by Congress will not be per-
formed.
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There is something very wrong with
our system of government when the Con-
gress approves a program, it is signed
into law by the President, and an office
with no responsibility to the people and
no expertise except the act, can exercise
a veto power over that collective jude-
ment.

When the vote to override the Presi-
dential veto on the bill to force Senate
confirmation of the Director of OMB
comes before this House later today. I
fully intend to vote for it. And I would
urge all Members of this House, whatever
their political persuasion, to vote for the
override if they believe in the democratic
system of government.

FEDERAL PAYMENTS TO SCHOOLS

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

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, due to a
Presidential veto, the Office of Education
has been forced to operate on a contin-
uing resolution.

Many people are concerned by the in-
ability of Congress to enact an appropri-
ations bill to support our schools. I share
this deep concern. Nobody is more con-
cerned about aid to education than I am.

However, I must object to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture for assuming the role
of continuing Federal payments to a few
favorite schools.

Last year it gave huge farm subsidies
to six State universities as a reward for
not growing crops. These giveaway pay-
ments went to:

On May 7, I told the House how the
farm subsidy program has become a part
of our foreign aid program, with $68,000
going to the Queen of England. Now this
outrageous program is part of our aid
to schools program, too.

ADJOURNMENT TO 11 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. O’NEILL, Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today it adjourn to meet at 11
o'clock tomorrow morning.

The SPEAKER., Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Speaker, I make the point of order that a
guorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

Mr. O’'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:
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[Roll No. 155]

Erlenborn
Forsythe
Gonzalez
Gray
Harrington
Harsha
Hébert
Holtzman
Eeating
King
Kuykendall
Landrum

Long, La.
Melcher
Mills, Ark.
Dorn Mosher Wright
Eilberg Obey Young, 8.C.

The SPEAKER. On this rolleall 383
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceﬁdﬁings under the call were dispensed
w. .

Adams
Badillo
Biaggl
Boggs
Carter
Chamberlain
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Conable
Conyers
Davis, Ga.
Denholm
Diggs

Owens
Pepper
Railsback
Reid
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Roybal
Sandman
Satterfield
Steed
Stephens
Teague, Tex.
Waggonner
Waldie
Wampler

AMENDING SECTION 1319 OF THE
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 1968

Mr. PATMAN, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the Senate Joint Reso-
lution (8.J. Res. 112) amending section
1319 of the Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Act of 1968 to increase the limita-
tion on the face amount of flood insur-
;a.nce coverage authorized to be outstand-
ng.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
Jjoint resolution.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint resolu-
tion, as follows:

S8.J. Res. 112
Joint Resolution to amend section 1319 of
the Housing and Urban Development Act
of 1968 to increase the limitation on the
face amount of flood insurance coverage
authorized to be outstanding

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That section 1319 of
the Housing and Urban Development Act of
1968 is amended by striking out “'$4,000,000,-

000" and inserting in lieu thereof *“$6,000,-
000,000".

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, Senate
Joint Resolution 112 is an emergency
measure to increase the total outstanding
amount of flood insurance in force from
$4 billion to $6 billion.

Members will recall that this body
passed a joint resolution late in January
which increased the flood insurance
authorization from $2.5 billion to $4.0
billion. At that time, we recognized the
burgeoning demand for flood insurance
resulting from growing public awareness
of the severe threats to home and busi-
ness properties on the Great Lakes and
along the Mississippi.

The reasons for an increase in the
insurance limitation which we considered
in January continue to be equally appli-
cable today. In January, the face value of
flood insurance in force was increasing at
the rate of $200 to $250 million per
month; today it is increasing at the rate
of $350 million to $400 million per month.

The Housing Subcommittee of the
Banking and Currency Committee is con-
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sidering a bill to strengthen and expand
the national flood insurance program.
This bill has a broad measure of bipar-
tisan support and is recommended by the
administration. We have heard a great
deal of testimony on this legislation, pre-
dominantly in favor of such strengthen-
ing and expansion.

Your committee wishes to give the
pending bill mature and considered judg:
ment, but we recognize that this impor-
tant program must continue during the
time it will take to report the measure
to the House and to permit the other
body the necessary time to consider it.

The bill now before the committee
would increase the flood insurance lim-
itation to $10 million—a figure which
would be ample for a reasonable period
of time. However, until we have been able
to report to the House the kind of legis-
lation which we believe will make a
forceful attack on the problem of mount-
ing flood losses, we recommend imme-
diate passage of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 112 which passed the Senate, Mon-
day, May 21, in order to avoid an inter-
ruption of the present program and to
permit citizens of flood-prone areas _t,o
continue to purchase flood insurance in
order to protect themselves against fi-
nancial losses resulting from floods.

Mr. Speaker, I have here a tabulation
which shows the number of communities
participating in the Federal flood insur-
ance program, the number of insurance
policies in force, and the amount of cov-
erage. This tabulation, which I request be
printed in the REcorp, shows that the
amount of flood insurance in force had
risen to almost $3.3 billion by the end
of April. I am informed that this figure
had increased to more than $3.6 billion
as of last Friday and that it is necessary
to consider cutting off further policy
sales if the pending joint resolution is not
acted upon immediately.

I urge such action.

The tabulation follows:

RECORD BY MONTH

Coverage

Number of
" poli ($1,000)

policies

Number of
communities

July 1972, e e
August 1972
September 1972
October 1972..

December 1972, ..
January 1973
February 1973.
March 1973._.
April 1973

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

(Mr. GONZALEZ asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. Speaker, on the
quorum call just recorded, I am shown
as not being present. The signal opera-
tion in my office was inoperative and as
a result I arrived less than half a minute
after the result was announced. I was,
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and am, present, and request the record
reflect this fact.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Senate:

The Senate having proceeded to reconsider
the bill (S. 518) entitled “An Act to abolish
the offices of Director and Deputy Director
of the Office of Management and Budget, to
establish the Office of Director, Office of Man-
agement and Budget, and transfer certain
functions thereto, and to establish the Office
of Deputy Director, Office of Management and
Budget"”, returned by the President of the
United States with his objections, to the Sen-
ate, in which it originated, it was

Resolved, That the saild bill pass, two-
thirds of the Senators present having voted
in the affirmative.

DIRECTOR AND DEPUTY DIRECTOR,
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND
BUDGET—VETO MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (8. DOC. NO. 93-16)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following veto message from the
President of the United States:

To the Senate of the United States:

I am today returning without my ap-
proval 8. 518, a bill which would require
Senate confirmation of those who serve
as Director and Deputy Director of the
Office of Management and Budget.

This legislation would require the
forced removal by an unconstitutional
procedure of two officers now serving in
the executive branch. This step would
be a grave violation of the fundamental
doctrine of separation of powers. In view
of my responsibilities, it is my firm duty
to veto this bill.

Under present law, the Director and
Deputy Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget are appointed by
the President and serve at his pleasure.
8. 518 would abolish these two positions
effective thirty days after enactment and
then provide for their immediate re-
establishment. If the officers now law-
fully occupying these Office of Manage-
ment and Budget positions were to
continue to serve, they would have to
be reappointed by the President, subject
to the advice and consent of the Senate.

The constitutional principle involved
in this removal is not equivocal; it is
deeply rooted in our system of govern-
ment. The President has the power and
authority to remove, or retain, execu-
tive officers appointed by the President.
The Supreme Court of the United States
in a leading decision, Myers v. United
States, 272 U.S. 52, 122 (1926), has held
that this authority is incident to the
power of appointment and is an exclu-
sive power that cannot be infringed upon
by the Congress.

I do not dispute Congressional author-
ity to abolish an office or to specify ap-
propriate standards by which the officers
may serve. When an office is abolished,
the tenure of the incumbent in that of-
fice ends. But the power of the Congress
to terminate an office cannot be used as
a back-door method of circumventing
the President’s power to remove, With
its abolition and immediate re-creation
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of two offices, S. 518 is a device—in effect
and perhaps in intent—to accomplish
Congressional removal of the incum-
bents who lawfully hold those offices.

Disapproval of this legislation is also
required because of the nature of the
positions it would subject to Senate con-
firmation. For over 50 years the Office
of Management and Budget and its
predecessor agency, the Bureau of the
Budget, has been headed by a Director
appointed by the President without Sen-
ate confirmation.

The positions of Director and Deputy
Director of the Office of Management
and Budget were established in the Ex-
ecutive Office of the President to pro-
vide the President with advice and staff
support in the performance of his budg-
etary and management responsibilities.
These positions cannot reasonably be
equated with cabinet and sub-cabinet
posts for which confirmation is appro-
priate.

The responsible exercise of the sepa-
rate legislative and executive powers is
a demonstration of the workability of
the American system. But, if it is to re-
main workable, I must continue to insist
on a strong delineation of power and au-
thority, the basis of which is too funda-
glesnlt-:l to allow to be undermined by

The point was made most sucecinctly
by James Madison in 1789:

If there is a principle in our Constitution,
indeed in any free constitution more sacred
than another, it is that which separates the
legislative, executive and judicial powers. If
there 1s any point in which the separation
of the legislative and executive powers
ought to be maintained with great caution,
it is that which relates to officers and offices.

Ricearp Nixon.

Tue WHITE HoUuse, May 18, 1973.

The SPEAKER. The objections of the
President will be spread at large upon
the Journal.

The question is, Will the House, on re-
consideration, pass the bill, the objec-
tions of the President to the contrary
notwithstanding?

The gentleman from California (Mr.
Hourriern) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I regret the President
saw fit to veto S. 518, a bill which would
require Senate confirmation of the Di-
rector and Deputy Director of the Office
of Management and Budget. I hope the
House will vote to override the veto.

On May 13, 1970, the House passed Re-
organization Plan No. 2 of 1970.

That plan reorganized the old Bureau
of the Budget in several ways:

a. It renamed the Bureau as the Office
of Management and Budget;

b. It transferred from the Director of
the Budget its functions and 60-odd
sta.t;.ltory responsibilities to the Presi-
dent;

c. It gave the President full author-
ity to delegate all powers and respon-
sibilities from the Bureau to any Agency
or Department in Government.

The Democratic majority opposed that
plan in committee and on the floor.

Notwithstanding our opposition, the
plan was passed by a narrow margin of
29 votes.
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The Congress weakened its power and
transferred its 60 statutory powers to the
President.

This bill which the President has
vetoed contains a reversal of our action
on the 1970 plan. It recaptured to the
Congress all of those powers we gave
away.

This bill also required that the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and
Budget be confirmed by the Senate.

This change to a confirmatory appoint-
ment from a nonconfirmatory appoint-
ment we believe was fully justified by the
increase in power of the Director in re-
cent years. The Director has become far
more powerful than the Secretaries at
Cabinet level because he sets the level of
expenditures over every domestic and
military program in our Nation.

He can and has abolished congression-
ally passed programs by sharp reduc-
tions in funds or impoundment. No Cab-
inet Secretary, all of whom must be con-
firmed, has that extensive and all en-
compassing power over our Nation’s pro-
grams. The Director of OMB should be
confirmed.

H.R. 3932, the companion legislation in
the House, was passed because Members
saw the practical necessity of requiring
confirmation of these two high officials if
the Congress was ever to be able to func-
tion on a plain of equality with the exec-
utive branch. The expenditures of the
Federal Government for fiscal year 1973
will be in excess of $268 billion. The Di~
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget and his Deputy are the key Fed-
eral officials under the President who
determine the manner and amount of
these expenditures. In Congress we all
have recognized the tremendous power
that these budget officials wield. Congress
may develop programs and propose &
level of expenditures to fund them. The
OMB, however, determines how much
of these funds shall be spent. This is the
exercise of life and death power over
programs that Congress has enacted for
the people of the United States. But what
purpose is there in legislating programs if
these officials, presumably acting for the
President and shielded from the Congress
can frustrate its will?

I want to state again as I did during
the debate on the bill that this legis-
lation is not directed at the incum-
bents nor is it political in aim. The
magnitude and scope of the power of
these men is greater than that of vir-
tually all the many officials of the ex-
ecutive branch who are required to be
confirmed. There is no logic in having
the Senate scrutinize the qualifications
of lesser officials when the most power-
ful official of them all remains exempt.

In his veto message the President
questions the constitutionality of this
legislation. This, of course, is a matter
for the courts to decide but I am firmly
convinced that what we have done is
well within the constitutional preroga-
tives of the Congress. We create offices
and abolish offices and create other of-
fices all of the time. In the numerous
cases in which this was done before we
have been able to find no complaint. Ob-
viously, it is well within the lawmaking
powers of Congress to determine the
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nature of departments and the compe-
tence of the persons who should fill them.

On pages 14 and 15 of the report on
the bill we gave identical examples of
abolishing offices which did not require
Senate confirmation and creating new
offices which required Senate confirma-
tion.

Public Law 92-22 abolished the posi-
tion of Assistant Secretary of the In-
terior for Administration, which was not
subject to Senate confirmation, and cre-
ated a new position of Assistant Secre~
tary of the Interior, which is subject to
Senate confirmation. In his executive
communication proposing this change,
Rogers C. B. Morton, the Secretary of
the Interior, stated:

The proposed bill abolishes the existing
position at the same time creating the new
one . ... The Office of Management and
Budget has advised that there is no objection
to the presentation of this legislative pro-
posal from the standpoint of the administra-
tion's program.

Public Law 92-302 abolished the posi-
tion of Assistant Secretary of the Treas-
ury for Administration, appointed with-
out Senate confirmation, and created an
additional Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury appointed with Senate confir-
mation.

Public Law 91-469 abolished the posi-
tion of Maritime Administrator and cre-
ated in its place an Assistant Secretary
of Commerce for Maritime Affairs, whom
the statute designated as an ex officio
Maritime Administrator.

The Budget Director is no longer just
the President’s man. He gives assistance
and advice to the President as do Cabinet
officers and officials who are confirmed
by the Senate, His relationship to the
President is not so intimate nor so unique
to except him from Senate confirmation.

In summary the veto should be over-
ridden and the bill should become law
for the following reasons:

First. It helps to restore balance be-
tween Congress and the Executive in the
budgetary process.

Second. It recognizes the reality that
the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget, with his vast power and im-
portance, holds an office of superior rank,
for which the requirement of Senate con-
firmation is long overdue.

Third. It corrects the anomaly that the
Director and Deputy Director of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget are ap-
pointed without benefit of Senate advice
and consent when top officers in other
components of the Executive Office of
the President now must be confirmed by
the Senate.

Fourth. It vests certain functions di-
rectly in the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget rather than in
the President, in accord with the original
statutory intent.

Fifth. It protects and reinforces the
requirement for Senate confirmation, a
major purpose of the legislation, by pre-
venting the President from delegating
functions of the Office of Management
and Budget to other agencies and leav-
ing that office an empty shell.

Let us take the first step to reclaim the
powers of Congress and to assure that
the programs we enact for the people are
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put into effect in the way Congress in-
tended.

Let us vote to override the veto.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gentle-
man from Tennessee.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
does not the distinguished chairman of
the Government Operations Committee
feel that the Budget Director is now more
powerful than many of the Cabinet offi-
glers ?who are subject to Senate confirma-

on

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Yes. I have just
stated that. He presides over $268 billion
worth of allotment of funds.

We in the Congress are backing away
if we do not vote to override the Presi-
dent’s veto; backing away from our re-
sponsibilities to recapture the powers of
the Congress of the United States which
we have given away in a moment, in my
opinion, of weakness.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the
Eent).!eman from New York (Mr. Hogr-
TON).

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, at issue
here today is not whether we should con-
firm the OMB Director. At issue here
today is not whether we should reform
the Congress, or return power to the
Congress. What is at issue is whether we
should establish the principle of allowing
Congress, at any time and by means
other than are to be found in the Consti-
tution, to act so as to remove legally
appointed executive officers. Such a prin-
ciple has been declared unconstitutional
by the Supreme Court.

It is the obvious unconstitutionality of
this bill which caused 171 Members of
the House to oppose it on May 1, just
22 days ago. It is the unconstitutionality
of this attempt by Congress to remove
Executive officials which prompted the
President to veto this bill last Friday.

The constitutional problem with the
original Senate version was recognized
by its House sponsors early in the Gov-
ernment Operations Committee hearings
on 8. 518. They decided to amend the
Senate version by providing for the abo-
lition and the immediate reestablish-
ment of the offices of Director and Dep-
uty Director of OMB as a means of
“skirting around” the unconstitutional-
ity of the Senate bill. However, this at-
tempt to avoid the problem of constitu-
tionality cannot succeed. The Supreme
Court has held that where there is an
essential inevitable effect which is un-
constitutional, then the legislation must
be held unconstitutional. In other words,
what Congress is prohibited from doing
directly, it may not do indirectly.

Clearly it is not unconstitutional for
the Congress to abolish executive posi-
tions or even executive agencies; clearly
it is not unconstitutional for the Con-
gress to require prospectively that ap-
pointees to certain executive positions
be subject to confirmation by the U.S.
Senate. This was done fairly recently in
the case of the FBI Director. But this
does not change the fact that the clear
legislative intent of this piece of legisla-
tion, as shown in statements by its spon-

sors in hearings in the House and in de- -

bate in both the House and Senate, is to
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require the confirmation, and thus the
necessary removal of two duly appointed
executive officers. This purpose is at
once the core of the bill’s intent and the
core of its unconstitutionality.

Thus, Mr. Speaker, I feel that this bill
must be viewed as setting a precedent for
exceeding the bounds of congressional
power, and our judgments on the wis-
dom of this bill must be made based on
the wisdom of setting this kind of
precedent.

What, if any, are the benefits of this
bill? I submit that there are not only
none to be found, but there are serious
disadvantages to the enactment of this
legislation. First, the bill would not in
any way increase congressional or sen-
atorial sway or influence over the con-
tent of Presidential budget recommenda-
tions. Obviously, no nominee for either
of these positions could or should be
horse-trading with Members of the Sen-
ate over what Presidential budget pol-
icies he would or would not help to re-
search, to compile or to advocate. Thus,
this bill would do nothing to change pol-
icies or impoundment of funds; it would
do nothing to change the emphasis of
administration or Presidential budget-
ing priorities.

While it would yield none of these
benefits for the Congress, the bill would
tend to drive a wedge into the close re-
lationship between the OMB and the
House of Representatives. In fact, sev-
eral of the witnesses at the Government
Operations Subcommittee hearings tes-
tified that the bill would have a nega-
tive and destructive effect on the lead-
ership of the House in fiscal affairs. As
you know, our leadership in this field is
already being eroded by back-door ap-
propriations procedures that have been
invoked in the other body.

Mr. Speaker, there is no wisdom in
establishing this precedent, there is no
substantive or policy benefit to be gained
that would outweigh the clear uncon-
stitutionality of this bill.

Now that we have examined the legis-
lation itself, together with the effects it
would have, let me turn to the separate
effects of our vote here this afternoon.

Our debate today is held in an atmos-
phere where there is great and justified
public concern about the use and abuse
of power, and about the strengthening
of Congress in ways that will enable it to
fulfill its proper constitutional role as a
coequal branch of the Federal Govern-
ment. Understandably, one of the public
measures of the reassertion of congres-
sional power has become an assessment
of the ability or willingness of Congress
to override the President on something.
While I am not saying that any Member
of Congress would vote to override a
veto without regard to the substance of
the bill in question, I am certain that to
some extent, that temptation exists—
especially for Members who are as
shocked and appalled as I have become
over some of the revelations of these past
few months.

Perhaps the easy thing for us to do
would be to lash out, and through our
constitutional power to override vetoes,
.reverse some item of Presidential view
or policy as a symbolic demonstration
of the rising will of the peoples’ repre-
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sentatives in Congress. I am certain that
a vote to override this veto would receive
that kind of billing in the media and in
the public mind. But I am not sure that
in this hour when there are so many
responsible and necessary ways in which
we must assert the authority of Con-
gress, that there is any wisdom in over-
stepping our own constitutional bound-
aries in the process of doing so.

I think there is a lesson in these
abuses of power which bears directly
upon the importance of our vote today.
If there is to be any return to rational
and open democracy in the aftermath of
the current crisis, it will only be by dem-
onstration that Ccngress and the Ex-
ecutive can and will abide by the legal
and constitutional guideposts which are
the foundation of our system of govern-
ment.

At this very solemn hour in American
history, we in Congress have an opportu-
nity, a duty, to show that Government
can function within the system and with-
in the rules. At this time, when Congress
is moving on so many proper fronts to
reassert its legitimate powers, it is un-
becoming and unnecessary for the Con-
gress to strike out beyond the Constitu-
tion.

This legislation would reverse a policy
that was instituted in the Budget and Ac-
counting Act of 1921; it would set a prec-
edent that the House and the overall
budgetary system of the Government
would have to live with for many years,
and for many administrations. Worst of
all, it amounts to an unconstitutional re-
moval of legally appointed officeholders.

This legislation must not be considered
as a vehicle for reestablishing the
authority of Congress—it is neither equal
to nor worthy of this important task.

I submit, Mr. Speaker, that enactment
of this unconstitutional legislation is not
a worthy response to the needs of our
times. I urge my colleagues to sustain the
veto on these grounds, and not to support
this bill.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. I listened with interest a
few moments ago to the gentleman from
California speak of Presidential power
and loss of authority over the purse
strings on the part of the Congress. I
recall that only last week a bill was
passed in the House of Representatives
which gave the President explicit power
to spend money as he may specify, on his
terms and conditions. That bill involved
millions of dollars, but the House
adopted it, and the the process defeated
an amendment which I offered to strike
down that delegated power to the Pres-
ident.

What is the crying about here today
from that standpoint?

As for the veto itself, I am prepared
to vote for a bill tomorrow to require con-
firmation of the next Budget Director
and his deputy, but this retroactive prop-
osition is punitive and I do not support
it. I shall vote to sustain the President’s
veto.

Mr. HORTON. I thank the gentleman
for his comments.
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Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HORTON. I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
HINSHAW) .

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to propound this question: If the
Congress were to proceed as has been
suggested here, could not the Congress
also, by a similar act, abolish the posi-
tion of the Secretary of Defense or
the positions of any of the other Cabinet
members and, therefore, create a con-
stitutional crisis of unprecedented pro-
portions?

Mr. HORTON. One of the points I
made in my presentation earlier was
that this would do what the Congress
cannot do. In other words, there are cer-
tain means whereby the Congress can
remove officers who have been duly ap-
pointed, but this legislation does not use
those means. This legislation is designed
to do something indirectly that the Con-
gress cannot do directly.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished Speaker
of the House (Mr. ALBERT).

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, first, apro-
pos of what the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. Gross) has said, if I recall correct-
ly, the bill to require confirmation of the
Director of the Office of Management
and Budget was introduced in January,
before the present incumbent and holder
of the office was appointed. But I take
this time to comment upon the constitu-
tional issue here involved, the issue on
which the gentleman from New York
(Mr. HorTON) has touched.

Section 2 of article II of the Constitu-
tion, in speaking of the powers of the
President, says he shall have power, by
and with the advice and consent of the
Senate, “to make treaties and by and
with the consent of the Senate, shall
appoint ambassadors and all other of-
ficers of the United States, whose ap-
pointments are not herein otherwise pro-
vided for, and which shall be established
by law; but the Concress may by law
vest the appointment of such inferior of-
ficers, they think proper, in the courts
of law, or in the heads of departments.”

The Office of Director of Management
and Budget is not an inferior office. It is
an extremely important office having the
power to approve or disapprove recom-
mendations of members of the Cabinet in
its own name. If the Congress has erred
it is in not making the appointment sub-
ject to confirmation from the beginning.
In my judgment, the Constitution re-
quires confirmation of the officer under
consideration. This is not a eriticism
of the incumbent Director. This is sim-
ply an effort to comply with a constitu-
tional mandate respecting the confirma-
tion of a very important office of the
Government.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HorToN) for allocation.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. BUCHANAN) .,

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I would
not presume to challenge the arguments
of the distinguished Speaker of the Fouse
of Representatives as to the constitution-
ality of this legislation, but I would say
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it appears to be clear that in any case it
is a device to get at, at this point in time,
the incumbent Director of the OMB, and
it is the use of legislative gimmickry to
try to accomplish that purpose.

Now, I, like our distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
‘Gross) would vote tomorrow to make this
an office which in the future would be
subject to confirmation by the U.S.
Senate. I do believe it is that pow-
erful an office. But I would say by the
very same token that in the case of an
office of this level of responsibility, to
attempt, by a device such as this and by
this kind of legislative gimmickry, to re-
move a man, who would have to commit
some kind of very serious crime in order
to be lawfully removed otherwise, would
strike me as being conduct which is less
than responsible on the part of the House
of Representatives and the Congress.

Now, it seems to me that if we want
to say in the future that this shall be
subject to confirmation, this is something
we might well consider.

I would urge my colleagues—and I as-
sociate myself with the remarks of the
gentleman from New York and the
gentleman from Iowa—not to use this
kind of a device to get at an individual
who holds that office now.

I would further urge my colleagues not
to use this as some kind of weapon to
get at the President or those who work
with him.

As I heard some of the talk this morn-
ing on my side of the aisle from some
of my friends there flashed through my
mind a scene from several years ago
when I was standing on a golf course and
looked across the way at a man with a
very fine set of clubs who had just missed
a shot and then proceeded to wrap his
club around the nearest tree. He vented
hlisbspleen. but also he ruined his golf
club.

Mr. Speaker, I would say that anyone
who uses this as a weapon against the
President is behaving in the same imma-
ture fashion, and I hope that that will
not be the case.

I urge my colleagues to vote on the
merits of this issue, which means that
you will vote to sustain the veto of the
President.

Mr. HOLIFIELD, Mr. Speaker, I yield
10 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. BROOKS) .

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, on May 1,
this House overwhelmingly passed legis-
lation restoring statutory functions to
the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget and requiring Senate con-
firmation of appointees to the positions
of Director and Deputy Director of that
office. Two days later, on May 3, the Sen-
ate, by an even greater margin, accepted
the House language and sent it to the
President for signature.

On May 18, the President returned the
bill to the Senate without his approval.

Mr. Speaker, I submit that, by this ac-
tion, the President has shown that he
still has no intention of taking positive
steps to restore public confldence in the
executive branch of the Federal Govern-
ment. His action in this instance will
further erode relations between the Con-
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gress and the White House. This is not
in the best interest of the U.8. Govern-
ment or its people.

In his veto message, the President
challenged the constitutionality of this
bill alleging that it violated the doctrine
of separation of powers by removing two
officers now serving in the executive
branch. The bill does no such thing. It
abolishes two offices presently occupied
by incumbents. No individual has a
vested right to a Government office, and
the hearings and report of the Govern-
ment Operations Committee when con-
sidering this bill fully reviewed this is-
sue and established that the right of
Congress to create and abolish Govern-
ment offices has been firmly upheld in
the courts.

Mr. Speaker, there is as much obliga-
tion on every Member of Congress to de-
termine the constitutionality of legisla-
tion coming before us as there is on the
President of the United States. I felt cer-
tain that every Member of Congress
weighed this issue carefully before cast-
ing his vote, and a majority of the Mem-
bers of the House and a majority of the
Members of the Senate, from both politi-
cal parties, resolved the issue on the side
of constitutionality. The President in his
veto message has done nothing less than
impugn the motives of the Members of
Congress who supported this legislation.

There is a more significant constitu-
tional issue presented in this legislation
and its veto, however; that is, the ex-
plicit provision in article 2 that the Pres-
ident shall have the power, by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate, to
appoint ambassadors, public ministers,
consuls, Justices of the Supreme Court,
and all other officers of the United States
whose appointments are not otherwise
provided for in the Constitution, unless
the Congress voluntarily vests that ap-
pointment power in the President alone.
There can be no question that Congress
has the right to require Senate confirma-
tion of appointees to be Director and
Deputy Director, Office of Management
and Budget, for the President to veto
this legislation on the grounds that he
does not agree with that conclusion, and
to imply that confirmation is inappropri-
ate is a serious breach in fulfilling his
own constitutional responsibilities. Re-
gardless of how strongly the President
may disagree with our conclusion con-
cerning Senate confirmation, I submit
that it is an abuse of the veto power to
attempt to thwart the will of Congress
in its exercise of an obvious constitu-
tional prerogative.

Mr. Speaker, this veto is representative
of the current state of our Federal Gov-
ernment in which excessive power has
gravitated to the Executive to the point
at which the will of Congress is all too
often ignored or openly rebuked. We
must take steps now to restore some of
the balance between the two branches
of Government and to revive the long-
standing principle of checks and bal-
ances which our forefathers so wisely,
though subtly, wove into the Constitu-
tion.

Senate confirmation of important ex-
ecutive officers has long been a principal
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part of that checks and balances system.
It is not a means of interfering with
Presidential prerogatives, but a device
to insure, as nearly as we can, integrity
and competency of high-level Govern-
ment officials.

It is beyond question that the Office
of Management and Budget has become
one of the most powerful agencies in
Washington. Whatever may have been
the case in the past, we can no longer
permit the appointment of the managers
of that agency to be exempt from the
confirmation requirement. Congress has
a responsibility to protect the public's
right to subject appointees to those of-
fices to public evaluation.

Mr. Speaker, at no time in our history
has it been any more critical that we
move to restore confidence in our Fed-
eral Government. It is no secret that, at
this time, we are in the midst of a crisis
of confidence. Nor is it any secret that
a disproportionate amount of this disin-
tegration of confidence is alleged to be
due to the activities of powerful men
appointed to high Government office
without the benefit of Senate confirma-
tion. The Congress and the President
should recognize the dangers of con-
tinuing this method of appointment of
such officers. We must take obvious af-
firmative action now to show the people
of this Nation that we want the highest
policy makers of our national fiscal de-
cisions to be confirmed by the elected
Congress of this counfry.

‘We should follow the lessons of history

and subject the holders of these posi-
tions to publie scrutiny through the proec-
ess of Senate confirmation to determine
as nearly as we can whether they have
the qualifications, the character, and the
proper motives for holding these offices
and for exercising the power that it en-
tails.
Mr. Speaker, the Senate yesterday
overwhelmingly voted to override this
veto and to again exercise its constitu-
tional right to require confirmation of
these appointees. I urge my colleagues
in the House to do likewise.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HORTON) .

Mr. pu PONT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HORTON, I yield to the gentleman
from Delaware.

Mr. pu PONT. Mr. Speaker, I am deeply
concerned about the implications of the
issue before the House today: Whether
or not to sustain the President’s veto of
legislation designed to require Senate
confirmation of the Director of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget.

I am concerned, Mr. Speaker, not be-
cause I disagree with the intent of the
legislation, Certainly the Office of Man-
agement and Budget has assumed broad,
new powers within the executive branch
of the Government. It sets spending pri-
orities, has the final word on budget al-
locations for nearly all Federal agencies,
and approves expenditures of billions of
dollars of Federal funds. The Director of
this office has powers equal to, or greater
than many Cabinet secretaries, and
should be confirmed by the Senate.
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But the 1 egislation tries to remove the
present Director of the Office. It is not
prospective; it attempts to be retroactive.

*In my opinion this is grossly unfair, and
even unconstitutional. The Congress
fully recognizes that severe constitutional
problems exist in trying to remove an em-
ployee of the executive branch of the
Government. Article II, section 4 of the
Constitution makes it very clear that em-
ployees of the executive branch of the
Government can be removed only by im-
peachment for and conviction of “trea-
son, bribery, or other high crimes and
misdemeanors.” Article I, section 9 also
forbids “ex post facto” laws—retroactive
laws which are applied unfairly. In or-
der to attempt to get around these con-
stitutional prohibitions, this legislation
purports to abolish the position of Di-
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget, and create a new office, changing
only one single comma (,) in the title.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think the people
of the United States will sit still for such
legal shenanigans. Further, I seriously
doubt that the constitutional limitations
can be short-circuited by such trans-
parent political actions.

I personally would have no objections
to the present Director being confirmed
by the Senate, had it been required at the
time of his appointment. The issue is not
Mr. Ash; nor is the issue whether or not
the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget be subject to Senate con-
firmation. The issue is whether or not
the Constitution of the United States can
be bypassed by shortsighted legislation
for questionable purposes. It has been
said that the Constitution was written to
protect us from ourselves here in the
Congress. I think it will serve its purpose
foday as a sufficient number of my col-
Ieagugs seem likely to refuse to partici-
pate in such an ill-advised charade. I
shall strongly support this legislation if
it is to be applied fairly. I will not support
legislation that seeks to subvert the in-
tent of the Constitution,

Mr. HORTON, Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. McCLOSKEY) .

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to respectfully respond to the
point made by the distinguished Speaker,
that the Constitution is not involved
here, by referring to the matter of in-
ferior appointments and Cabinet ap-
pointments. The Constitution is quite
clear on this point. The Speaker did not
refer to section 4 of article II, and 1
quote:

The President, Vice President, and all civil
officers of the United States, shall be removed
from Office on Impeachment for, and Con-
viction of, Treason, Bribery, or other high
Crimes and Misdemeanors,

This constitutional provision provides
an exclusive remedy for the removal of
& civil officer. When an executive officer
is duly appointed a civil officer he shall
be removed only by impeachment; that is
the constitutional provision before us
today. Many of us would not oppose—in
fact, we thoroughly support the concept
that the advice and consent of the Senate
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be obtained for future appointments of
the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget, and his Deputy, but this bill
turns on a different issue, and that is
the issue of whether Congress shall by-
pass the constitutional provision that
only impeachment shall be used as the
means of removal from office, and re-
place it with the abolishment of the office
itself and its re-establishment. I think
that the charade and the sham of the
action before us is clearly seen when we
look at the bill itself. It states that the
Director of Office of Management and
Budget shall now be replaced by the
term “Director,” comma, “Office of Man-
agement- and Budget.”

I would say to my colleagues in the
House that today we are engaged in at
least three major constitutional confron-
tations with the President where we as a
Congress seek to restore our proper role
as a check and balance of executive
powers.

In matters of the war power, in spend-
ing priorities, in the ascertainment of the
truth against undue claims of executive
privilege, we are desperately seeKing to
restore the faith of our people that Con-
gress will serve its proper checks-and-
balances role. It is, therefore, particu-
larly important at this stage of our his-
tory that we not demean our case by
seeking to arrogate unto Congress a
power that we should not properly have.
‘We need to regain our proper powers and
responsibilities with respect to wars,
spending priorities, and the truth. We
demean our case if we seek to abolish
an office merely to get at the present in-
cumbents and to avoid the constitu-
tional requirement that impeachment be
the sole basis for the removal of an exec-
utive officer.

For that reason, Mr. Speaker, I urge
that the Congress vote today to sustain
the President’s veto. We will be con-
fronting the President on other issues,
but I think it is important that we not
attempt to arrogate unto this body a
power that the Constitution intends that
we do not have.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HorTON), for allocation.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BRowN) .

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
this legislation is punitive in that it is
clearly aimed at the present incumbents
serving as Director and Deputy Director
of the Office of Management and Budget.
As such, I think it is clearly unconsti-
tutional in that it is an ex post facto law.
The hearings before the Committee on
Government Operations clearly estab-
lish the motive behind the legislation.

If the legislation is aimed at the im-
poundment action of the President, it is
a bill of attainder and, as such, also is
unconstitutional, in my opinion.

The gentleman from California, my
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Government Operations, and a
man for whom we all have great respect
and affection, has told the Members that
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the functions of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget performed by the Di-
rector and Deputy Director are functions
of the President and not independent
functions of the Director, Deputy Direc-
tor or the Office of Management and
Budget. The President makes the deci-
sions on the budget, recommendations to
the Congress about its level and its detail.
The President makes the decisions about
what should or should not be impounded
under the spending authority this Con-
gress has given him. And the President
must have his own advisors on budgetary
matters and the management of that
budget. If the President does not have his
own OMB Director to advise him on
Presidential duties and functions, he will
have someone else advise him; but it will
still be the President who administers
those functions and in whose name the
function is executed.

I have some sympathy for the idea
that the Congress should have its own
Office of Management and Budget, or a
Director or Deputy. We need that because
we, as a legislative body, need some help
in making better judgment about making
authorizations and appropriations. I will
vote for that. But that will only help us
perform our constitutional duties bet-
ter—the duties of authorizing and appro-
priating.

The OMB Director is an arm of the
President and not a Cabinet officer who
has been given many independent duties
by law. Unlike Cabinet officers who, inde-
pendently of the President, set standards,
write guidelines and otherwise expand
and circumsecribe laws passed by Congress
and signed by the President, the OMB
Director does not operate separately. He
operates in the President’s name.

The President’s veto should be sus-
tained.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
York for allocation of time. We do have
a number of speakers, I might say, Mr.
Speaker, and our speakers on the debate
are not on the floor.

Mr. HORTON. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. RHODES).

Mr. RHODES. Mr, Speaker, I hope
and trust that the House will sustain this
veto. As I said about this bill when it
was on the floor originally the genesis of
its sire and its dam are a little bit sus-
pect. I suspect that it comes from a fit
of pique caused, perhaps, by the necessity
the Executive has had to impound cer-
tain funds. I am not going to debate the
subject of impoundment or the legality
of it. I think it is perfectly legal. Also, I
think in threse instances it was perfectly
proper for the Executive to impound in
these instances, but I suggest that the
people who brought this bill to the floor
may have done so rather than face up to
a responsibility which I think we have
shirked in the past many years in this
Congress. That responsibility is for us
to start making fiscal sense.

The last Congress set up a Joint Com-
mittee on Budget Control Study. This
committee has met and has issued a re-
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port which I think is a good report and
which sets the path for Congress to once
again get control of the fiscal situation.
I suggest if this report were to be adopted
and the rules of the House and the Sen-
ate were to be changed in accordance
with this report, there would not be any
necessity for impoundments. If it were
only possible for the Congress to make
certain rational decisions, which the
people think we make and which we do
not, we would not have any necessity
for this.

For instance, as Members of Congress
know, but as many people in the country
do not know, we never make a rational
decision as to whether or not the spend-
ing level will be equal to the revenue we
take in. That is a decision we do not
make,

Also we do not make a decision as to
whether or not the spending level for
any year will be inflationary, deflation-
ary, or neutral.

Until we begin to do these things and
make the type of sense the people ex-
pect of us, then I suggest it is not right
to be irked at the President of the United
States for impoundments. I think we
ought to be mad at ourselves.

The gentleman from Ohio just said the
President of the United States, any Pres-
ident, is going to have his own budget
man. I suggest we let him have his budget
man and that we have a legislative
budget. Certainly it does not do any good
for us to take away the President’s budget
man, as would happen if we pass this
bill, If we pass this bill the person ap-
pointed as Budget Director will have to
go before the Senate committees and
perhaps make all sorts of pledges about
doing this or not doing that, before he
can become confirmed. Then he becomes
the Senate’s man. He is not the Presi-
dent’s man. Then any President will get
his advice from somebody else and that
somebody else will not be the highly vis-
ible Director of the Office of Management
and Budgetf, but somebody in the back
room. I do not think we want this.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Texas, my dis-
tinguished colleague, such time as he
may consume.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I will
say to my distinguished friend I do not
believe confirmation by the Senate has
detracted from the loyalty of the former
Attorney General, Mr. Mitchell, or Mr.
Kleindienst, or any other of the Cab-
inet officers in this administration. I
think they have remained loyal to the
President despite the fact that they were
confirmed by the Senate.

On the point of constitutionality, Sen-
ator GriFFIN on February 2, a distin-
guished Member of the other body said:

I believe it would be more appropriate to
abolish the office of OMB for a short period
of time and then reestablish it. That, it
seems to me, would be a constitutional way
to require appointment and reconfirmation
of the incumbent OMB Director.

That is what we did. This is what Sen-
ator Ervin pointed out when he said:

I want to point out that the House amend-~
ed the Senate bill to do exactly what the
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Senator from Michigan recommended when
the original bill was before the Senate,

I would submit to the House that this
is clearly constitutional.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutfes to the gentleman from New
York, for allocation.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. ANDERSON) .

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I think that the President’s
veto of S. 518 should be sustained.

When this bill was before this body
and debated on the first of May, I made
it quite clear that I agree in principle
with the idea that the Director and
Deputy Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget should be made
subject to Senate confirmation. I pointed
out at that time that I agree with my
colleague, the gentleman from California
(Mr. McCrLoskEY), that there is a right
and a wrong way to go about this, and
my considered opinion is that S. 518 is the
wrong way.

As the veto message points out, this
legislation would force the removal of
two officers now serving in the executive
branch by unconstitutional means. I do
not believe we exalt the role of the Con-
gress, that we recover whatever our lost
prerogatives should be, by acting in an
unconstitutional manner. The Govern-
ment Operations Committee insists that
this action is not unprecedented, that
there are six instances where Congress
did abolish nonconfirmation offices and
then recreated them with a requirement
for confirmation, but in each and every
one of those instances this occurred at
the request of the President in line with
his Executive prerogatives to reorganize
the executive branch.

There is no precedent; there is no
parallel between the cases cited in the
committee report and the goal sought by
this legislation which the President has
vetoed. As much as I respect and admire
my good friend, the chairman of the
committee, I cannot accept the argu-
ment that he makes that any vote to
sustain the veto is a vote against Con-
gress regaining its power.

My Democratic friends, and I address
my remarks to this side of the aisle——

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

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, let me finish this point and
then I shall yield.

The argument my Democratic friends
make about recapturing congressional
power over the budget would be made
today with much more telling effect if
my friends were working as hard as they
could to enact legislation to modernize
congressional procedure to deal with the
budget. But, even after the unanimous
statement of the Joint Committee on
the Study of the Budget which has been
on the record since February of this year,
we have not seen much enthusiasm to
proceed to implement those recommen-
dations on how we ought to reform con-
gressional procedures. Instead, there is
some footdragging going on; there is
some ebbing of the enthusiasm that I
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felt did exist on both sides of the aisle
to do something in this very important
area.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to see some
early hearings in the Committee on Rules
on the legislation that was to come out
of the work of the Joint Committee on
the Study of the Budget, but to my
knowledge—to my knowledge, we have
not even scheduled a date to begin hear-
ings on that very important legislation.

I regret very much that there is not
the enthusiasm to move swiftly and with
effect in this very important direction
rather than acting with the kind of
highly partisan motivation that is be-
hind this particular bill.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge that the
veto be sustained. I would at the same
time pledge my support on the floor of
this House today for a responsible alter-
native; that is, an alternative that em-
braces the Steelman amendment which
unfortunately, was defeated when this
matter was last before the Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I could not agree more
than I do with those preceding speakers:
We do stand at a very difficult juncture
in our Nation’s history. We are in a pe-
riod when government and the institu-
tion of government are under great
stress. But, I think, particularly in that
context and in this moment, we can ill
afford to take a cheap shot at the institu-
tion of the Presidency.

We ought to act with that kind of re-
straint; we ought to act with that kind
of regard for the constitutional method
that should be employed in the removal
of officers. I think, therefore, we should
sustain the President’s veto.

Mr, Speaker, I am pleased at this time
to yield to my friend from California
(Mr. HOLIFIELD) .

Mr, HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to say to the gentleman from Illi-
nois that he cannot have it both ways.

Public Law 92-22, which abolished the
position of Assistant Secretary of the In-
terior for Administration, which was not
subject to Senate confirmation, and cre-
ated a new position of Assistant Secre-
tary of the Interior, which is subject to
Senate confirmation, was passed by this
Congress.

Secretary Rogers C. B. Morton ap-
peared before the Committee on In-
terior——

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. And he was
in favor of tha’; was he not?

Mr, HOLIFIELD. He was in favor of it.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. That con-
firms the——

Mr. HOLIFIELD, I am reading the
testimony—

The proposed bill abolishes the existing po-
sition at the same time creating the new one
in the Office of Management and Budget, and
at this time that there is no objection by
the administration.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I think
that I know the gentleman’s point, and
it confirms absolutely what I said earlier,
that these other examples and prec-
edents the gentleman seeks to cite were
done at the initiative and instance of the
President. The executive branch wanted
to reorganize the executive branch, and
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they suggested to the Congress it ought
to be done.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Does the gentleman
from Illinois say that the Congress can-
not exercise the power it is empowered
to exercise unless the President asks for
it?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Of course
we can, and we can do it in a constitu-
tional manner, not by the kind of method
that is employed in Senate 518.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. Havs).

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I am going to
vote to override the veto for one simple
reason.

I do not know whether a lot of the
Members realize it or not, but until the
year 1922 there was no Bureau of the
Budget. The country managed to stagger
along with the Congress making appro-
priations and the Executive carrying out
the wishes of the Congress.

If there is any person at all, in my
judgment, who should be subject to con-
firmation, it is the Director of the Bureau
of the Budget. Right now no agency of
the Government can come to this House
and request any kind of appropriation
unless the Bureau of the Budget clears it.
It is a third legislative branch, which is
not elected, which has never had to face
the people, which has no real under-
standing of the democratic processes of
election.

I believe the least that this body can do
is to vote to put that Bureau of the
Budget under some sort of confirmation
proceeding.

I hear all kinds of people making all
sorts of speeches about how the Congress
has lost its powers. Well, the biggest
power we have lost—the biggest power
we have lost—is the power of the purse,
because somehow or other it has been
surrendered to this appointive agency.

I want to say to my friends on the
Republican side, if Lyndon Johnson, who
was my close friend, were President of
the United States right now, and this
measure were here and he had vetoed it,
I would be down here making the same
speech I am making now, because all dur-
ing his Presidency when the State De-
partment came before me to get their
authorizations and they said, “This has
been cleared by the Bureau of the Budg-
et,” I said, “I do not care whether it has
been cleared by the Bureau of the
Budget; the important thing is, is it going
to be cleared by the Congress?”

I say that if we do not regain control
of the purse then we are just here more
or less as a debating society.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. I want to say
that I, also, agree with the gentleman.
I believe he has made a fine statement. I
am going to vote for this. I believe we
ought to go much further; we ought to
make the whole Bureau of the Budget
jointly responsible to the Congress.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the gentleman 1 additional minute at
this time.
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Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr, HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. We have heard it re-
‘peatedly said here today tLat the reason
Members ought to vote against this is
because it is retroactive in effect. I
wonder if the same gentleman would vote
for it if we made it prospective. I just
wonder. They might have the opportu-
nity.

Mr. HAYS. If this is not overridden I
hope that we will come back with one
like that, because at the rate resigna-
tions are being accepted in this town we
might have a chance to confirm a new
Director of the Budget most any day.
I do not know. I am not impugning any-
thing, but there have been people resign-
ing that I never thought would resign.

The General Counsel of USIA was due
to appear before my committee one day,
and that night at 8 o’clock he resigned.

When I call downtown any more,
everybody is “acting” something or other.

I do not believe that has validity. I
believe we ought to pass this, and enact
this, and enact it as soon as we can.

I hope the veto will be overridden.

Mr, HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Horron) for allocation.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STEELMAN) .

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I hope
this will not be taken out of the gentle-
man’s time, but how much times does
each side have left?

The SPEAKER. If the gentleman in-
tends to allocate time equally, at the end
of the remarks of the gentleman from
Texas the minority side will have con-
sumed a total of 29 minutes.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, how
much time does the majority side have
remaining?

The SPEAKER. The majority side has
consumed 22 minutes.

Mr. STEELMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York, the dis-
tinguished ranking minority member of
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions (Mr. HorTon) for yielding to me.

With my clear record of support for
the vast majority of the administration’s
policies, it is difficult for me to take this
position, even though I offered the
amendment 2 weeks ago which would
have accomplished precisely the case
which the distinguished chairman raised.
As I recall, there were only six Members
on the other side of the aisle that went
along with that amendment which would
have exempted the incumbents and
thereby have avoided the President’s
veto. If we had adopted the amendment,
we would not be facing this situation
today; we would have accomplished the
principle we set out to accomplish and
would not be facing action on the Presi-
dential veto. And I assure my colleagues
there are a great number of Members on
the Republican side of the aisle, 124 of
them, who would have gone along, and
if we had, we would not be facing what
we are facing today.

May 23, 1973

So I feel, given the way I see the vote is
going today, we have lost the battle and
lost the war. So I hope that in future
cases we will keep that in mind.

Mr. Speaker, however, I do say, given
that feature and even given the present
defects in the bill, I rise in support of
overriding the Presidential veto today.

There is a potential constitutional
problem involved, but I do not find that
problem to be overriding. I think that
issue can be dealt with.

There are other motives to be consid-
ered by Members on the other side of the
aisle relating to the individuals holding
these offices, and I disassociate myself
from those motives.

I would not take any action for the
purpose of embarrassing the President. I
see this as a major institutional question,
toward the issue of confirmation of ap-
pointees in Government.

So for that reason, defects in the bill
aside, I urge my colleagues to rise above
the motivations we see on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle and vote to over-
ride the Presidential veto.

Mr. Speaker, the Office of Management
and Budget has changed. This is no
longer a situation of a personal staff
member of the President, in the same
way that Mr. Kissinger is, or the staff
director of the Domestic Council is, The
Office of Management and Budget is
making day-to-day decisions independ-
ent of Presidential review and is the
strongest office in the executive branch
outside of the President. So for that rea-
son, I think the Congress should override
the Presidential veto and take this ma-
jor step toward coequal partnership be-
tween the legislative and the executive
branches.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
follow suit.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. DENT).

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I, for one,
refuse to accept the responsibility that
some are trying to hitch onto this vote:
That we are to determine for the Presi-
dent whom he can name.

If the President likes Mr. Ash and he
likes his performance, all he has to do
is rename him. The only difference is
that somebody might look into it. All I
can say to those who would lay the blame
on us for the present man in the office
being thrown out is that it is utterly
ridiculous.

The President wants the full authority
without the responsibility, and you can-
not run anything that way. He has re-
fused to accept the responsibility in any
single instance when any of his ap-
pointees have in any way been charged
with any kind of misconduct.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from New York (Mr.
HorTOoN) to close debate. The gentleman
has 1 minute remaining, and by previous

-agreement I now yield him 2 minutes.

That will give him a total of 3 minutes.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished minority
leader (Mr. GERALD R. FORD).
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
on both sides of the aisle in the House as
a whole, I think we honestly and con-
scientiously are frying to increase our
credibility and upgrade our public ac-
ceptance. It is my judgment that if we
override the President’s veto and in effect
approve this legislation, we will hurt
rather than help the credibility of the
Congress. There is a right way and there
is a wrong way to do what is sought to
be accomplished by this legislation.

Mr. Ash and his associate were prop-
erly appointed and are now serving under
the existing law. They did not need con-
firmation by the other body. By this leg-
islation, if it becomes law, we will end
the office today and in effect we will start
it tomorrow. The requirement of confir-
mation after that is an attempt to avoid
or evade the situation as it was at the
time of their appointment.

Such legislative gimmickry does not
help the credibility of the Congress one
bit. Some call it a sham or a fraud or
something worse. I would not use those
words myself, but the truth is it is at
best a cute way of trying to get around
what the law was. That kind of opera-
tion does not help the credibility of the
Congress o1 the Democratic side or the
Republican side. If we want to do it in
the right way, let us do it prospectively
and not try to go back retroactively and
get at some people you may or may not
approve of or some policy you may or
may not approve of, I strongly urge the
House sustain the veto by voting no.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the remaining 5 minutes to the distin-
guished majority leader to close debate.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, the issue
‘we are considering today in overriding the
President’s veto on the Senate confirma-
tion of the Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget is really clear and
concise. It strikes at the core of the prob-
lem of a balance between the Congress
and the White House. It is the focal point
of impoundments and subtle vetoes that
we do not have an opportunity to over-
ride. This is our first opportunity to get
back some of our eroding power.

The issue we have today is the ques-
tion of who will set the national priori-
ties for this Nation; where will the power
of the Government lie? We all know it
lies in the decisions that are made to
enact or kill a program, to fund an
agency or to starve it to death. The cen-
tral issue here is whether the Ofice of
Management and Budget Director, who
has life and death power over programs
that affect your district and mine, should
be accountable to the Congress, which is
to say shoud be accountable to the Amer-
iean people.

As long as the Congress has no say as
to who heads the OMB and what his
qualifications may be, then Congress will
continue to be handicapped in exercising
its proper role as a coequal branch of this
Government.

Mr. Speaker, earlier this year Time
magazine had six meetings throughout
the country in which leaders of the Con-
gress on both sides went to various cities
throughout this Nation. You, Mr.
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Speaker, spoke, and the minority leader
spoke, and I believe the leadership on
both sides of the Senate spoke; and great
business leaders and people from the
newspaper and television world and peo-
ple from the academy were there, also.
And all who were present thought that
the power of the Congress had eroded
through the years.

Now let us see if we can get back the
power that was once great in this Con-
gress.

The truth of the matter is, Mr.
Speaker, that was the purpose of these
meetings earlier in the year, and when
this bill came up earlier this session the
Watergate issue was not the issue as it
is today.

Mr. Speaker, nobody here is trying to
take a “‘cheap shot” at the administra-
tion. And that was the word used by the
gentleman from Illinois. Believe me, the
administration is facing a crisis, and we
on this side of the aisle are not respon-
sible for 15 resignations. Our heart
bleeds for America, because it is this
great Nation of ours that is so adversely
affected by this crisis. But let me say
this to you, and particularly to the Mem-
bers on the other side of the aisle—these
are trying times indeed for this country.

Mr. Speaker, the Director of OMB
must be held accountable to Congress.
This is all we are trying to do here today.

For in overriding the veto Congress is
enhancing the degree of executive
branch accountability to the American
people, and reducing the capacity of a
person as powerful as the budget director
to operate with all the privacy and privi-
lege of a White House advisor or con-
sultant. The position of OMB Director
must be confirmed by the Senate.

All we are trying to accomplish here is
to give us equality, equality among the
tripartite system of government—the
Administration, the Congress, and the
Judiciary.

Yes, my colleagues, today we have a
splendid opportunity to demonstrate
that the Congress means to fulfill its re-
sponsibilities in the future and to assert
its proper supervisory role. That is all
this vote means. Yet that is enough. For
this vote is an important measure as to
whether or not we want this Congress to
get back the power that it has lost
through the years.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I strongly
believe that our legislative branch needs
strengthening. There are many areas
such as war powers, appropriations, Ex-
ecutive privilege, and the like, where
the Congress has been weaker than I
would like. I would even like to see the
Director of OMB approved by the Senate,
but the proposal before us is unconsti-
tutional, if not frivolous.

This House does not need further clues
from me to see the obvious. Eliminating
a department only to recreate it 30 days
later strips all the subtlety from a purely
political ploy.

Had this House accepted the Steelman
amendment, with the political retroac-
tivity, the bill would have been worthy
of passage. I supported that amendment
calling for congressional approval, but
prospectively, not retroactively.
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But while I support congressional ap-
proval, I carry no delusions that Con-
gress will strengthen itself by merely
allowing the other body to question an
appointee. That does nothing to
strengthen this House.

I hope my friends on the other side of
the aisle will be as enthusiastic to
strengthen the Congress in the improve-
ment of the appropriations process, and
in balancing appropriations with reve-
nues.

But, today I do not mistake politics for
reform, nor a cheap shot at one branch
as an improvement for another. The veto
should be sustained.

Mr. CAREY of New York. Mr. Speaker,
there has been a great deal of political
charge and counter-charge concerning
the motivation of the Congress in passing
legislation requiring the confirmation of
the Director and Deputy Director of the
Office of Management and Budget. This
is understandable because not only the
Congress but the people are increas-
ingly angry at the lack of good faith
on the part of the administration in
keeping their word concerning program
and funding commitments made by the
Congress and signed into law by the
President.

The people of this country are angry,
not only because of the Watergate out-
rage, but because the budget process of
their Government—the government that
is to represenf their will, has reduced
them to mere ciphers. Well, the people
of the United States will stand only so
long being treated like mobile zip codes.
This anger has rightly been translated
into legislation and communicated un-
equivocally to the administration. The
reasons for anger are crystal clear:
Americans want to know what is going
on in the budget process of the Federal
Government and they want that truth
now.

Voting to overturn the veto of 8. 518
is extremely important not only for the
actual reform of budgetary processes that
it presages, but for the actual symbolic
reassertion of congressional preemi-
nence in the budgetary and fiscal field.
The opportunity to truly represenf the
justified outrage of the American people
finds most direct reflection in how we
vote today on this most portentous
matter.

Certainly, the political—in the best
sense of the word—reasons should suf-
fice to see S. 518 become law over the
veto of the President. However, we have
very sound constitutional, administrative,
and fiscal reasons for requiring that the
Senate participate in the final selection
of those who are to function as Director
and Deputy Director of the OMB.

The original intent of the Congress in
establishing the Bureau of the Budget
was to create a statutory officer who was
to provide budgetary advice and counsel
to both the administration and the Con-
gress. The position did not require Senate
confirmation because the function of the
Bureau was not that of a policymaking
agency. And not accidentally, the Bureau
of the Budget was to serve the adminis-
tration and the Congress. The Congress
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here must take some blame for not mak-
ing sure over the years that our utiliza-
tion and control of the Bureau was not
both active and increasing.

The Constitution, in article II, section
2, clause 2, provides that all policy-
making officers of the U.S. Government
shall be subject to Senate confirmation.
Justice Story in his “Commentaries on
the Constitution” makes clear senatorial
powers in this regard and no further
vindication of this right would seem to
be necessary. This is particularly true,
since many officials in the Executive
Office of the President are subject to con-
firmation, even though they function as
direct personal advisers to the President.
In addition, I find it positively ludicrous
that the Senate has regularly been con-
firming junior officers in *he military
branches, members of the Subversive Ac-
tivities Control Board, and other offiicals
of somewhat minor stature, and not
examining for fitness and qualification
an official whose policymaking and oper-
ational functions make him superior in
raw power to everyone in the executive
branch, with the exception of the
President.

The administrative or organizational
reasons for requiring confirmation of
these positions is equally clear. At last
count, there were 87 statutory provisions
in 13 titles of the U.S. Code, delineating
duties and functions of the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget.
This official controls final policy and fis-
cal recommendations presented to the
President in the areas of national se-
curity, international programs, defense
expenditures, natural resources, and just
about every other area of national con-
cern having bearing on the well-being of
the Nation.

This position, perhaps more than any
other, absolutely requires congressional
interest and senatorial confirmation. A
further reason for this is that the statu-
tory powers of the OMB have been vested
in the President since approval of Re-
organization Plan No. 2 of 1970. This
means that the Director of OMB was re-
moved, technically, from senatorial con-
firmation purview, under the guise of
making him a personal and direct adviser
to the President. Perhaps the adminis-
tration knew that their fiscal, economic
mismanagement, and constitutional per-
versions perpetrated by this Office would
be the target of much of the outrage that
would be found in the people and the
Congress. Removing statutory responsi-
bility from the OMB Director was a way
of not only permitting the Director to
operate under guise of “executive priv-
ilege” but it served to make the actual
budget formulation process just that
much more of a deep, dark secret—if
that was possible.

The Congresses of the last three dec-
ades have worked very hard in raising
legislative structures, programs, and poli-
cies that would provide for the “general
welfare,” as is our constitutional man-
date. In the areas of health, education,
welfare, science, employment, and gen-
eral economic stability and growth, we
have fathered many legislative children.

I frankly, do not wish to see my legisla-
tive children handed over for fiscal stran-
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gulation or malnourishment to a man
or men who are clearly brought into Gov-
ernment for the express purpose of anni-
hilating them. The Congress should have
a say in the determination of who shall
sit in this seat of financial life or death
for so many programs that vitally affect
the life of the Nation and the individual
lives of millions of Americans.

I urge my colleagues, not only in re-
sponse to the express will of the people,
but from acknowledgment of the basic
rightness of the fiscal, administrative,
and constitutional reasons I have dis-
cussed briefly in my remarks today, to
vote to override President Nixon’s veto
of S. 518. Action today will keep the
Congress from drifting further into a
power vacuum. If I wished to belong to
a legislative body with all the clout of
the House of Lords, I would have been
born an Englishman. But despite the
temptation, I remain an American and
a Member of the planet’'s most distin-
guished legislative body. A vote to over-
ride will help us all prove the validity of
my last statement.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I urge the
House to vote to override the President’s
veto on 8. 518.

When this bill was considered by the
House on May 1, 1973, I stated then that
the matter involved should not be cloud-
ed by partisan rhetoric.

The clear position is that two power-
ful offices in the U.S. Government are
not under the confirmation process. I do
not feel that this matches the intent of
the Constitution.

The Constitution is clear that only
minor officials are not to be confirmed
by the Senate.

To maintain that the Director of OMB
and the Deputy Director of the OMB are
minor officials in today’s world is to ig-
nore reality.

It is true that the original intent of
the Office of Budget in 1921 was to play
a proper role in the workings of our Gov-
ernment. Proof of this are statements by
the first Budget Office Director, Charles
Dawes, who wrote the Office was a hum-
ble nonpolicymaking agency of the
Government.

Whether or not the original intent has
been wrongfully changed by succeeding
administrations is not the issue here.
Even though I personally feel that the
Office of the Budget has been wrongfully
expanded into a policymaking arm of the
Executive, the fact is that it has.

Since it has, the Congress must follow
the intent of the Constitution and bring
these two powerful offices in line with
other offices where appointments are
made by the President.

Some would hold that this bill is a
blatant attempt to embarrass the present
administration by having the present
OMB office holders confirmed.

I feel two comments are in order in
rebuttal to that point.

First, to say that the wrong of not fol-
lowing the intent of the Constitution in
this matter should be corrected down the
road seems to be derelict of duty. I do
not take comfort in the fact that for sev-
eral years the OMB has been a policy-
making arm of the executive branch and
that the Congress has not required con-
firmation of OMB’s top two officers.
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Let us correct the wrong today, and
let us do the job completely.

Secondly, I do not think anyone would
disagree with the observation that the
present officers of OMB have been bolder,
and more far reaching in their using
OMB as a tool to reorder national priori-
ties than past OMB officers. This even
greater policymaking role of the OMB
makes it even more imperative that its
officers be confirmed by the Senate.

Before concluding, Mr. Speaker, I
would also want to say that I think that
this bill will open up the closed door
processes of OMB. I have often stated on
the floor of the House that the OME is
an “invisible government”, striking with-
out warning to the Congress and the
people, and sometimes even without
warning to the President.

By bringing the top officers of OMB
for review with the Senate as to their
plans for OMB, the public will be able to
know more about the workings of the
OMB.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, may I
point out to evervone that this bill’s pro-
visions will apply to future Democratic
administrations just as much as any Re-
publican administration.

Let us open up the OMB; let us vote to
override the President’s veto.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr, Speaker, in voting
to sustain the President’s veto of S. 518
which would require Senate confirmation
of the Director and Deputy Director of
the Office of Management and Budget,
I am acting consistently with my original
vote on this measure.

In elaboration of my position let me
state that I support the enlargement of
the budgetary and fiscal management
functions of the Congress, Measures now
pending would greatly increase our
budgetary authority and enable the Con-
gress to measure up to its constitutional
prerogative as keeper of the Nation’s
purse strings.

But, Mr. Speaker, we are not dealing
here with the congressional budgetary
authority. Instead, we are proposing to
modify the 1921 act which established
the Office of Director of the Bureau of
the Budget. The Congress in that legisla-
tion reposed primary responsibility in the
Executive to establish and control the
Nation’s budgetary machinery. If we are
to modify or rescind that delegation of
authority we should do it directly and
comprehensively—and not by simply
making the Presidential appointees sub-
ject to whatever concessions or agree-
ments might be reached during the Sen-
ate committee hearing at which the
qualifications of a budget director are
being reviewed.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the budget
director should be the individual ap-
pointee of the President—and that the
President should be solely responsible
and answerable for the budget director’s
actions. We should assert our own pre-
rogatives regarding Federal revenues and
expenditures—and we can handle that
responsibility directly and comprehen-
sively. We are not relinquishing any au-
thority by permitting the President to
individually name his own budget direc-
tor and we would not be regaining any
authority by overriding the President’s
veto today.
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Mr. Speaker, the President has ex-
plained the issue before us with great
clarity in his brief veto message. Mr.
Speaker, I will vote to sustain the Presi-
dent just as I voted against S. 518 when
it was before us for passage a short time
ago. I feel confident that my position
then and now is fully justified by the
President’s forthright action and by the
votes cast today in this Chamber.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr, Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is, will
the House, on reconsideration, pass the
bill, the objections of the President to the
contrary notwithstanding?

Under the Constitution, this vote must
be determined by the yeas and nays.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 236, nays 178,
not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 156]
YEAS—236

Foley
Ford,
William D.
Fountain
Fraser
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Ginn
Gonzalez

Abzug
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Archer
Ashley
Aspin
Barrett
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Bingham
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byron
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohlo
Casey, Tex.
Chappell
Chisholm
Clark
Clay
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Crane
Cronin
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson

Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley

Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
n

Morga,
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzl
Nichols
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Patman
Patten
Pepper
. Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
¥ Pike
Hechler, W. Va. Poage
Heckler, Mass,
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Holifield
Holtzman
Howard
Hungate
Ichord
Johnson, Calif,
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C,
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Earth
Eastenmeler Rostenkowski
Roush
Roy
Runnels
Ryan
8t Germain

Sullivan
Syminton
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Thornton
Tiernan

dall
Ullman

Abdnor
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker
Beard
Bell
Blester
Bray
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Butler
Camp
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Coughlin
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert

W.,Jr.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Ford, Gerald R.
Frelinghuysen

Frey
Froehlich
Gllman
Goldwater

Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Whalen
White
Whitten
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif

NAYS—178

Goodling
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Guyer
Haley
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hébert
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Eemp
Eetchum
Euykendall
Landgrebe
Latta
Lent
Lott
McClory
McCloskey
McDade
McEwen
McEinney
Madigan
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Marazitl
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.

Minshall, Ohio

Mizell

Montgomery

Moorhead,
Callf.

Myers

Nelsen

O'Brien

Parris

Passman
Pettis
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Wilson,

Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl

Price, Tex.

Rousselot
Ruppe
Ruth
Sandman
Sarasin
Saylor
Scherle
Bchneebell
Bebelius
Shriver
Shuster
Skubitz
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,
J. William
teed

Steiger, Arlz.
Steiger, Wis.
Symms
Talcott

Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wyatt
Wydler
Wrylie

Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, 1.
Young, 8.C.
Zion

Zwach

NOT VOTING—19

Adams
Badillo
Biaggl
Carter
Clawson, Del
Denholm
Eilberg

Forsythe
Keating

King

Melcher
Mills, Ark.
Mitchell, N.¥Y.
Rallsback

Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Roybal
Batterfleld
Waldie

Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Dent
Derwinskl
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Flood
Flowers
Flynt

L
McCollister
McCormack
McFall
McEay
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Mahon
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Milford

Selberling
Shipley
Shoup
Sikes
Slsk
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Bteele
Steelman
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds

So, two-thirds not having voted in
favor thereof, the veto of the President
was sustained and the bill was rejected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Rooney of New York and Mr. Rooney
of Pennsylvania for, with Mr. Carter against.

Mr. Adams and Mr. Eflberg for, with Mr.
Rallsback against.

Mr. Mills of Arkansas and Mr. Melcher for,
with Mr. King against.

Mr. Denholm and Mr. Biaggl for, with Mr.
Del Clawson against.

Mr, Satterfield and Mr. Waldle for, with Mr,
Mitchell of New York agalinst.

Mr. Roybal and Mr. Badillo for, with Mr,
Forsythe against.
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will notify
the Senate of the action of the House.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
veto message just considered.

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

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MITCHELL of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I inadvertently missed the vote
on the override of the President’s veto
of Senate 518. I returned to the chamber
1 minute too late to vote due to the fact
I was attending a National Jobs for Vet~
erans Conference in room 335B, Cannon
House Office Building. I did not hear the
bells. Had I been present I would have
voted to sustain the President’s veto as
I announced I would several days ago.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 6370, REGULATION OF EX-
TENSION OF AUTHORITY OF IN-
TEREST RATES

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's desk the bill (HR. 6370) to
extend certain laws relating to the pay-
ment of interest on time and savings de-
posits, to prohibit depository institutions
from permitting negotiable orders of
withdrawal to be made with respect to
any deposit or account on which any in-
terest or dividend is paid, to authorize
Federal savings and loan associations
and national banks to own stock in and
invest in loans to certain State housing
corporations, and for other purposes, with
a Senate amendment thereto, disagree
to the Senate amendment, and agree to
the conference asked by the Senate.

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

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, the House is not in
order and I have not heard what the
gentleman is asking.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Texas is requesting that conferees be
appointed.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
PATMAN, ST GERMAIN, ANNUNZIO, BARRETT,
HanNLEY, Brasco, COTTER, MOAKLEY,
AsHLEY, WipNALL, ROUSSELOT, JOHNSON
of Pennsylvania, WyrLiE, J. WILLIAM
StanToN, and Brown of Michigan.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, on
H.R. 6717 which was voted on yesterday,
I was present and voted by mechanical
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device. It was my intention to vote in
the affirmative. According to the REcorp,
I was recorded as having voted in the
negative.

I wish to correct the Recorp to show
that through either inadvertence or
mechanical error, the Recorp shows me
voting in the negative and I intended to
vote in the affirmative. Since I am a
cosponsor of a similar bill, I certainly
supported H.R. 6717 and was delighted
that the legislation was passed by the
House.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 7528, NATIONAL AERONAU-
TICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRA-
TION AUTHORIZATION, 1974

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr, Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on Rules,
I call up House Resolution 409 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 409

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. 7528)
to authorize appropriations to the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration for
research and development, construction of
facilities, and research and program man-
agement, and for other purposes, and all
points of order against sald bill for failure
to comply with the provisions of clause 3,
rule XIII are hereby walved. 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 Sclence and Astronautics,
the bill shall be read for amendment under
the five-minute rule. At the conclusion of
the consideration of the bill for amendment,
the Committee shall rise and report the bill
to the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motlon except one mo-
tion to recommit.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE MAJORITY
LEADER

Mr. O’'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to make the announcement that the
Committee of the Whole will rise at
3 o'clock. It is at that time we have
planned the official picture of the House,
so the Committee of the Whole will rise
at 3 o’clock for that picture.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 7528, NATIONAL AERO-
NAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINIS-
TRATION AUTHORIZATION, 1974

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
‘1Il'exa.s (Mr. Youwe) is recognized for 1

our.

Mr. YOUNG OF Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 30 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. QUIL-
LEN), pending which I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

(Mr. YOUNG of Texas asked and was
given permision to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
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House Resolution 409 provides for an
open rule with 1 hour of general de-
bate on H.R. 7528, a bill to authorize ap-
propriations to the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration—NASA. It
also waives points of order against clause
3, rule XIII of the Rules of the House of
Representatives. The Ramseyer rule,

H.R. 7528 provides for appropriations
of $2,254,500,000 for research and de-
velopment; $112,000,000 for construction
of facilties; and $707,000,000 for research
and program management.

H.R. 7528 provides for a $356 million
decrease in authorizations from the

NASA appropriations bill passed by the

92d Congress.

Mr. Speaker, enactment of the bill will
allow us to continue this very vital and
necessary program. I urge adoption of
House Resolution 409 in order that we
may discuss and debate H.R. 7528.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Why is there a waiver of
points of order?

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. I would advise
the distinguished gentleman from Iowa
that the Representatives from the Com-
mittee on Science and Astronautics
stated that they overlooked compliance
with the Ramseyer rule and therefore
had to ask for that waiver.

Mr. GROSS. In that very voluminous
report on the bill they overlooked the
Ramseyer rule?

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Yes, sir. They
were frank to state it.

Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. QUILLEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 409 provides for the consid-
eration of H.R. 7528, the NASA author-
ization bill for fiscal year 1974. This bill
will be considered under an open rule
with 1 hour of general debate. The rule
also waives all points of order against the
bill for failure to comply with the Ram-
seyer rule, which is clause 3 of rule
XIII

The purpose of H.R. 7528 is to author-
ize funds for the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration for fiscal year
1974.

The total amount authorized in this
bill is $3,073,500,000, which is broken
down as follows: $2,254,500,000 for re-
search and development, $112,000,000 for
construction of facilities, and $707,000,-
000 for research and program manage-
ment.

Some of the better known programs
included in this bill are:

First. The Skylab manned space lab-
oratory which will cost $223,800,000 for
fiscal year 1974.

Second. The Apollo-Soyuz test proj-
ect, which will be a joint Soviet-Amer-
ican flight experiment to rendezvous and
dock a manned Apollo spacecraft with a
manned Soyuz-type spacecraft. This
flight will actually occur in 1975 and will
cost a total of $90 million during fiscal
year 1974,

Third. The 8Space Shuttle project,
which will provide routine access to space
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in the 1980’s, will cost $500 million for
fiscal 1974,

Fourth. The lunar and planetary ex-
ploration program, which will cost a total
of $309 million for fiscal year 1974. This
program includes funds for the Mariner
project, the Viking project, and outer
planets missions.

Mr, Speaker, I know of no objection
to this rule and urge its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, I have no requests for
time. I reserve the balance of my time
and urge adoption of the rule.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days to extend
their remarks in the ReEcorp on the bill
we are about to consider, H.R. 7528.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Texas?
There was no objection.

REQUEST FOR FLOOR PRIVILEGES
FOR STAFF MEMBERS

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
the rules provide a limited number of
staff members on the floor when a bill
is being considered. I ask unanimous
consent that each subcommittee chair-
man be permitted to have a staff member
with him on the floor during considera-
tion of the bill.

The SPEAKER. The Chair has no
authority to recognize the gentleman's
request, under the rules.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I withdraw that request.

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION AU-
THORIZATION, 1974

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 7528) to authorize
appropriations to the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration for re-
search and development, construction of
facilities, and research and program
management, and for other purposes.

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

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 H.R. 7528, with Mr.
RoBerTs 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 Texas (Mr. TEacUr) will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
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gentleman from Ohio (Mr. MosHER) will
be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. TEAGUE).

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
the committee was organized, and the
subcommittees were appointed, and then
the subcommittees began our work and
the chairman became ill and has been in
the hospital since and has done very lit-
tle work. The Chair, however, has kept
up with the work of the subcommittees.
I doubt that there is a committee in the
Congress where the subcommittees have
done more work and are more knowl-
edgeable with their subject than the sub-
committees which are on this floor to-
day.

Mr. Chairman, I will make a very short
statement in summary of what our com-
mittee has done. No Member has asked
for time opposing the bill, and if there
are Members who wish to speak in op-
position to the bill, I wish they would
let it be known to the chairman.

Mr. Chairman, today we bring before
this body H.R. 7528, a bill to authorize
appropriations for the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration. This
bill was reported by the committee on
May 1 by unanimous rollcall vote of those
present.

Since 1966 the Federal outlays for our
national space program have con-
tinuously declined. The ouflays for our
national space effort are over 40 percent
less than they were 8 years ago. In the
face of continued fiscal constraints I
believe we have the right to be proud
of the accomplishments of our national
space program. Our Apollo program has
been successfully completed. NASA’s
accomplishment in lunar and planetary
as well as space applications programs
are well known, NASA is continuing to
make substantial contributions in the
area of aeronautics. In all of these fields
the committee believes that more should
have been and should be done as a nation.

Even today as we discuss our national
space program final plans are being com-
pleted to repair and recover essentially
all of the Skylab mission after the pro-
blems encountered in the last week in
this important undertaking of a first
space station.

It is truly remarkable that we can go
from orbiting a tiny satellite in 1958 to
the repair and full use of a large orbifing
space laboratory only 15 years later.
Again I must point out that this is in the
face of a decline in our national space
budget further reduced by the erosion of
the dollar. Today we will discuss a bill
which deserves the full support of this
body. We could and should do more in
the years ahead. However, in the interest
of fiscal responsibility, the committee
has made only small changes in this
bill.

Before summarizing the contents of
this bill and the committee actions
taken, I would like to commend the
efforts of the distinguished gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. HECHLER), the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. Fuqua)
and the gentleman from Missouri (Mr
SymineToN), the subcommittee chair-
men who so thoroughly and energetically
reviewed through hearings here ir
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Washington, at the NASA Centers, and
the key industrial contractors the NASA
programs included in the bill before us.

I also wish to cite the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio, the ranking mi-
nority member of our committee, Mr.
MosHER, for his diligent effort in bringing
this bill to the Floor today. All of the
members of the Committee on Science
and Astronautics have ably discharged
their responsibilities in bringing to you
this important piece of legislation. I
commend them for their efforts.

I will now summarize the contents of
the bhill and the committee actions taken.

The National Aeronautics and Space
Administration requested a new authori-
zation of $3,016,000,000 for fiscal year
1974. The bill, as reported by the com-
mittee, would authorize a total of $3,-
073,500,000—an increase of $57,500,000.
This revised total is $370,650,000 less than
authorized for fiscal year 1973 and
$334,150,000 less than appropriated. One
qualification: $91,000,000 of fiscal year
1973 funds were withheld by the admin-
istration to be applied to the fiscal year
1974 request—thereby reducing the new
authorization request by that amount.
Otherwise the fiscal year 1974 authoriza-
tion recommended in this bill would be
$3,164,500,000.

No change is recommended in the con-
struction of facilities request of $112,000,-
000 or the research and program request
of $707,600,000.

The increase of $57,5600,000 is for re-
search and development and is 1.9 per-
cent of the total authorization request.
I would now describe the program
changes and two language amendments
made to the bill.

In space flight operations two changes
were made. First, a reduction of $10,000,-
000 was taken in the Skylab program.
This reduction was based on past demon-
strated performance of NASA manage-
ment of cost control within this program,
and the helief that the program would
not be adversely affected. However, the
current problems in Skylab have not been
evaluated in budget impact terms. Sec-
ond, $3,000,000 was added to space life
sciences. It is the intent of the commit-
tee that this additional $3,000,000 be used
to meet the needs for continuing the in-
dustrial team which develops and makes
space suits. There is a well-identified
highly specialized need in future years
for such suits with improved mobility
and construction.

For the Space Shuttle, NASA requested
$475,000,000 but the committee added
$25,000,000 to this line item to provide
the ability to build up the subcontractor
manpower at a better rate. During this
year, because of stringent constraints,
the contractor work force has been built
up at a slower rate than was heretofore
planned. The net effect has been a slip
of 9 months in the first manned orbital
flight of the Shuttle vehicle in 1978. An
equally important effect of this slower
buildup has been a reduced management
ability to recognize and therefore solve
early problems normally associated with
8 major new development program. The
committee increase was made to provide
for more effective management visibility
and problem solving, and therefore, an
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increased confidence in attaining key
program milestones: the first horizontal
flight in 1976 and the first orbital flight
in 1978. By adding the additional insur-
ance of meeting key milestones, confi-
dence is increased for meeting program
schedules and holding total program
costs at or below the current expected
level. These moneys would be spent spe-
cifically to increase manpower on design
and development tasks for four major
subcontracts which have been awarded.
These subcontracts were for the Shuttle:
orbiter wing, tail, mid-fuselage, and for
maneuvering system equipment.

The committee reduced by $3.000,000
the NASA request for physics and as-
tronomy—orbiting Explorer satellites.
This reduction was made to provide an
additional $3,000,000 for the Earth re-
sources technology satellite project. It
was the judgment of the committee that
this small reduction would require the
delay of one or more Explorer missions,
however, the committee placed a higher
priority on the Earth resources tech-
nology satellite project. Since a number
of alternatives in the orbiting Explorer
satellite program existed, this committee
would allow NASA to select among them
to determine which of the physics and
astronomy satellite programs would be
launched first. Within this same line
item, a reduction of $2,000,000 was made
in supporting research and technology
with the committee again applying the
additional $2,000,000 to the Earth re-
sources technology satellite program.
Although the committee recognizes the
importance of the continuity provided
by supporting research and technology
programs in general, it reemphasized
the importance placed by the commit-
tee on the Earth resources technology
glatelllt.e program in making this reduc-

on.

In the lunar and planetary explora-
tion line item, $3,000,000 was taken from
the NASA request for supporting re-
search and technology. The committee
again recommends that the $2,000,000 of
this $3,000,000 reduction be transferred
to the Earth resources technology
satellite program bringing the total for
that program to $7,000,000. The remain-
ing $1,000,000 of the $3,000,000 reduction
from the request would be applied to the
procurement of a launch vehicle to
launch the Earth resources technology
satellite to be funded from the $7,000,000
taken from the programs which I have
just described.

The space applications line item con-
tains the Earth resources technology
satellite program to which I have al-
ready referred. The $7.000,000 to support
an earlier launch schedule than 1976
would be obtained from the two previous
line items previously described and would
allow the launch of a second Earth re-
sources technology satellite within 1
vear. Construction of the second Earth
resources technology satellite is almost
completed. Recently the first Earth re-
sources technology satellite has experi-
enced the failure of the second of two
tape recorders on board and major ex-
periments on board have been switched
off due to power supply problems. Re-
placement of this only partially effective
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satellite is considered of major impor-
tance by the committee, and therefore,
the committee is recommending the
launch of the second Earth resources
technology satellite.

Another increase of $5,000,000 was
made in the space applications area.
This was to provide for replacement of
a one-of-a-kind flying laboratory—a
Convair 990—which was destroyed in a
midair collision on April 12. All of the
NASA crew and much highly specialized
equipment were lost.

To aeronautical research and tech-
nology, $34,000,000 was added to restore
terminated programs vital to solving
problems of aircraft noise, safety, and
congestion. Of this increase, $14,000,000
would be applied to noise reduction modi-
fications in current four-engine narrow-
body jet aircraft—the DC-8 and 707.
These modifications should bring the
noise levels of these aircraft to or below
those of the new wide-body jets—IL-1011,
DC-10 and 747. Twenty million dollars
was included to restore a program for
quiet experimental short takeoff and
landing (STOL) aircraft, commonly
known as QUESTOL. This program was
approved by the Congress in fiscal year
1972: this experimental aircraft program
was designed to play a key role in de-
velopment of a quiet short-haul air
transportation system until it was ter-
minated by NASA in January of this

year.

The increase of $10 million in the
space and nuclear research and tech-
nology area is to maintain a minimum
long-range capability in advanced nu-
clear power and propulsion research. It
is the judgment of the committee that by
this action the loss of the value of many
years and many dollars worth of nuclear
research would be averted. Perhaps the
most compelling argument for this effort
is the fact that nowhere else in the
Federal Government or industry will
much of this research work be done if
not supported at this relatively modest
level within this authorization. A sig-
nificant part of the work can apply to
solving our energy problems. Among po-
tential applications are:

First. Central power station topping
cycle power units.

Second. Oceanographic nuclear power
supplies.

Third. Compact mobile power genera-
tors for electric trains, buses, trucks,
autos.

Fourth. Utility peak load power gen-
erators—standby power systems.

Fifth. Apartment building total energy
powerplants.

It was the judgment of the commit-
tee that in the area of tracking and data
acquisition a general reduction of $10
million, or 4 percent of the line item, was
in line with the declining utilization of
the manned space flight network for the
next several years.

In the area of technology utilization the
committee added $500,000 to strength-
en NASA's effort in bringing the benefits
of a space developed technology to the
general public. Much of this work would
be in the area of technology applications
for health care, environmental controls,
transportation, and public safety.

The committee has made two language
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amendments within this bill to the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958.
The first would allow the Administrator
of NASA to use revenue generated by the
sale of services and goods to visitors to
NASA installations for the improvement
of existing visitor information activities.
This amendment follows similar statu-
tory authority granted to the U.8. Park
Service and is not unique to this legisla-
tion.

The second change requires the Ad-
ministrator of NASA to report to the
Speaker of the House, the Committee on
Science ard Astronautics, the President
of the Senate, and the Senate Commit-
tee on Aeronautical and Space Sciences
all proposed real estate disposal actions
involving land whose value exceeds $50,-
000. Such a statement would be provided
30 days prior to initiating actual disposal
procedures accompanied by a full state-
ment of the action propose” and the
facts and circumstances involved. The
committee recommends this action so as
to better discharge its oversight func-
tions.

THE SPACE SHUTTLE

The National Aeronautics and Space
Administration was created by this Na-
tion to prosecute an active space pro-
gram. The Space Shuttle transportation
system was conceived to further this end,
and the evidence that I find in the stud-
ies on shuttle economics is that the an-
nual operational cost of conducting a
space program with the Shuttle is about
half the cost of conducting the same pro-
gram with throw-away systems. This
would seem to me to be a very real step
forward, and I feel that NASA is to be
commended on their ingenuity and fore-
sight in conceiving such a system.

There seems little doubt that a reus-
able system with the characteristics of
the Space Shuttle has a place in an active
space program. Perhaps some critics
should more properly address the justifi-
cation for an active space program. I for
one must place it on record that I am
not prepared to agree to any retreat from
this new and hard won capability of
space activity. When I look at the prob-
lems which beset our Earth and consider
the potential of space activities to ame-
liorate them I must support a continuing
capability. Capabilities such as the fol-
lowing are possible:

First. The uses of space systems for
abatement of environmental pollution
resulting from human activity on earth.

Systems for monitoring the output and
subsequent regional and global distri-
bution of potential pollutants, including
waste heat

Systems for determining changes in
the Earth’s environment due to natural
causes—that is, changes in the char-
acteristics of solar radiation, effluents
from volcanism, ocean currents, and so

forth.

Systems for determining regional and
global changes in the Earth’s climate re-
sulting from human activity

Systems for determining the effective-
ness of pollution control measures

Second. Communications and infor-
mation processing systems.

Third. Navigation aids for surface and
airborne vehicles.
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Fourth. Air, sea, and space traffic
monitoring systems.

Fifth. Systems for identification and
surveys of natural resources.

Sixth. Global meteorological forecast-
ing systems.

Seventh. Harnessing energy for use on
Earth.

Eighth. Production of power for use in
processing and manufacturing plants in
space,

Ninth. Acquisitions of extraterrestrial
raw materials.

Tenth. Hazardous testing of new in-
dustrial concepts.

Eleventh. Arms control implementa-
tion systems.

While not all of these may be realized
in the time span of the Space Shuttle,
I wholeheartedly believe that the United
States should and will continue to have
an active space program from now on.
And with the Shuttle, we will be able to
do more in space, better and at less cost.
NASA DOD RELATIONSHIP

The versatility and flexibility of the
Space Shuttle and its low operational
cost will be of significant value to the
Department of Defense. The Shuttle de-
velopment is therefore fully supported
by the DOD as reported to Congress by
Dr. Robert Seamans, Secretary of the Air
Force and Dr. John S. Foster, the DOD
Director of Defense Research and Engi-
neering. NASA studies with DOD have
concluded that it is practical to develop
a Shuttle system to meet the needs of
both agencies. By agreement, NASA will
produce this Shuttle for joint utility by
both of the agencies. The Air Force acts
as the executive agent for the DOD and
has transmitted their technical require-
ments to NASA for inclusion into the
Shuttle design.

Cooperation has existed between the
Department of Defense and NASA on
this program since the inception of the
Shuttle concept. In April 1969, the Sec-
retary of the Air Force and the Adminis-
trator of NASA established terms of ref-
erence for the phased study of space
transportation systems; and in February
1970, they established the NASA/USAF
Space Transportation System—STS—
Committee which coordinates program
requirements and plans for the Space
Shuttle.

Recently this coordination has been
effective in many areas. Air Force spe-
cialists participated in design review
boards, source evaluation boards, and all
technology panels. DOD personnel have
been assigned to the Space Shuttle pro-
gram offices at NASA headquarters,
Houston and Huntsville. Their personnel
have provided technical advice to help
define the desirable characteristics for
the Shuttle. These mechanisms have
successfully coordinated Air Force par-
ticipation in the NASA-managed Space
Shuttle and assured that national re-
quirements are factored into Shuttle
studies.

This continuing cooperation between
NASA and DOD is essential to maintain
improvement in the performance—cost
management. Both agencles normally
deal with the same contractors and we
cannot afford to levy separate require-
ments for costly and different systems.
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Although NASA will make the final
decisions in terms of Space Shuttle re-
quirements, the support and continuing
advice and cooperation of the Depart-
ment of Defense is necessary. This will
enable us to achieve the desired national
operational utility in a timely and
orderly manner at a minimum of cost.
CONFIDENCE IN NASA’S SHUTTLE COST ESTIMATE

We are ready for the payoff to be ob-
tained from an operational space pro-
gram which will yield dramatically in-
creased value for our space dollar. This
will only occur if we continue with the
well-balanced development of the Space
Shuttle.

Hardware development of the Shuttle
program was preceded by the most in-
tensive study effort ever undertaken in
connection with a large research and
development program. Shuttle cost esti-
mates are based on extensive cost studies
by NASA and independent confractors.
These studies are being continuously
reviewed and updated as design effort
progresses and the Shuttle hardware is
developed.

The estimate published in March 1972
was made after a detailed study by a
large group of NASA engineers who had
many years of experience in developing
complex space programs. This group
also had available contractors’ estimates
which where the result of approximately
2 years of effort expended during the
definition phase of the Shuttle program.
Since that time, contractor proposals
and design reviews have strengthened
NASA's confidence in the original esti-
mate.

An important factor contributing to
the validity of current Shuttle cost es-
timates is the large base of technology
which has been accumulated during the
past decade. The Shuttle essentially rep-
resents a second generation space trans-
portation system which makes use of
technology which was developed too late
to be used in previous manned space
flight programs, such as the Apollo and
Skylab programs. In addition, since fiscal
vear 1968 NASA has spent approximately
$150 million in developing improved
technology required to assure achieve-
ment of Shuttle performance goals. The
results of this homework have been such
as to give NASA confidence that tech-
nological breakthroughs which were so
costly in the past will not be required
in the Shuttle program.

Finally, NASA has made a firm com-
mitment to meet established cost goals
and has instituted rigorous controls to
insure that program objectives are
achieved within authorized funding lim-
its. I am confident that NASA recognizes
the need to continuously emphasize this
fact in order to achieve both develop-
ment and operations cost goals. All levels
of management are aware of this
requirement.

A typical example of this low-cost ap-
proach is provided by the external tank,
the only expendable item of the Shuttle
system.

It will be procured in large quantities
and has, therefore, been designed as sim-
ple as possible. It has no expensive com-
ponents such as hydraulic and pneu-
matic systems, computers or propulsion
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units. In addition low-cost materials
have been selected, manufacturing tech-
niques have been simplified and quality
standards relaxed, commensurate with
safety requirements. It is significant that
independent cost estimates by five sep-
arate contractors were in general agree-
ment with each other and those made
by NASA, thus providing further assur-
ance that cost targets will be met.

To those of us who enthusiastically
believe in the great benefits space ex-
ploration will yield to mankind in the
future, it is obvious that the Space Shut-
tle is the necessary step forward to lower
the cost of all space operations. It is
the next logical stride to take in our at-
tempt to obtain those benefits which our
industrial technology and recent suc-
cesses in space have made available to
us.
Ms. ABZUG. Will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I am happy
to yield to the gentlewoman from New
York.

Ms. ABZUG. The question that I
wished to ask is: “What is to be done with
the Skylab program concerning the effect
on putting into performance the Space
Shuttle program in terms of what would
be necessary to show an improvement
in the Skylab program in order to put
into effect the Space Shuttle program,
and also in terms of the time when we
could put the Space Shuttle into effect
in view of the fact that the Skylab pro-
gram has not been performing effectively,
and as it is presently so doing?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. As of last year
I had a long conversation with Dr. Low,
and Mr. Myers, who are the top people in
the Skylab program and NASA, and they
assured me that the Skylab program is
not the failure that is being pictured
by the news media, and that they expect
to get good results. We have also been
talking in terms of rescue capabilities,
as I am sure the gentlewoman knows,
and this is almost such a rescue capa-
bility.

I will be glad to have some of the
other Members tell the gentlewoman
more about this, because they are better
versed in the subject than I am.

But I would add that the Skylab pro-
gram and the Space Shuttle program are
two completely separate programs, and
it is expected that we will learn many
things from the Skylab program that will
be of extreme help in the Space Shuttle
program. But I must stress that these
are two different and separate programs.

I would ask the distinguished gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. Fuqua) who is
the chairman of the Manned Space Sub-
committee, whether the gentleman would
care to comment further upon that?

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, in re-
sponse to the inquiry of the gentlewoman
from New York, let me state that the
Skylab is part of the space flight opera-
tions line item, and that the Space Shut-
tle is also a line item in the budget, and
they are not related.

I might state further that the Space
Shuttle will be a reusable vehicle that
can be launched over and over again.
And insofar as the Skylab that is now in
orbit, I might say that if we now had the
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Space Shuttle in operation that we would
then be able to go up there and repair
that Skylab. But, as I say, these are two
entirely different programs.

As the distinguished chairman, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. TEAGUE)
pointed out, it is anticipated that we will
have a completely successful mission
with the present launch, and the launch
that is coming this Friday. Then we will
have Skylab No. 2 launched. And we be-
lieve that we can have almost a 100-per-
cent, completely successful performance
in the abilities and performance of the
Skylab program.

Ms. ABZUG. If the gentleman will
yield further, I would like to ask an addi-
tional question, and that is, is it not so
that we look to the Skylab for the pur-
pose of determining certain rather im-
portant aspects in the manned space
program; namely, what are the condi-
tions that are necessary to permit man
to remain in space and, secondly, how
long can man remain in space orbit, and
soon?

Mr. FUQUA. As the gentlewomian
knows, the longest mission we have had
has been 14 days. The Russians have had
a longer mission than this, but we are
trying to determine man’s ability to sur-
vive in space for prolonged periods of
time. This first Skylab will primarily be
a medical mission, but it is also doing a
great deal of work in Earth resources and
a great deal of work in solar experiments,

Ms. ABZUG. Then insofar as it will
determine how long man can remain in
space and what the conditions are, it
does have a definite relationship to a
future program such as a Space Shuttle,
which really relies upon determining cer-
tain scientific facts as to man’s ability
to shuttle back and forth.

Mr, FUQUA. We know man’s ability to
shuttle back and forth, but the Space
Shuttle is designed for up to 30 days in
space, so this does have an effect on
proving man’s ability. We think man can
do this without any adverse reaction.

Ms. ABZUG. We have no actual proof
of that as yet. It was hoped we could
get some proof of that, or not get some
proof, through Skylab operations: is that
not so?

Mr. FUQUA. This is absolutely true,
plus the fact that the Soviets have had
men in space for longer than 14 days.
Then in our cooperative programs we
have now, we are examining information
that they have provided.

Ms. ABZUG. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I am sure that
the gentlewoman knows and understands
that there are many secientific experi-
ments on the Skylab besides experiments
with the crew.

Ms. ABZUG. I do, sir. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. FREY. Mr. Chairman, one thing I
wanted to point out to the gentlewoman
from New York was that part of the
problem that came up in Skylab came up
because of the G forces resulting from
launching. The force of gravity is not a
problem with the shuttle. It is also im-
portant that 50 percent of the failures we
have had in the last 15 years have been
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at launch or within days of launch. With
the use of the shuttle we will be able to
place them in orbit, repair them in space
and bring them back if necessary. In es-
sence the shuttle is the best, most eco-
nomic, and most sensible way to proceed.

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. And
I certainly will consume very little.

First, I want to assure the House that
this NASA authorization bill in the form
it comes to the floor was approved in the
Science Committee without any opposi-
tion from minority members. So far as I
am aware, it does have complete support
on our minority side of the committee, as
it also does on the majority side.

Second, I make the point that many of
us on the minority side of the committee
were originally very reluctant to approve
a total authorization for NASA that is
larger than the administration’s budget
request.

But I assure you that we do now agree
to the relatively small total increase in
this bill, an increase of 1.9 percent above
the budget request. We are convinced it
is warranted, on the basis of thorough
consideration in our NASA subcommit-
tees.

And I want to say right here that our
subcommittee chairmen and ranking mi-
nority members have done a really ex-
cellent job in perfecting this legislation.

Our new Science Committee chairman,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. TEAGUE)
is providing dynamic leadership for all
us despite his recent, very unfortunate
illness.

It is great having “the Tiger” back
here on the House floor with us today.

Mr. Chairman, I first point out that
the fiscal year 1974 NASA budget repre-
sents one of the sharpest annual de-
clines the space budget has ever wit-
nessed. This year's budget request was
reduced more than 13 percent from fiscal
year 1973. Taking into account the an-
nual increase in cost of labor and goods,
the space budget was in effect reduced by
almost 20 percent.

I also would point out that the fiscal
year 1974 budget is lower than that of
fiscal year 1962 when the space program
was at its very inception. Those are very
significant facts. Frankly, I hope that
the committee's relatively small increase
will work to halt a still further erosion
in our space efforts.

This country still enjoys a superiority
in space technology which is worth
maintaining. The many firsts the United
States has recorded have so far out-
spaced the accomplishments of other
members of the international space com-
munity that we too easily tend to take
for granted our preeminence. There is a
danger that we have progressed so far
so fast that we will lose interest in the
challenge and in dedication to the neces-
sities of the future.

I consider it very foolish shortsighted-
ness, if we reduce too severely the pace
of our space activity. Although the Con-
gress must recognize the imperative need
to invest every increasing dollar in
health, welfare, and education pro-
grams, to name only three examples,
we must recognize that many of the dol-
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lars we spend in the space program do
in fact contribute directly and immedi-
ately to the solution of those other most
pressing needs.

I cite as an example the present
manned Skylab mission. One of the first
two tasks assigned the astronauts will be
in water management—evaluation of
the Mississippi flood disaster—and geol-
ogy—observation and investigation of
the California San Andreas Fault. Also
included in the busy schedule of the as-
tronauts will be studies in ecology, par-
ticularly pollution detection and moni-
toring, oceanography, agriculture, geog-
raphy, and cartography to mention a few
of the many fields.

The point I make is that a significant
portion of the emphasis within the space
program is placed upon investigating
and solving some of our most critical
terrestrial problems.

A superb example of a key NASA pro-
gram contributing directly to our general
health and welfare is the Earth Re-
sources Technology Satellite—ERTS-1.
This experimental spacecraft was placed
into orbit only last July, but the space-
craft’s performance has already exceeded
even the highest expectations of its sup-
porters.

The ERTS is a forerunner of a more
advanced and expanded operational sys-
tem which is aimed at providing a com-
prehensive and continuous survey of the
earth's total resources. Thus far, ERTS-1
has found nickel deposits in Canada and
South Africa and copper ranges in Pak-
istan. It has charted unknown lakes in
Brazil; it has enabled land use maps
to be drawn for cities such as Chicago
and Minneapolis, and for total States
such as Rhode Island and Wisconsin.
And in terms of its environmental appli-
cations, in Virginia, the spacecraft has
pinpointed every single major smoke
plume in the entire state including a
number which had previously gone un-
identified.

The ERTS program, among a number
of others including the Space Shuttle,
nuclear propulsion, aeronautics research
in aireraft noise and air pollution, and
airborne earth resources research, all
were beneficiaries of the nominal dollar
increase voted by the committee.

Mr. Chairman, I emphasize that I sup-
port each and every one of these upward
budget modifications and consider them
highly important in order fo preserve
this Nation's unique capabilities in the
space and aeronautics field.

As I emphasized at the outset of my
statement, I regret very much the strin-
gency of this year’s budget. Irreparable
damage is being done to the program in
terms of cutbacks and even closures of
major regional centers plus extensive
manpower reductions. It is my sincere
hope to see this highly detrimental trend
reversed and I see the recommendations
by this committee as a positive step in
this direction.

Mr. Chairman, the authorization bill
now before the House is the result of a
very detailed analysis of each single pro-
gram proposed by NASA. I believe that
the $3.1 billion we request here repre-
sents a well-balanced program in terms
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of the resources we have available and I
believe it is a program which is sufficient
to maintain the vitality of our very
important space effort.

I strongly urge approval of this com-
mittee bill without amendment.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I certainly would like to express my ap-
preciation for the kind words of the
gentleman from Ohio.

I would like to add the committee has
done a great job. As I said earlier, all
of the subcommittees have worked very
hard. Their process of work has been to
go to the different centers and have an
evening working session and then the
next day they go out to the centers and
see the hardware and what is being done.

Mr. Chairman, I have no further re-
quest for time.

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr, EscH).

Mr. ESCH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 7528, the NASA authori-
zation bill for fiscal year 1974,

A very important part of NASA’s role
in our country, is to perform the experi-
mentation which will lead toward the
understanding and implementation of
space exploration for human good. In
recent years NASA’s Space Science and
Applications programs have begun to
demonstrate the great practical potential
that space technology has for earthly
use. It is also becoming very evident that
money spent wisely on space is a good
investment in the future.

An excellent example of practical

space application is the Earth Resources
Technology Satellite—ERTS. The NASA
ERTS program was designed to gather
information about the earth’s surface
by remote sensing techniques and to de-
velop applications of these techniques of
real and practical value to our farming
industry, forestry, our air, our oceans and
our rivers, and many other aspects of our
environment on a repetitive and long-
term basis.
_ Though the ERTS-1 satellite has been
in space for less than 1 year, its practical
usefulness has become very evident.
ERTS-1 imagery has shown structural
features all over the earth which have
never before been recognizable from the
ground, such as seismically active faults
and major structural formations.

Using a single ERTS image, a Dart-
mouth College team was able to produce
a land-use map of the State of Rhode
Island in 24 hours.

ERTS-1 data has been used in map-
ping southern Atlantic coastal marsh-
lands from the South Carolina border to
Georgia.

ERTS data may also be used for de-
termining the extent and intensity of
forest fires, forest insect infestation,
wind soil erosion, and for inventory of
our forest reserves.

The Ohio Department of Development
is using ERTS data for mapping and in-
ventorying strip mined areas in south-
eastern Ohio. This is a tool for State
planning purposes which has not been
previously available.

ERTS data has been shown effective
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in monitoring environmental pollution
ranging from air pollution due to indus-
trial and automotive exhausts, to water
pollution from industrial discharges and
municipal waste disposal.

Mr, Thomas O'Toole, in a recent news-
paper article, emphasizes the importance
of ERTS when he said:

When the space agency put its first Earth
Resources Technology Satellite into orbit
last July, the scientific community scerned
the $200 million project as an adventure that
would be best remembered for its waste.

Nothing has been further from the truth.

The windmill-shaped spacecraft has al-
ready charted most of America’s croplands,
its watersheds and even ifs pollution. It has
found copper in Pakistan and oil In Alaska.
It has identified all the major smoke plumes
in Virginia, some of them unknown to the
state's environmentalists. It made a geolog-
ical map of Wyoming in one day, a feat that
would have taken geologists 20 years.

“You can't predict inventions and you
can’'t predict breakthroughs,” NASA Ad-
ministrator James C. Fletcher sald last week
at the end of a week-long symposium on
ERTS findings. “We're getting much more
out of this program than anybody predicted.”

The satellite has taken more than 160,000
pictures of earth, photographed 90 per cent of
the United States, 75 per cent of the world’s
land mass and accumulated the picture
equivalent of eight times the earth’s
acreage. The pictures include 20 per cent of
the Soviet Union and the People’s Republic
of China.

The satellite has pinpolnted all the strip
mines in Indiana, charted all of the burned
out regions of California’s forest land and
drawn up a land-use map of the cities of
Chicago, Indianapolis and Minneapolis as
well as of the states of Rhode Island, Mich-
igan, Wisconsin and Minnesota.

“It took our computer 17 minutes to
classify 2,500 square miles of land photo-
graphed by ERTS,” said D. W. Moonihan of
the space agency's Mississippi Test Facllity.
“That is a cost savings over aerial mapping
techniques that we can’t even fathom right
now.”

The satellite found lakes In Brazil that
mappers had to relocate as much as 20 miles
from their previous location. It discovered
that the snow runoff into Arizona'’s Verde
River valley would not be as severe this win-
ter as it had been in the past, a finding that
closed 40 per cent fewer roads this year than
last,

I have cited just a few éxamples indi-
cating the real and even greater poten-
tial usefulness of the data coming from
one program within NASA. There are
many other programs within NASA
whose applicability may not be quite so
obvious, but will still prove invaluable in
helping us understand our Earth, its
capabilities, and its limitations.

The budget authorized by the Com-
mittee on Science and Astronautics this
year is a responsible one. Full recogni-
tion was given to the current national
budgetary posture. At the same time,
those programs which were deemed of
highest national priority and of most
immediate usefulness to us here on Earth
were given the full support of our com-
mittee. I urge its favorable considera-
tion by my colleagues in the House.

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. Winn).

Mr. WINN. Mr. Chairman, the NASA
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budget which the Committee on Science
and Astronautics has approved for this
coming fiscal year is a responsible one.
It is a compromise between the large
space effort that many of us as Members
of Congress would like to see the United
States undertake and the realization
that space exploration must take its
place among our other national prior-
ities.

The NASA budget we have authorized
for this next year will not permit the
United States to pursue the exploration
of space at a level indicative of desire for
world leadership. However, it will allow
the pursuit of several very important
national goals. Among these goals are
the development of the Space Shuttle,
continuation of the earth resources tech-
nology satellite program, and the Skylab
missions.

The earth resources technology satel-
lites and the Skylab missions are of
prime importance because they repre-
sent the means by which we can most
immediately increase our knowledge of
our potential resources lying beneath the
surface of our lands, our rivers, and our
oceans. These missions will also provide
a great step forward in detecting and
eliminating our air and water pollution.

Many benefits have already accrued to
us through our exploitation of space.
Great advances have been made in com-
munications, weather forecasting, medi-
cine, education, and transportation. In
the future the space program will play
a major role in addressing such pressing
problems as urban redevelopment, mass
transit systems, development of energy
resources, prevention of natural dis-
asters, and others. However, the full
utilization of space is dependent upon
our Nation developing an economical and
cost-effective means, of delivering our
satellites to space and maintaining them
once they are in operation. The answer
to this problem is, of course, the Space
Shuttle.

With the availability of the Space
Shuttle, this Nation will be able to im-
plement fully operational systems in
many applications areas which can now
only be pursued on a research level due to
the high cost involved. As a matter of
fact, at the same time we are developing
a low-cost space transportation system
through the Shuttle program, we will be
adding over $12 billion to our gross na-
tional product. Over $2.6 billion in Fed-
eral tax receipts and more than 126,000
total jobs will be generated in the com-
ing years by the Space Shuttle develop-
ment program.

In addition, the most recent NASA
budget of $3.3 billion in 1972 dollars in-
dicates that on the order of $12-13 bil-
lion in space program costs will be saved
through 1991 by use of the Shuttle.

The space program affects every one of
our lives every single day in more ways
than we commonly appreciate. The spin-
off benefits of the space program are
endless. The fields and areas which have
benefited by space technology and space
techniques are as varied and as numer-
ous as the benefits themselves.

To me, the space program is a people-
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oriented program directed at solving our
most pressing societal needs. The modest
but responsible NASA budget which our
committee has authorized for the coming
yvear is one to which we should lend our
full support and encouragement.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a
question of the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Manned Space Flight, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. Fuqua).
This is the question we discussed in our
many hours of hearings. I am referring
to page 13 of the bill, section 7, on sec-
tion 203 (k) . Mr. Chairman, Is it true that
there was no intention for NASA to pre-
clude present contractors from renego-
tiating their present contracts which
would include the responsibilities in-
cluded in the gentleman’s agreement?

Mr. FUQUA. Absolutely there is no
intention to prohibit the present contrac-
tors from renegotiating the contracts as
concessioners in the various segments.

Mr. WINN. I thank the gentleman for
that clarification.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to say
I would like to go on record as being very
strongly in favor of H.R. 7528.

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I have
searched through the report accompany-
ing the bill and I find no comparative
fisures for the authorization or actual
space appropriation for last year. Will
some member of the committee advise
me as to how this compares with what
was actually appropriated last year and
whether there were any supplementals to
add to it?

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield fo the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. FREY. Mr. Chairman, I believe
last year’s authorization bill was for
$3,444,000,000. It was about $370 million
more than this year. In other words the
budget this year is approximately 13 per-
cent less than the authorization last
Year.

Mr. GROSS. Was there a supplemen-
tal by any chance?

Mr. FREY. No.

Mr. GROSS. Then this bill is slightly
below last year?

Mr. FREY. Yes, it is 13 percent below
last year. It has continued to go down
in the last 5 years, and the space budget
has been cut about in half.

Mr. GROSS. This authorization is
$3,073,000,000 and last year it was $3.4
billion?

Mr. FREY. About $3.444 billion.

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

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

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Chairman, this rep-
resents a very precipitous reduction from
last year, something like 13 percent. I
think it is the lowest authorization we
have approved in some 10 years for
NASA. It is the lowest since 1962.

Mr. GROSS. Well, the gentleman may
know where he is going to get the money,
the $3,073,000,000. I do not. I think it is
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always a good question to ask around
here when dealing in $3 billion, where it
is expected to get the money. I assume
this is going to have to be borrowed. Most
of it is these days.

The gentleman says this is a reduction.
In terms of the financial crisis that faces
this country, this is no part of the reduc-
tion we ought to have in the moondoggle
program and assorted other projects.
However, I assume there is no way this
bill can be cut, for I doubt that there is
any disposition on the part of the House
to realistically reduce this spending to
meet fiscal responsibility.

Mr. Chairman, on page 6, what is the
$35,000 for? Is that some kind of rep-
resentation allowance or entertainment
fund?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. It is a repre-
sentation allowance for the use of the
Administrator of NASA.

Mr. GROSS. That will not begin to
cover the hire of chartered airplanes to
haul Members of Congress and others
down to Florida for the launchings, will
it?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I doubt it. I do
not know where that money comes from,
I am sure it comes somewhere out of this
budget, but I cannot name the exact
spot.

Mr. GROSS. Is this an increase in the
representation allowance; that goodtime
Charlie allowance? Is this an increase or
a cut?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. It is exactly
the same as it was last year.

Mr. GROSS. Exactly the same as it
was last year?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Correct.

Mr. GROSS. Despite the fact that the
dollar has been devalued?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I would like to say to the gentleman
from Iowa that it is in our report. We
are not leaving these comparative figures
out, because we have the comparison
from A to Z. I will be glad to furnish it
to the gentleman. It was just an over-
sight that they were not put in the
report.

Mr. GROSS. On page 8 of the bill, be-
ginning on line 15, why this grant of
power to the administrator? I do not
know how much money is involved, but
this appears to be quite a grant of power
to the administrator.

If there is no answer to that, perhaps
we can go to page 13. Can someone help
me out with the language beginning on
line 5 about concessions and concession-
aires and so forth and so on? Where is
this money to be spent and for what
purpose?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I understand the previous language
the gentleman from Iowa was falking
about, does not give the administrator
more power. It is limiting his power.

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

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 additional minutes to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Would the gentleman
please repeat his answer?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. It is the under-
standing of this gentleman that it is not
a grant of additional power to the ad-
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ministrator. It limits his authority to
transfer. He does need some transfer au-
thority of funds, or some authority to
transfer funds from one program to
another,

Mr. GROSS. Then it is a grant of
power?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. He has had it
all the time.

Mr. GROSS. That does not make it
acceptable.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. His transfer
request comes to Congress for approval
or disapproval. We do have some say
over it and we have the power to dis-
approve it if we wish to do so.

Mr. GROSS. With regard to the con-
cessions, what does this mean and where
are the concessions to be installed or
authorized?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
the two gentlemen from Florida, of
course, can give better answers than I
can, but this visitors’ center has been
kind of a project of mine and is the one
place this Federal Government is making
money, in this visitors’ center at Cape
Kennedy.

They have a touring program there.
There is a contractor with buses to take
people to the centers. The center there is
the minimum of what one could expect as
a visitors' center. This permits them to
use the money. It does not cost money
from the Treasury. It takes money they
make from the concession and allows
them to improve the convenience of the
center there.

Mr. GROSS. Does this mean that the
Members of Congress who go down there
pay a fee to enjoy these concessions, or
whatever they are? I do not know the
nature of them.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. If a Member
of Congress or anybody else in the United
States goes down there and goes to the
visitors’ center and expects to get on one
of those buses with a tour guide and
tour it, he will pay for it.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.
That is the first time I knew Members
of Congress were likely to pay for con-
cessions anywhere when on a junket.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. There is not
any question.

Mr. GROSS. So when they go down for
a launching they have to pay their way;
is that correct,

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. There is not
any question that if any Member of Con-
gress should want to go to one of the
space centers and tour it he would not
have to pay for it. If he goes down there
and goes to the visitors’ center and the
normal channels, he would pay for it.

Mr. GROSS. Is there a concession to
be set up over in the proposed visitors’
center here, or is this just a rumor?

Mr, TEAGUE of Texas. It is already
set up. This is just a case of disposing of
the money being handled. As I remember
it, last year there was some $600,000, or
more than that. Probably the gentlemen
from Florida, Mr. Frey or Mr. Fuqua,
could answer better than I can.

Mr. GROSS. If they are doing so well
in this department, why the $3 billion?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I do not know
what $3 billion the gentleman is talking
about.
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Mr. GROSS. I am talking about the
$3 billion that is proposed to be author-
ized in this bill.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. If we are to
have a space program, we have to pay
for it. I believe we have a good space
program. We have a successful space
program. It is one of the things around
the world we get credit for and get some
praise for.

Mr. GROSS, I do not know about that,
but I do know we are in bad financial
shape in this country. I had hoped the
committee would cut this bill down to
about $2 billion or even $1.5 billion. This
business ought to be phased out and
halted until we can get on our financial
feet in this country. We are looking trou-
ble right square in the face and for the
life of me I do not understand why we
should authorize still another $3 billion
for the “Moondoggle” and assorted other
projects that are not essential to the
welfare of all our citizens.

Unless this bill is cut, and, drastically,
I have no choice but to vote against it
for I will not be a party to bankrupting
the Nation.

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SHUSTER).

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this bill, because I cannot
in good conscience remain silent.

We are told that we need to spend $3
billion in this Nation for our space pro-
gram, but in the same breath we are told
that there is not enough money in this
country for us to finance a public water
and sewer program.

In my own congressional district, 65
percent of the homes do not have publiec
water and sewer systems. There are areas
in my congressional district where the
drinking water has been condemned. Yet
we are told there is not enough money
for these kinds of programs.

Indeed, we are told there is not enough
money to fund a highway safety program
in this Nation, yet 56,000 Americans were
killed last year on the highways, and
there is overwhelming evidence that half
of those lives could have been saved if
we were willing to spend the money to
have a comprehensive highway safety
program.

We are told that there is not enough
money. So I say there is something wrong
with our value system in this country.
There is something wrong when we are
asked to spend $3 billion in outer space
and told we do not have enough money
for these vital programs at home.

There is something wrong when we are
more willing to put a man in outer space
than to put him in a modern bathroom.

I say we should oppose this bill, be-
cause we have our value system all
mixed up.

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

Mr. SHUSTER. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. FREY. I should like to point out
to the gentleman, concerning one of the
statements he made, that as a result of
the work NASA has done we have been
able to save lives on the highway. As a
matter of fact, in the report, on page
6841—
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Mr. SHUSTER. Is the gentleman sug-
gesting that the cost effectiveness ratio
of $1 spent by NASA for safety is more
effective than that same $1 spent for
highway safety?

Mr. FREY. Mr. Chairman, I was trying
to point out, if the gentleman will let me
finish and since he yielded to me, that
there are many areas where the space
program does provide help right here on
Earth.

The California Highway Department
found that roads built through the re-
search by NASA saved 93 percent of
fatal accidents and thus saved many
lives. It is one small project with little
dollars expended—and only an example
of what has been accomplished.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. FrReY)
answer one question for me?

Mr. FREY. Surely.

Mr. SHUSTER. Does the gentleman
assert that $1 spent on the NASA pro-
gram is more effective in saving lives
than $1 spent on the highway safety pro-
gram?

Does the gentleman assert that or does
he not?

Mr. FREY. In this specific case, yes.
The facts are clear.

Mr. SHUSTER. Then I say that I
must disagree with the gentleman, and
I believe that anybody with an open
mind would find himself in disagreement
with that kind of an assertion.

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

Mr. SHUSTER. I would be happy to
yield to the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
Fuqua).

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding to me.

I note that he made one error—and
again I would not want to embarrass
him—when he said $3 million was being
spent on this program.

How much is spent on the good Earth,
and how does that affect our balance of
payments in relation to trips to the Moon
and our programs in space?

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, the
money is spent on programs that are
aimed to outer space research.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
genfleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SHusTER) has expired.

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr, RONCALLO) .

Mr. RONCALLO of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 7528,
and I rise to pay tribute to the great
men and women of the aerospace indus-
try of Long Island, N.Y., for the work
that they have accomplished on behalf
of our Nation.

I want to remind my colleagues at the
very start that it was the team of Grum-
man Aviation experts, in Mission Con-
trol in Houston and on an open phone
line from their Bethpage, L.I., headquar-
ters, that brought the Apollo 13 astro-
nauts back safely from the moon using
the capabilities of the faultiess Grum-
man-built lunar excursion module when
the Apollo service module suffered an
explosion.
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The Space Shuttle will provide nearly
700 jobs and $53 million Federal dollars
to Long Island. The project is important,
however, not just to Long Island, not just
to the space program as a whole, and
certainly not just to considerations of
national pride. It is rather an indication
of how the United States is going to man-
age our economy in the post-Vietnam
peacetime era.

Our challenge today is to reach full
employment without a major war effort.
We have many worthwhile social pro-
grams, but I believe it is far better to
direct the Federal effort toward encour-
aging jobs in private industry and keep-
ing presently employed people at work
contributing to society at the highest
level of their ability, rather than living
a nonproductive and meaningless exist-
ence on the dole.

Also, where does the money for social
programs come from—the money needed
to assist those who cannot work or who
cannot find jobs? This money does not
grow on trees; it comes from taxes,
mostly corporate taxes and income taxes
from people who are working.

The Apollo program for example, just
about paid for itself through taxes from
prime contractors, subcontractors, and
individual employees. It has been esti-
mated that Federal dollars spent on
major programs multiply 4 to 5 times as
they spread through the economy. The
money is spent and respent, then taxed
and retaxed.

The Shuttle represents a whole new
concept in space spending. As the name
implies, the vehicles will be reusable.
The Shuttle can be returned to Earth
intact, flown home like a regular air-
plane and then sent up again on a new
mission. The money is not burned up in
the atmosphere on the way home.

If we had a Space Shuttle on hand
today, we would probably be having an
easier time with the problem Skylab is
presently experiencing. With its ex-
panded cargo space, the Shuttle could
have been sent up on short notice with a
full load of repair parts and tools. Per-
haps even more importantly, its potential
for space rescue is limitless.

Mr. Chairman, Long Island’s two ma-
jor aerospace companies, Grumman and
Fairchild Republic, as well as subcon-
tractors such as Sperry, Airborne In-
struments, and Fairchild Camera, have
made a unique contribution to our se-
curity and well-being for over 40 years.

I can state categorically that we would
not have won World War II without
Grumman Aviation. Its F-4F Wildcat and
F-6F Helleat were the Navy carrier
planes that carried us to victory in the
Pacific. The Royal Navy used the Martlet
model of these planes in the Atlantic
theater of operations. In Korea the
Grumman Panther series were our basic
carrier fighters as well. The current F-14
is the finest Navy plane ever built, so
good in fact that when Grumman had
financial difficulties, the Navy insisted
that production continue,

Navy test pilot Butch Voris, founder
of the Blue Angels and later with Grum-
man, reminded me today that the Navy’s
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precision flying team used Grumman
aircraft exclusively for the first 23 years
of its existence, ending up with the high-
performance F-11F Tiger.

In the space program, in addition to
the LEM, Grumman built two orbiting
astronomical laboratories to study outer
stellar space, the birth of stars, and in-
deed the very origins of the universe.
The contract called for a 90-day guar-
antee. The first OAO went up 4 years
ago and was only recently shut down.
The second, now 2 years old, is still pro-
viding our scientists with meaningful
data. This country is getting more than
its money’s worth when it deals with
Grumman and its employees.

Nor is Grumman adverse to risking its
own capital to further our country’s
goals. It constructed its space building
at a cost of some $2 million on pure spec-
ulation, before it received the LEM
contract, so it was able to go into opera-
tion immediately. It would not have re-
ceived a penny of Federal funds for the
building if the contract had not been
signed.

In addition to Grumman, which will
build the wing for the Space Shuttle,
Fairchild Republic Co. of Farmingdale,
L.I., will build the vertical tail. Republic
has also made an unusually fine contri-
bution to our Nation.

Back in the 1930’s, when it was called
Seversky Aircraft, it built the P-35 for
the Army Air Corps as well as other
high-performance aircraft, In World
War II, Republic’s P47 Thunderbolt was
the workhorse for the air corps in both
Europe and the Pacific. They provided
us with the amazing number of 15,300 of
these fine planes. In Korea it was the
F-84 Thunderstreak jet and in Vietnam
the F-105 which made such important
contributions to our effort. Now we have
the A-10, which will provide low-cost
close air support for the Air Force and
probably the Marine Corps and our for-
eign allies as well.

Republic is also a major subeontractor
for other aircraft. It provides the aft
fuselage for the F—4 and both the aft
fuselage and the vertical tail for the
F-14,

Fairchild Republic has already done
much for the space program. It provided
booster components, tooling, and re-
search for the Saturn rocket. In Project
Fire it built a test vehicle for the devel-
opment of Apollo design concepts. When
the Air Force had to cancel its manned
orbital laboratory long after the project
was underway, Fairchild Republic lost $1
million of its $3 million investment.

In the current Skylab program, Fair-
child Republic is responsible for a major
portion of the primary medical experi-
ments, those dealing with waste collec-
tion and management, so important in
the confined environment of a space
ship. I am told that these experiments
will still be carried out despite the
present physical difficulties with the
Skylab.

Mr. Chairman, Fairchild Republic now
employs about 2,000 workers instead of
the 32,000 it had in the mid-1950’s.
Grumman has had to drop 10,000 in the
last 2 years. These workers have made
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the finest high quality contribution to
America’s defense and space programs
that this country has ever known. Let us
not sell them, the Long Island economy,
and the economy of the entire Nation
down the drain and put more willing
workers on welfare.

I urge all of my colleagues to vote in
favor of the bill before us today with
the Space Shuttle program intact.

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FrREY).

Mr. FREY, Mr. Chairman, the impor-
tance of our national space program has
never been greater than it is today. We
have done our homework in space—now
we must have the determination—the
will—to capitalize on the achievements
of Mercury, Gemini, and Apollo, as well
as our highly successful weather com-
munications and scientific satellite pro-
grams, Without the new technology gen-
erated by a healthy and aggressive space
program our well-being materially and
intellectually can, and, I believe, will de-
teriorate. Consider the current Skylab,
for example. With all the difficulties en-
countered it appears that there is a rea-
sonable opportunity to recover and per-
form essentially all of the planned mis-
sion. Only a few years ago this would
have been impossible. Two ingredients
important to future space effort are es-
sential: First, the ability of man to in-
tervene and the ability of man to make
multiple visits to the spacecrait. What
could have been a complete failure will
now likely be a success because of in-
tervention and multiple visits. These key
ingredients are only available in a lim-
ited sense with Skylab, but with the de-
velopment of the Space Shuttle, will be-
come routine and low cost. Skylab’s prob-
lems and their solution are a limited but
significant demonstration of the impor-
tance of the space shuttle low-cost trans-
portation system development.

Skylab represents the beginning of a
new space era—we have explored, and
to a limited extent, utilized space—now
we are entering a period of unparalleled
space utilization into mankind’s direct
benefit. Skylab reinforces our scientific
exploration through solar studies and
other onboard scientific investigations.
At the same time a detailed Earth re-
sources survey will take place contrib-
uting to solution of problems in agricul-
ture, geology, water management, re-
gional planning, atmospheric conditions,
and many other areas. While this is
being done detailed study of the effects
of long duration flights on man and the
systems which he uses will be accom-~
plished.

Skylab can be thought of as a bridge
between our first venturing into space
and learning the value of its utilization
and the coming era of space commerce.
On Skylab 16 experiments are devoted
to material processing which includes
melting, brazing, and forming metals as
well as other experiments designed to
define these processes and materials
which can be derived from a ‘“zero G”
and high vacuum environment., There
are 178 investigative tasks in earth re-
sources onboard Skylab. Principal inves-
tigators both domestic and international
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are already over the 140 mark, demon-
strating the importance of earth resource
surveys to nations throughout the world.

Skylab looks outward at the Sun and
stars, inward at the problems and ma-
terial wealth of the Earth while demon-
strating the utility of near space. While
solving the difficult technical problems
encountered on launch it should not be
forgotten that Skylab is a bridge impor-
tant to our Nation’s technological future
which in turn is an essential ingredient
to our future national well-being.

Included in the bill now before this
body is $500 million for the first real ma-
jor increment of the Space Shuttle, the
Nation’s first reusable space transporta-
tion system.

The NASA request for the 1974 incre-
ment of the Space Shuttle system was
$475 million, $85 million less than pre-
viously planned for the forthcoming fis-
cal year. During the committee’s review
of the authorization request, $25 million
was added to the request to increase pro-
gram effort in the critical area of avion-
ics for the Shuttle orbiter and to slightly
accelerate the contractor manpower
buildup in the design and development
areas particularly in the subcontract ele-
ments recently awarded for the develop-
ment of the wing, tail, mid-fuselage, and
the orbiting maneuvering system pods.
As a result of fiscal constraints, the pro-
gram has already slipped 9 months, and
this modest addition should tend to offset
some of the potential increased costs that
could result from the slippage in pro-
gramed target dates.

The Shuttle program is absolutely es-
sential to maintaining, for the United
States, a continuously advancing tech-
nology. In establishing the Space Shuttle
as a national goal in January 1972, the
President stated:

It will go a long way towards delivering
the rich benefits of practical space utiliza-
tion and the valuable spinoffs from space
efforts . . . because the space shuttle will
give us routine access to space by sharply
reducing costs in dollars and preparation
time.

The estimated cost of developing the
Shuttle is $5.15 billion based upon 1971
dollar evaluation. The Shuttle program
will: replace all but the smaller launch
vehicle systems; reduce launch and pay-
load costs by recovery and reuse of sys-
tems placed in orbit; continue nation-
wide involvement in the space program;
create jobs involving more than 750,000
man-years of effort during this decade;
increase the gross national product by
$12 billion; result in Federal tax receipts
of $2.6 billion—one-half of the initial
investment; enhance international co-
operation in space; and increase sale of
services and space hardware to other
nations.

Today's boosters, manned spacecraft,
and automated satellites are not reusa-
ble and, once expended, a replacement
booster and the spacecraft must be man-
ufactured at a great expense. The Space
Shuttle will replace all, but the smallest
U.S. space vehicles; that is, the scout
launch vehicle. It will significantly re-
duce the cost of space operations, be-
cause it will combine the advantages of
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airplanes and spacecraft, and will fly re-
peatedly to space and back to Earth.

While many of us have traditionally
subdivided space operations into cate-
gories such as science, applications, mil-
itary, et cetera, it is possible to consider
space activity as consisting of two major
elements, the pioneering element and the
operational element. Columbus’ voyage
to America was pioneering. Pan Am's op-
erations across the Atlantic are opera-
tional. In similar pioneering fashion Ex-
plorer I showed that we could place a
system in orbit. Intelsat IV is an opera-
tional system. How does the Shuttle im-
pact this situation? In today's opera-
tions both the pioneering and opera-
tional systems share a common attri-
bute, they are expended—destroyed—
when they are used.

Launch vehicles plunge back into the
atmosphere and burn up. Spacecraft—
with comparatively few exceptions; for
example, the manned entry vehicles—
stay in orbit unattended until they die,
which may be several years after launch
or several minutes. Then they drift
around the sky as pieces of space hunk, a
hazard to our future navigation of the
spaceways. Even Columbus managed to
get two of his three ships back to base,
but we operate in a mode equivalent to
Pan Am solemnly setting fire to each 747
after each Atlantic crossing.

The Shuttle introduces the obvious
missing ingredient to space activity;
namely, reuse. Reuse of launch vehi-
cles—made possible by the basic design
of the launch vehicle, the Space Shuttle
itself. Reuse of spacecraft—made possi-
ble by the ability of the Space Shuttle to
haul payloads from orbit to Earth with
even greater faecility than from Earth to
orbit.

The fundamental differences between
pioneering and operations is that the
pioneering effort is a short term single
expedition into the unknown, the opera-
tional activity extends over a relatively
long period of time and deals with the
known. While the Shuttle offers benefits
to both forms of activity it may well
offer its major advantages to the opera-
tional mission.

The estimated cost per flight for the
shuttle is $10,500,000 in 1971 dollars while
a Saturn 1-B launch is considerably more
expensive.

In addition, because of the multiple
payload carrying capability of the Shut-
tle, the Shuttle costs will be apportioned
to the user in accordance with the partic-
ular services provided to each user on
the mission.

The cost of payloads and their char-
acteristics have by far the greatest in-
fluence on the overall cost of the space
transportation system. We have been
forced to develop longer life satellites
through design sophistication and re-
dundancy. But satellites can be less ex-
pensive if resupply in orbit, maintenance,
recovery, and reuse were practical. That
is exactly what the Shuttle will do.

For less transportation cost, it will
place, service, and retrieve, where prof-
itable, automated satellites, and because
it will do this with a reusable orbiter with
a large cargo space, the satellites them-
selves can be built for a lower price. This
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is where the Shuttle’s greatest economic
benefit lies.

The Shuttle is not just a continuation
of the manned space flight program as
we have known it in the past. Manned
space flight has matured to the point
where many users now become involved
in the space transportation system so
that the cost of space operations of all
kinds can be reduced.

In one typical mission model, 73 per-
cent of the payloads planned for the
Shuttle are unmanned automated satel-
lites. Twenty-seven percent will utilize
the skills and services of attending sci-
entists, engineers, and technicians. Mil-
lions of dollars will be saved by using
satellite equipment over and over again.
and by using low-cost standard com-
ponents that can be replaced when they
wear out.

The Shuttle will be utilized by many
Government agencies and commercial
interests. The Department of Defense
will use the Shuttle and provide and
operate a west coast facility at Vanden-
berg Air Force Base. They have indicated
that they plan to use the Shuttle for es-
sentially all their missions when it be-
comes operationally available. Present
foPecasts provided by the Air Force indi-
cate a spacecraft flight rate of about 20
per year during the decade of the 1980’s.

I think one of the greatest economical
advantages of developing a reusable
space transportation system will be real-
ized in the reduction in the cost of de-
veloping payloads. For example, an anal-
ysis of develoring the synchronous equa-
torial orbiter revealed that if flown on
an expendable launch vehicle, and
building in all of the redundant systems
required for an unattended system, the
cost would be $209 million. Using the low-
cost design approach, the SEO program
flown on the Shuttle would be $125 mil-
lion, a savingz of 40 percent.

The overall cost savings in missions for
the period 1980 through 1991 as refiected
in the current mission model studies are
very attractive. The present predicted
requirements for this period indicate that
the missions that should be flown to meet
scientific and technological objectives for
this period total 1,031. This could be ac-
complished on 779 shuttle flights and
include sortie lab missions in which no
payloads are placed in orbit from the
shuttle; revisits to previously placed
satellites; recovered, returned to earth
satellites for refurbishment; and mis-
sions to place satellites in orbit.

Were these missions flown on currently
available launch vehicles and with the
required redundancy built into the satel-
lite system, the cost would be on the order
of $66.2 billion. Using the shuttle concept
the cost would be $50.2 billion, or a sav-
ings of $16 billion over the 12-year period.
This assumes, of course, that the pres-
ently envisioned program of required
missions prevail.

If permitted to proceed along this line,
space will become available to a greatly
expanded number of users for the simple
reason that the risk of sending a pay-
load into orbit will be no greater than
shipping a cargo by air, truck or rail;
and the cost will become more reason-
able as the preparations for going into
orbit approach those of commercial ship-
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ping. The major impact of the shutile
and the total space transportation sys-
tem is expected to be in the cost of the
payloads. The extensive reliability pro-
visions and proof-testing required in
today's satellites is the major reason for
their high cost. As these restrictions are
relaxed, the preparation time and cost
will taper off and traffic will increase.
Not only will the shuttle carry its load
and return to Earth like a tractor trailer,
but the payloads themselves can be
brought back to be repaired or mod-
ernized as necessary. Nor does reusability
stop there. The theme of reusability will
be continued into the other elements of
the space transportation system, such as
the tug, as resources become available
for their development.

The space program has been trimmed
to the bone, to concentrate resources for
the development of the reusable shuttle
development. The time is opportune; the
technology is at hand to direct the space
program away from its missile-oriented
origins and to adopt the economical
operational techniques developed by the
airline industry in the competitive com-
mercial marketplace.

The present budget is, therefore,
greatly constrained in order to make this
capability achievable in today’s financial
environment. The plan is not, however,
without its drawbacks. Great as the
promise is, the plan unfortunately places
the Nation into an extended period of
austerity with respect to other manned
space flight activity. There is an absolute
gap of men in space from the windup of
the Skylab missions until shuttle hard-
ware reaches readiness for the first shut-
tle orbital flights. This period lasts over
4 years according to current planning.
Any change in available funding could
compress or extend the gap to some de-
gree. In my opinion this places this Na-
tion in a position of precarious pre-
eminence in world space leadership.

The present administration, in my
opinion, has pointed us in the right di-
rection, and in providing the kind of
leadership that we require, by sponsor-
ing and placing the weight of the Presi-
dency behind our next venture into space,
the space shuttle.

I see our country, and we as its repre-
sentatives, faced with a dilemma. But
sometimes a dilemma is a good thing,
because it tends to simplify the thought
process. And, as a matter of fact, my own
thoughts have been so simplified. We—
all of us—are faced with a choice, and
unless we decide to do nothing at all,
then we must make a selection of one
thing or another. Here—and I do not
mean to oversimplify—we have a choice
of going forward or of stopping dead in
our tracks, which in the case of space
exploration—or any technological devel-
opment program—is the same as going
backwards, because our stopping means
that we are going to be left behind.

Americans are leaders by instinct. We
have never in this country aimed at or
been satisfied by being second, being al-
most as good as someone else. And our
instinct in the direction of leadership
has been an admirable one, in my opin-
ion. Our instinet for leadership has
equally been an instinct not just for the
good of our own people but for the good
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of all people on this Earth. We actually
want the quality of life on this Earth to
be improved for everybody. Quite natur-
ally we seek this improvement for our
own people first, because that is our re-
sponsibility. But underlying this feeling
is the belief, always I think a correct one,
that if we improve ourselves then we
improve those who must inhabit this
world with us.

But can we be sure that this feeling
is shared by all the nations of the Earth?
Can we be sure that the conquest of space
if won by someone other than ourselves,
will be for the benefit of all mankind, or
might the conquest by someone else lead
to an end quite different from that to
which our instinet drives us? I do not
know the answer, but I do know that I
do not want to take the chance.

Perhaps the day will come when all
nations of the Earth will be joined as
partners in the space effort, perhaps
driven to partnership by the sheer neces~
sity of our common life on Earth. Per-
haps that will come about, but it is not
with us today.

We have indeed extended mankind’s
horizon, from Earth into outer space. We
have taken one giant step. It is time for
the second one, and the distance of this
second stride will be measured by the
support that all of us here in the Con-
gress give to the Space Shuttle program.

There is another aspect I would like to
mention concerning space research and
technology. This matter ecame to the
attention of the Manned Space Flight
Subcommittee during our tour of shuttle
contractor facilities. It is a study pro-
gram undertaken by industry, without
Federal funds, as a move to partially
solve the energy crisis facing our Nation.

During scheduled hearings at Rock-
well International, the prime contractor
for the shuttle orbiter development, we
learned that that company had done
extensive preliminary study work on a
satellite system designed to receive
energy developed in primary powernplants
on Earth, converted to microwave fre-
quencies, transmitted to a synchronous
orbit satellite and then beamed to earth
in mierowave form and then reconverted
to usable energy.

The Shuttle is, of national value be-
cause of what it makes possible, not be-
cause of what it is.

One of the options the Shuttle offers
us in the relatively near future is the
contribution to the energy crisis as we
have it now, and to some long-range
solutions in this respect.

An important part of the energy crisis
is the transfer of energy, not just the
availability of primary energy sources.
We have no shortage of primary energy
on this planet considering both fossil
and nonfossil resources. But to move the
energy from source to load center effec-
tively is often a key problem.

If the technique of transferring energy
were developed by microwave beam in-
stead of just shipping it or conducting
it in transmission lines, then the entire
picture of our energy crisis changes.
There will be a large number of aspects
and henefits involved in this.

In the space transmission system the
primary power would still be generated
on Earth. A primary electric powerplant
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which wuses nuclear, fossil, solar, geo-
thermal energy, any energy source
that generates electricity, and converts
the electricity through amplifier tubes to
microwave energy. Transmitter an-
tennas shape the energy to a beam which
then is focused onto a reflector satellite
where it is reflected, beamed bhack into
the receiver area where you have an
electromagnetic powerplant which re-
converts the beam to electricity from
where it is then redistributed in the con-
ventional manner on a regional basis.

Such a system would uncouple power
generation from consumption. This is
very important, because at the present
time we can apply electrical power trans-
mission only over limited distances, not
over thousands of kilometers—certainly
not in a very cost effective manner. The
system would make it possible to utilize
a suitable energy source anywhere, let us
say the California geothermal sources or
the Arizona-New Mexico deserts and
beam power into Florida or into Kansas,
into New York, or to South America.
Practically all these other system features
are an outgrowth of this basic char-
acteristic. It permits the establishment
of our integrated nuclear facility where
power generation, fuel processing and
storage of the dangerous plutonium 239,
as well as waste burial are combined in
one individual facility; no shipping of
the material over public highways. The
facility would be removed from populated
or ecologically sensitive areas.

By the same token, the freedom of
using energy sources anywhere en-
courages the use of national deserts for
solar power generation. There are large
energy reserves in the southern and
southwestern States with an enormous
amount of solar radiation energy. But
to get it and use it thousands of miles
away is a problem. It also facilitates the
use of geothermal and other primary
sources almost independent of location.

From a global point of view the same
criteria apply. There are the high
burdened areas and up North there are
vast regions where actually heat waste
producing powerplants, such as nuclear
powerplants, should preferably be
located; or where oil facilities could be
utilized directly on the spot here, in
Alaska, or in any other part of the coun-
try without the need to pipe it or ship
it to locations in a high burdened area
where it must be burned, adding to the
regions already significant ecological
burden.

So, in principle, then, we could use
our Alaskan oil on location, if we wanted
to, rather than go through all the agony
of piping and shipping—and I realize
that for this particular case the situa-
tion is a little late. But, in prineciple, if
we had other discoveries of a similar
type, rather than piping and shipping it,
we could transmit it into satellite com-
plexes. We could use nuclear power-
plants, our desert areas, our geothermal
scurces, and not only meet our own
energy requirements over large distances,
but also export it, and provide much
needed power to developing countries.

Electricity is an extremely useful form
of energy for developing countries.
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I sincerely hope that our immediate
future funding prospects will permit
Federal appropriations to be applied to
this worthwhile extension of energy de-
velopment and transmission as a step
toward solving the energy crisis that we
face.

Further, the implementation of sys-
tems of this nature represent an ideal
application of the Space Shuttle system.

There is one further point I would like
to make in closing and that has to do
with the personnel still working for the
space program. Although their numbers
will have dwindled from a peak work
force of roughly 410,000 in fiscal year
1965 to a new low of 126,000 personnel
by end fiscal year 1974, this tremendously
competent team of scientists, engineers,
technicians, clerks, and laborers, both
civil service and contract employees, still
continue to put forth their best efforts
for the space program. Despite drastic
cutbacks in funding, which have caused
major reductions-in-force and prospects
of further reductions, this truly out-
standing team continues to function
superbly. Surprisingly, in my visits to
NASA field installations and contractors’
plants I have found that although the
morale of the work force has been af-
fected by the cutbacks, there is absolutely
no evidence of sloppy workmanship or
“who cares” attitudes on the part of em-
ployees. This is a wonderful tribute to the
professionalism of the space team and I
think they are to be commended for their
diligence.

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us is an
austere measure in comparison to previ-
ous years and one that will set the pat-
tern for the future technological pro-
gress of the United States. I urge its
passage as presented by the Committee
on Science and Astronauties.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I do have further requests for time.

At this time, I yield such time as she
may consume to the gentlewoman from
New York (Ms. AszUc).

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to direct a couple of questions to the
chairman of the subcommittee, Mr.
Fuqua, which might clarify some of this
discussion.

I notice in reading the report, and as
indeed I recall our discussion of this
issue on the floor in the last session of
Congress on the appropriation, that the
Space Shuttle is planned to be used for
military purposes.

I am interested in the discussion of
costs, because although there may be an
overall decrease as between this authori-
zation and the one last year, we do have
a very substantial increase in the Space
Shuttle this year, from $200 million to
roughly $600 million. I would like to know
how much of that $600 million Space
Shuttle allocation will be used for mili-
tary purposes.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Of course, in
a major program such as the Shuttle,
costs will increase as you go into develop-
ing hardware and what-not.

Ms. ABZUG. I am well aware of that.
I know ultimately it will be costing the
American people upward of $20 billion. I
want to know how much of it is intended
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to be allocated for military purposes, and
whether it really belongs in a manned
space program designed to help the en-
vironment and to carry on biological re-
search and improvement of man’s and
woman's place on this Earth.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. At the moment
it is my understanding a number of
scientific experiments in Skylab are mili-
tary experiments, but it is my opinion
there is no one on Earth who can tell
you the division of money between what
the military might gain, Nearly every-
thing we learn in the civilian space pro-
gram contributes in some way to the
military. In the communications satellite
and the weather satellite programs, there
is no question that they have been of
untold benefit to the military. As other
things develop there is no question as
far as defense is concerned that there
will be a contribution. It seems to me
it follows that our experiments in space
will eventually produce results in the
military arena. We must be qualified at
least to participate in it if there is such
a need. I do not think that any human
being can separate the costs today as
between military and civilian activities.

Ms. ABZUG. You know, Mr. Chairman,
you and I may differ as to what the vatue
might be of experiments in space. I have
made my position clear in the past before
your committee and this House, and I
can understand unmanned space activi-
ties of a nonmilitary character, in order
to find out how we can improve life on
Earth, but I am not certain that we want
to get involved in the kind of conflagra-
tion in space that we have had—and that
we are having such great difficulty in
getting out of—on Earth.

I object to not getting any clarification
as to how much of this is really intended
to be a commitment to a new form of
military program that will possibly result
not in an upward but rather a down-
ward direction for mankind.

If we are going to be committing a
great proportion of this project to mili-
tary use, perhaps it is in the wrong budg-
et. The Department of Defense budget
is the only budget in this country that
has not been slashed but is indeed being
increased. Perhaps if it is clearly stated
by this committee how much will be
committed to the military, then we might
move it to a more appropriate place and
evaluate it in the proper context.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I can say very
truthfully to the gentlewoman that there
is not one penny in that Space Shuttle
program that is committed to the mili-
tary. There is no question but our mili-
tary and civilian people cooperate in the
form of knowledge and information, but
as far as money is concerned, there is
not one penny in that budget committed
to the military in any way, form, or
fashion.

Ms. ABZUG. I do not know what your
present recollection is, Mr. Chairman, of
this, but as I recall our last debate in
1972 the opinion given or the statement
made in the “Mathematica” report on
the Space Shuttle system was that one-
quarter of its use would be military. Do
you have any figures with respect to what
percentage of the Space Shuttle pro-
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gram would be military in character as
against civilian in character?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I do not know
where that one-quarter business comes
from, but do you know the charter of
NASA and its law creating NASA speci-
fled that it will not be military and that
it will be committed to peace and to civil-
ian life? Where that one-fourth came
from I do not know.

Ms. ABZUG. It was the Mathematica
report that was presented in the hearings
last year before the committee which
estimated that one-fourth of its use
would be military in character. Air Force
Secretary Seamans testified at the same
time and said it could accommodate both
DOD and NASA, and I believe the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. TEAGUE) in writ-
ing about it in the April 1972 issue of
“Aerospace” said that “the Shuttle is be-
ing designed with careful attention to the
special requirements of the military
services.”

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

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, I might
point out that approximately 30 percent
of this expenditure is wrapped up in the
military, and the other 70 percent is in
NASA.

Ms. ABZUG. If the gentleman from
Texas will yield further, in other words,
what we are being asked to approve in
the authorization before us for the Space
Shuttle is the sum of $600 million of
which 30 pereent—or nearly $200 mil-
lion—would be for military purposes.

Mr. BELL, If the gentleman will yield
further, $500 million is authorized.

Ms. ABZUG. I know that there is a
figure of $500 million that is used.

Mr. BELL, If the gentlewoman will per-
mit me to continue——

Ms. ABZUG. I would prefer to complete
my answer before the gentleman con-
tinues.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
TEeAGUE) has control of the time.

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

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I would prefer
to let the gentlewoman from New York
finish, and I will continue to yield to
the gentlewoman.

Ms, ABZUG. I thank the gentleman for
vielding me the additional time.

Mr. Chairman, as I read the bill I see
that there is an authorization of some
$500 million for construction of the
Shuttle itself, and then for various Space
Shuttle facilities in various parts of the
country, an additional $67,200,000. So I
simply use the rough figures of $600 mil-
lion.

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I do believe that we
should recall one point, and that is that
we should look at the Space Shuttle pro-
gram as a step toward space travel so
that rather than discarding millions and
millions of dollars worth of vehicles that
we now dispose of in the atmosphere on
the way up, under the Space Shuttle pro-
gram we reuse vehicles.
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In addition to that, there is another
point that we should remember, and that
is the fact that we will have millions of
dollars invested in orbiting vehicles, and
through the Space Shuttle program
those vehicles can be repaired rather
than discarded, as they are now, and
thus not lose more and more millions of
dollars. I think that that is a very im-
portant part and parcel of the Space
Shuttle program, which makes it very
worth while,

Ms, ABZUG. If the gentleman from
Texas will yield further, I find it a very
interesting point, and a point that has
been stated over and over again, that we
can save money through the Space Shut-
tle program, but in addition to that we
have more serious problems. One of the
problems, it seems to me, is that we are
now not even clear as to how long a
duration in space it is possible for human
beings to endure. Our longest manned
experience thus far has been 14 days.
The Skylab is intended to bring that to
28 days, but we do not know now what
the results of the Skylab program will
be. Therefore it seems premature to em-
bark at this time on a Space Shuttle
project that will eventually cost many
billions of dollars—and that is even now
to be authorized at $600 million—that
would permit man to stay in space for
maybe 30 days or more at a time, when
we do not know whether that is viable.
And, all this comes at a time when we
desperately need the use of that money
here at home.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I would inquire if the gentleman irom
Michigan (Mr. CoNYERS) is seeking time?

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like time.

Mr, TEAGUE of Texas. How much
time would the gentleman from Michi-
gan desire?

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I would
desire as much time as I will consume.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will state
that the gentleman from Texas has 3
minutes remaining.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. The Chairman
has stated that I have 3 minutes remain-
ing. I would hope that we could finish the
debate before 3 o’clock, when we are to
recess.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS).

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time. It is very generous of the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Chairman and members of the
Committee, I must point out to the Mem-
bers that in the First District of Mich-
igan, and in the city of Detroit, we have
an unemployment rate of 8 percent. The
young people are unemployed to the ex-
tent of 33 percent so far, and school has
not as yet let out. We have libraries that
are being closed, that are going to be
short $1 million in Federal funds. We
have no health maintenance organiza-
tions. The Defroit Board of Education
runs a deficit of $40 million annually.
Our drug abuse programs are in disarray.
I want to ask where is our sense of prior-

16785

ities in this Congress? I am in favor of
Florida and Texas, I suppose, getting
their share of beneficial projects, but
when we have these programs that deal
with the dismantling of OEO, programs
for the poor, where are those who sup-
port some §3% billion being spent
through the Congress at record rate so
we can quit at 3 o'clock? I cannot sup-
port this legislation. If you represented
the First District of Michigan, or any
other major city, you might have some
problem squaring the lack of “prioritiz-
ing” that goes on in the Congress.

In addition, Mr. Chairman, the ques-
tion has been raised before about the
NASA tracking station in South Africa
where there exists one of the most vicious
racist apartheid situations in the world.
Can anybody throw any light on that
in the few minutes that we have re-
maining on this committee?

Mr. Chairman, I was asking a ques-
tion about the tracking station of NASA
in South Africa. Can the gentleman give
us any information on the apartheid
practices that have been a thorn in the
side of not only NASA but also of a
growing number of Members of Con-
gress and our citizenry at large?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Before NASA
was ever created, our Government en-
tered into a contract with the Govern-
ment of South Africa under something
called a Council for:

Mr. CONYERS. CSIR.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. CSIR. And
that contract is for 15 years. It will be
up in 2 years. I offered to make a trip
down there with the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RancerL). I do not ap-
prove of their actions, but in our con-
tract we agreed with them that if they
would furnish the personnel, we would
furnish the equipment. As I understand,
that is the way it is.

Mr. CONYERS. What about the
apartheid situation? That is what I want
to find out about.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Someone here
has the exact figures on the number of
whites.

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

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. The Chair
would be glad to discuss this with the
gentleman from Michigan when we have
some time.

Mr. CONYERS. When we have some
time? After this bill is passed?

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. PARRIS).

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Chairman, listening
to the remarks of some of the Members
of the House on this bill, it seems to me
we are putting the emphasis on the more
esoteric—perhaps “dramatic” is a better
word—aspects of the space program to
the derogation of the balance of the pur-
pose of this legislation. I would remind
the Members that the name of this bill
and the name of this agency is the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Agency;
$180 million of direct domestic aero-
nautic research is included in and will
be authorized by this proposal. The
United States is and has been historically
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the leader in the development, construc-
tion and international sale of aircraft for
commercial transportation purposes, an
activity that represented benefits in the
U.S. balance-of-trade deficits last year of
well in excess of $3.4 billion. Included in
this bill are questions of airport conges-
tion and safety, and if I were a Member
from a metropolitan area of this Nation,
I would be concerned with and support-
ing the retrofit program for the JT-
3D engines. I would be concerned about
the other noise abatement proposals that
are included in the aeronautical portions
of this bill. I would be concerned about
the two-stage instrument-approach pro-
cedures in this Nation and for the re-
search on this subject that is included in
the bill and the wake turbulence effect
research efforts, a phenomenon that
killed a Member of this House and over
100 others in a crash in the Chicago area
last year.

I would suggest to the Members that a
midair collision will certainly ruin their
lunch hour, so let us think about that
when we consider this legislation.

Airport congestion, air traffic safety,
noise abatement from aircraft move-
ments, and basic and applied aeronautics
research is a fundamental portion of
NASA activities.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation as reported by the committee.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of HR. 75628. I agree
with the distinguished chairman of the
Subcommittee on Aeronautics and Space
Technology, Mr. HEcHLER of West Vir-
ginia, that we have examined this budget
request very carefully. It is neither light-
1y nor easually that we recommend the
small increases described in our report
and in the chairman’s statement. Today
I would add my views on one of the spe-
cific increases in aeronautical research
and development.

We as a nation are getting ourselves
into future trouble by continuing fo cut
back or terminate vital aviation pro-
grams. The quiet, experimental STOL
aircraft—or QUESTOL as it is known—
is one such program.

The QUESTOL experimental airplane
program is of crucial importance to the
future of the U.S. aerospace industry. It
was reviewed and approved by Congress
last year. Fiscal year 1973 funds were
authorized and appropriated and later
impounded by OME. Finally, this year,
the program was terminated. The need
for this aeronautical research continues,
however, and the timing of it becomes
more critical. Technology developed
through QUESTOL flight testing will
make significant contributions to the
solution of at least three major problems
now facing this country.

This year's NASA-OMB action in ter-
minating the QUESTOL program can
only work against our national interest
by causing delays in the availability of a
quiet, short-haul transportation system.
Such a delay raises the distinct pos-
sibility that foreign aircraft could be
purchased to meet the very evident U.S.
need for this type of aircraft.

Foreien aerospace competition is
threatening to seriously challenge the
U.S. industry that is now making a posi-
tive contribution to the balance of trade.
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For the first time in 93 years, the U.S.
surplus in international trade turned into
a deficit in 1968 and the balance of pay-
ments has continued to worsen since
then. In the early “jet-age” years, 1960
through 1966, the aerospace net contri-
bution averaged approximately $1.5 bil-
lion per year. From 1966 this has in-
creased by 22 percent per year through
1971 to a high of $3.8 billion. During the
same period the U.S. total trade balance
declined to a deficit of $2.1 billion. The
results for 1972 are even more startling.
While the aerospace net trade balance
declined only slightly at $3.4 billion, the
total U.S. trade deficit declined to $6.4
billion. U.8. trade registered its best gains
in 18 months in March, showing a defi-
cit of only $53 million as exports hit a
record figure, while imports declined.
The February deficit was $476 million.
Aerospace exports were a major contrib-
utor to this March record. If this favor-
able aerospace contribution is to con-
tinue we must address the research areas
that the foreign competition seems to be
concentrating on—the quiet, short-haul
segment of the air transportation system.
Foreign aerospace companies, with sub-
stantial Government support, have been
developing new commercial transports
to meet near term requirements. All of
these projects are Government financed,
with the backing ranging from 65 to 100
percent; the average backing is at about
80 percent. This policy by foreign gov-
ernments represents a new and formid-
able competitive situation for the United
States and indicates the magnitude of
the foreign desire to break into the world
market for commercial transports. A
number of international consortia have
been formed to develop new airplanes
for the short-haul transportation mar-
ket. If the U.S. airlines are to avoid im-
porting their future short-haul air trans-
ports, the United States must develop
the technology, so that U.S. manufac-
turers can invest their funds in the de-
velopment and production of commer-
cial aircraft.

It was interesting to me to note what
some domestic air carrier personnel had
to say regarding foreign competition and
our balance-of-payments situation. Mr.
Robert Six, president of Continental Air-
lines, stated:

This program must go forward not only to
eventually keep our balance of payments at
an even level, but to further develop a
proposed short-haul transport which 1is
needed in this counrty.

And Edward E. Carlson, president of
United Airlines, had this to say:

At United, we believe that a strong trans-
portation system is crueclal to this Nation's
economic health.

It is obvious that the demand for air
transportation in the United States and
around the world is continuing to grow
rapidly. Predictions for future growth
vary, but the upward trend is expected
to continue and reach about 500 million
air passengers in the United States alone
by the mid-1980's. Many of our major
airports have already reached their sat-
uration points and have no room to grow.
The result is congestion which jeopar-
dizes economic growth and adds sharply
to costs—from the cost to airlines of de-
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lay and increased burning of fuel while
waiting to takeoff and land to the air
passenger cost in wasted time and his
growing impatience. QUESTOL research
will provide the technology to produce
a new short-haul airplane that can land
and take off from shorter runways. This
would provide the alternative of using
existing shorter runways of airports cur-
rently used by scheduled airlines or add-
ing new short runways in space available
within the confines of the major hub air-
ports. This would require a new short-
haul system that could operate on a non-
interference basis with the existing
long-haul system. The experimental
QUESTOL airplane program will provide
techniques to introduce a routine and
safe short-haul transportation system.
QUESTOL research is required to build
the technology base in the low-speed
regime to the point at which industry
can proceed with confidence in designing
an economical, environmentally accepta-
ble, short-haul airplane.

Again I would like to quote from two
airline executives who must daily face
congestion problems at our major air-
ports.

Mr. Harding Lawrence, president of
Braniff, painted the picture this way:

The aviation Industry in this country is
facing a growing congestion problem. There
is no ready solution at this fime. Even with
the Iintroduction of the current series of
larger alrcraft, the problem continues to
grow. A new short-haul air transportation
system could be a reasonable answer in this
area. To do this we must develop the tech-
nology required to design an efficient air-
craft for such a system. It appears to me
that the NASA program provides a sound
basis for a competent technical investiga-
tion of all key areas needing solution. . . .
I request that you and your Committee put
forth all possible efforts to achleve timely
funding for QUESTOL.

And Mr. Carlson, of United, put it this
way:

In the overall scheme of a strong, efliclent,
air transportation system, which includes
transporting the traveler from the major
hubs to out-lying areas, we feel that dur-
ing the next decade a short take-off and
landing aireraft will be a key element in
improving the productivity of the small car-
riers—a plus for the small city customer—
as well as alleviating current (congestion)
pressures on such major terminals as Chi-
cago and New York where service will suffer
if means are not devised to redistribute some
of the air traffic there.

Our environmental health vis-a-vis
increased air transportation must also
receive continuing consideration. Noise
and air pollution are growing to the
point where they are becoming unbear-
able. Increased land requirements for
more runways are receiving strong pub-
lic protest. QUESTOL research will ad-
dress each of these adverse environ-
mental problems. To solve the noise prob-
lem effectively, an airframe and quiet
engine must be combined in a single re-
search airplane. QUESTOL does this. It
is impossible to arrive at the most eco-
nomic balance between flight path tech-
niques and engine silencing on individual
bases. Detailed design guidance is re-
quired to effectively assess the trade-
offs between reduction of noise by flizht
path techniques and by application of
acoustic treatment to the engine, QUES-
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TOL flight testing will also provide vital
information in the areas of runway per-
formance, flight path control precision,
touchdown dispersion, air traffic control
interface requirements, terminal area
navigation, new avionic requirements,
and many other variables associated with
a new acceptable short-haul system.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, the Air
Force advanced medium STOL proto-
type program, which some say-can do the
job of QUESTOL, is centered around
specific point design airplanes for the
military requirement and correctly pro-
vides for a relatively narrow range of
research, The AMST, however, does not
address the very important guestion of
noise, nor is it directed toward defining
civil certification criteria, both of which
are points of vital concern in the de-
velopment of a ecivil airliner. QUESTOL
is the only planned program that pro-
vides for the orderly development of
technelogy required to support eivil avia-
tion needs. This QUESTOL research is
clearly a NASA responsibility as estab-
lished by the National Aeronautics and
Space Act of 1958, and I hope that my
colleagues will see fit to support the par-
tial restoration of funding for it in this
authorization bill before us today.

Mr. MILFORD. Mr. Chairman, I have
heard statements on the floor today in-
sisting that the money, currently being
considered for authorization under this
bill could be better spent on highway
safety. I have listened as my colleagues
have argued that more benefit would re-
sult from putting the money directly
into solving the problems of the big cities.
These arguments fall short, and refiect a
lack of background thiousght and investi-
gation.

I would like to address myself, as a
scientist and aviation consultant, to
these concepts.

First, I submit that we are today, right
this very minute, saving more lives from
the spin-off technology from seemingly
unrelated NASA activities than we eould
hope to save by throwing this relatively
meager amount of money directly into
roadbuilding, highways, urban improve-
ment, or almost any other activity.

NASA technology has developed design
techniques for spacecraft that have been
incorporated into automobiles in ways
that would never have been conceived by
the automobile industry, and our cars are
safer because of NASA research,

NASA has developed testing tech-
niques which have resulted in improved
automobile tire safety. There is less tire
failure because of NASA research. The
automobile tire industry could never have
afforded to develop these techniques.
Antiskid devices designed for spacecraft
stability have been applied to trucks.
Here is another direct contribution to
highway safety.

In my district in Texas countless lives
have been saved in the city of Lewisville
because of NASA research. One of those
lives is one of my staff assistants who
lived in Denton, Tex. His drive to and
from work every day took him through
Lewisville on Interstate Highway 35-E.
This particular section of this highway
was a major accident problem. The curve
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and slope of the highway caused it to be
slick and highly dangerous during any
kind of precipitation. NASA research, in
its efforts to stop aircraft “planing” or
skidding at high speeds on wet runways
developed a pavement grooving tech-
nigue that eased this problem. This tech-
nique was applied to the Lewisville sec-
tion of I-35 and resulted in my staff
member being able to control a dangerous
high-speed skid rather than lose control
on wet pavement. This is direct, produc-
tive, and valuable use of that often mis-
understood term, “space research.”

Another case: NASA-developed com-
puter techniques—NASTRAN—is cur-
rently being used by the Ford Motor Co.
in predicting the performance of steer-
ing linkages and other components of its
1973 line of light trucks.

By incorporating NASTRAN predic-
tions into its design process, Ford’s ad-
vanced analytical technology depart-
ment reported a 60-percent improvement
in predicting the behavior of compo-
nents under stress and a time saving
of two-thirds in achieving such calcula-
tions.

Design engineers predict the com-
puter program will be particularly effec-
tive in solving design problems related to
reducing high-speed vibrations and de-
signing various suspension components.
Again, Mr. Chairman, I submit that
these are design concepts that would not
have been available today without NASA
technology. Again, we are involved in
saving lives.

Additional developments in an energy
absorber to be used at dangerous impact
points in highways has been developed
as a spinoff of space technology. The
“frangible tube energy absorber” has
possible commercial application in auto-
mobile bumpers, elevator shock absorb-
ers, truck trailer support, and highway
guardrails. NASA has granted to the
University of Denver the exclusive rights
for a T-year period to make, use, and sell
the invention for three specific uses:
trailer support wheel structures, pas-
senger automobile bumpers, and eleva-
tors.

The Department of Transoortation has
under consideration the use of this in-
vention on highway guard rails. This de-
vice is an energy absorber made of hard
metal alloy which is pressed against a
suitably shaped die by a downward force
causing the tube to shatter, and thereby
absorb shock.

There are many more examples of in-
creased transportation safety in all areas
of vehicle movement, but I want to use
the rest of my time to address urban
problems.

NASA research has resulted in tech-
niques that can prevent minor school dis-
turbances from becoming major ones. An
alarm system that shows a potential for
keeping small school disorders from be-
coming big ones and a computer that
keeps attendance rscords have been de-
veloped by the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration Jet Propulsion
Lab. Both are a part of NASA Office of
Advance Research and Technology.

NASA technology is now assisting cit-
ies in collecting samples of air pollution
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which will enable the cities to work to-
ward solutions of their air pollution
problems. All of the residents of urban
areas—and all Americans—depend on
our farming industry for food. NASA re-
search has developed techniques for ear-
ly detection of crop damage—corn blight,
for example—that will eventually aid in
reducing the cost of food and will in-
sure that we maintain an ample food
supply.

Mr. Chairman, I shall conclude my re-
marks by saying that the spinoff of
space technology covers almost every
technological aspect of every day life,
from the housewife cooking in a nonstick
skillet to the development of a linear
induction mass transit system.

Space has been our best salesman
abroad. It has demonstrated our capa-
bilities, our good will, and enhanced U.S.
prestige throughout the world.

The transfer of new knowledge de-
rived from space exploration continues
both by intent and coincidence. The
fhossibilities exceed our ability to predict

em.

The manned space center in Houston
is currently correlating all these various
spinoff products into a meaningful use-
ful single point. From this, they hope to
work with the cities, counties, and agen-
cies in implementing these spinoff prod-
ucts and concepts to reduce the problems
of mankind.

Mr. Chairman, my own research has
turned up a list of 40 space-developed
technology advances which have a place
in the life of every American. I would
like to have this list placed in the REec-
ORD.

The list follows:

1. Alrcraft engine noise abatement re-
search advances.

2. Devices used to reduce high school dis-
orders.

3. Advances in pollution sampling.

4, Smog detection and evaluation.

5, Laser monitor of basic ocean
source—plankton.

6. Corn blight detection.

7. Ultra thin, inconspicuous light plates
for homes.

8. Reliable starting systems for chaln saws.

9. Spray-on life system sensors.

10. Advances in ordinary battery life.

11, Advances In surveying to determine
exact property lines.

12, Infra-red optical equipment to check
tire safety.

13. Structural analysis computer program
which is alding auto manufacturers in car
design—architects’ deslgn of skyscrapers—
analysis of bridge suspension units—assist
in designing steering linkages of American
autos.

14, Advances in time-measurement pro-
duce low-cost, extremely accurate digital
clocks for home and industry.

15. Bimple, accurate and easy-to-use de-
vice to map individual vislon patterns and
test eyes.

16. Devices for eye surgery that can sim-
plify removal of cataracts of the eyes—a very
common disease of older Americans.

17. Advances in wheel chair motorization
end design.

18. Movies made possible of the beating
heart of a cardlac patient.

19. New clothing protection alds in fire-
proofing children’s pajamas and other types

of clothing.
20. Device that sounds alarm in nurses'
station when infants breathing stops.

food
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21. Multiple advances in fire-safety in
home building.

22. Compact 1lift station that has been
edapted for sewage plant usage—advance
NASA technology.

23. Solid and liguid waste disposal ad-
vances—great aid to over-burdened cities.

24, Water reclamation advances.

25. Great advances in underwater gear.

26. Energy absorber used on highway inter-
sections to break high speed impact of divid-
ers, etc.

27. International live TV coverage of
*“sports”—Olympic games.

28. Fireproof clothing for firemen.

29. Warmer “hunting” underwear.

30. Light-weight hunting rifle stocks—ad-
vances in plastics.

31, Thermal magic cooking pin—that cooks
meat with no other heat source.

32, Sportsman’s blanket that 1is light
welght—keeps heat In or out depending on
the need—also can be used as a tent.

33. High energy food sticks,

34. New design concepts that prevent auto
tires from hydro-planing on wet pavement.

356. Crop acreage control programs—help
reduce cost of food.

36. A new type of virtually indestructible
plpe for home usage.

87. Units that will detect shock early in
accldent victims—shock that is a major killer
in traumatic injury accidents.

38, Aerospace firms that are NASA re-
lated are using space technology to come up
with Mass Transit Vehicles that are easily
operable and non-peolluting.

39. Great advances in commercial aviation
safety resultant from NASA research.

40. Fire retardant paint for houses that
completely fire-proofs any wood.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, for 7 out
of the past 8 years the budget for the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration has declined. The budget pro-
posed for fiscal year 1974 by this com-
mittee is another year of decline. In tes-
timony before the full committee, under
the distinguished leadership of the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. TeacuE) and the
Subcommittee on Manned Space Flight,
NASA has stated that there was a de-
crease of $155.4 million from the amount
NASA had requested of the Office of
Management and Budget for Manned
Space Flight programs for fiscal year
1974. The reason I cite these facts is to
point out the continuing critical position
NASA finds itself in in accomplishing its
programs.

In testimony before your committee,
Dr. Fletcher, Administrator of NASA, has
clearly pointed out that a total budget of
$3.4 billion for NASA needs to be sus-
tained to assure a maximum gain from
the programs undertaken. You will note
that this budget is $300 million below
that level. In the area of manned space
flight alone, NASA's request falls shorf of
$155.4 million of the request made to
the Office of Management and Budget,
as I have already stated.

The outstandingly sucecessful Apollo
program has been concluded, and it made
major scientific and technological contri-
butions to this Nation and to the world.
It continues to benefit our Nation by pro-
viding hardware and technology that is
being utilized in the Skylab program and
will be utilized again in the Apollo-Soyuz
test program. The flight portion of Skylab
is now underway and will be concluded
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this year. It is expected that Skylab will
recover from its current problems. A sig-
nificant but slow start has been made in
developing a low-cost space transporta-
tion system, the Space Shuttle. The cur-
rent programs—sSkylab and Space Shut-
tle have both had major cuts before the
budget submission to the Congress. Sky-
lab was reduced in the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget review by $24.6 million,
and the Space Shuttle by $85 million.
Subsequent to this, following hearings
and consideration by the full committee
and the Subcommittee on Manned Space
Flight, a further reduction was made in
the Skylab program of $10 million. This
reduction was made because of the suc-
cessful management of that program—
successful to the point where the commit-
tee felt that this reduction could be made
with minimum risk to program perform-
ance. It is still expected that this will
be the case even with the current prob-
lems experienced in Skylab.

An increase of $3 million was made
in the area of space life sciences to as-
sure that the technology of space suit
development would be sustained to sup-
port currently authorized programs in
the years ahead.

Finally, $25 million was added to the
Space Shuttle program so that addi-
tional personnel could be added in the
subcontractor’s program at an early date
to help circumvent the typical problems
in advanced development programs that
normally arise and add assurance of
maintaining or improving the planned
total cost, performance, and schedule in
the Shuttle program.

The remainder of the manned space
flight portion of the NASA authoriza-
tion is as requested by NASA.

The committee feels that it is a mini-
mum program, which if not adequately
supported will not only decrease the
benefits derived from our space efforts
but will seriously erode the space tech-
nology base necessary to the well-being
of all the citizens of this Nation in the
years ahead.

It is significant to note that the entire
manned space flight effort for fiseal year
1974 as recommended by your committee
would be $174.4 million less than funds
authorized in fiscal year 1973, and $107.2
million less than the operating plan be-
ing utilized by NASA for the remainder
of fiscal year 1973.

I would like to second the remarks of
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Science and Astronautics by
reiterating that our national well-being
is closely tied to an expanding technol-
ogy, and that our national space program
is in the forefront of providing that
technology. It is time to stop the de-
cline in funding in our national space
program because of its significant con-
tributions to the Nation. I commend to
my colleagues on hoth sides of the aisle
the authorization recommended in this
bill by your committee.

I am including in my remarks a table
summarizing the actions taken by the
committee in the manned space flight
portion of the budget.
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[ thousands of dollars]

Subcommittes
recommen=
dation

Fiscal year
1974 budget

Budget line item request

$555, 500

0.0

(199, 200)
(19,000)

(13,500)

Space Shuttle_ .. ocoeeeennn- 475, 000
Advanced missions._..._._.___ 1,500

Total R. & D

Construction of facilities
Research and program manage-

Space flight operations. .......

Skylab

Apollo/Soyuz test project. .

Development test and mis-
sion operations. .. 3

Space life sciences....
ission systems and
tegrationllUi0 C T Sed

$548, 500

(223, 800)
(90, 000)

199, 200
{m. uon;
(13, 500)

500, 000

1,500

1, 050, 000
66,285

332, 468

1,450 753

332, 468
1,432,753

Manned space flight total

Mr. Chairman, the Subcommittee on
Manned Space Flight held a month of
intensive hearings in Washington and in
addition held hearings in the field to
fully examine the manned space flight
portion of the NASA budget. Testimony
was taken from NASA management, in-
dustry, the Air Force, and citizens groups
relative to manned space flight. You will
note from the summary that the com-
mittee recommends only three changes to
the NASA budget request for manned
space flight for fiscal year 1974. They
are:

Skylab—a reduction of $10 million;

Space life sciences—an increase of 33
million; and

Space Shuttle—an increase of $25 mil-
lion.

To place these changes recommended
by your committee in perspective it
should be noted that:

The NASA manned space flight re-
search and development request for fiscal
yvear 1974 is $174.4 million less than the
funds authorized for fiscal year 1973.

The NASA manned space flight re-
search and development request for fiscal
year 1974 is $107.2 million less than the
operating plan for the remainder of fis-
cal year 1973, and

No funds are included in the fiscal year
1974 budget for Apollo which will have
been concluded.

In examining the budget request sub-
mitted by NASA it is clear that this budg-
et has been reduced to a level which
severely limits NASA program opportuni-
ties. This level of effort also assumes
that success will be achieved with little
or no development program problems.
Such a posture could easily lead to higher
program costs in future years when the
typical problems of space development
work are encountered.

Notwithstanding these considerations,
the committee felt that the need for
restraint in budgeting also was essen-
tial. Therefore, the following program
amounts are recommended:

SPACE FLIGHT OPERATIONS

NASA requested $555,500,000 for space
flight operations in fiscal year 1974. Of
the five areas within this line item, your
committee made two changes as fol-
lows:
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SKYLAB

On May 14, 1973 Skylab was launched
with three visits planned during the bal-
ance of the year. The success of NASA
Skylab management has given confi-
dence to their projections of costs. Based
on this confidence it appears that a re-
duction of $10 million in the Skylab
program will not adversely affect total
program cost, performance or schedule.
The committee notes that this reduc-
tion reflects a “success-postured” pro-
gram, but believes that past NASA
performance in the Skylab justifies this
confidence even with the current prob-
lems. Therefore, the committee recom-
mends a total of $223,800,000 for Skylab
for fiscal year 1974, a reduction of $10
million from the NASA request.

SPACE LIFE SCIENCES

NASA requested $19 million for space
life sciences for fiscal year 1974. In re-
viewing this item it was found that the
industrial team which provides space
suits will shortly be dispersed. There
continues a need to assure that space
suit requirements for the shuttle are met.
Both continuity of know-how and ulti-
mate total costs were considered by your
committee. The need for both inter-
vehicle and extravehicle suits which
minimize custom sizing for each indi-
vidual are called for. Improvement in
hand mobility and glove “feel” will be
required in suits used in shuttle opera-
tions. The committee recommends the
addition of $3 million to space life sci-
ences for continued space suit develop-
ment in fiscal year 1974 bringing the
total to $22 million. By this action the
continuity of skills in this highly special-
ized area can be maintained while needed
improvements in space suits are con-
tinued.

SPACE SHUTTLE

NASA requested $475 million for the
Space Shuttle in fiscal year 1974. As has
been brought out in testimony before
the committee, the Space Shuttle pro-
gram buildup has been constrained by
tight cost ceilings in fiscal year 1973.
This has resulted in a slower manpower
buildup in the orbiter contractor’s work
force and has delayed the buildup of
subecontractor manpower. An increase of
$25 million for the Space Shuttle pro-
gram in fiscal year 1974 will provide a
more effective program implementation
and increased confidence in attaining the
key program milestones of first horizon-
tal flight in 1976 and the first manned
orbital flight in 1978.

This additional funding would be uti-
lized to increase the program effort in
critical avionics activities in support of
the first horizontal flight, and increase
manpower on design and development
tasks for four major subcontracts that
have just been awarded. These subcon-
tracts were for the orbiter wing, tail,
mid-fuselage, and the orbital maneuver-
ing system pods. The manpower levels
for thermal protection system subecon-
tracts to be awarded this quarter would
also be increased to insure that the total
program effort can build up effectively
and help attain the schedule NASA has
already had to slip 9 months because
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of severe funding restrictions in fiscal
years 1973 and 1974.

In summary, the net effect of this ad-
dition of $25,000,000 to the Shuttle pro-
gram should add confidence to meeting
schedules and to holding total program
costs at or below the current projection.
Therefore, your committee recommends
$500,000,000 for the Shuttle program for
fiscal year 1974.

As indicated there are other areas of
research and development in the manned
space flight portion of the NASA author-
ization which merit increased funding;
however, it was the judgment of your
committee that in the context of fiscal
responsibility that NASA manned space
flight programs must accept a level of
funding which does not allow for unfore-
seen development problems and creates
a higher risk of increased total program
costs.

With this in mind, the committee
recommends a total of $1,050,000,000 for
research and development for manned
space flight in fiscal year 1974, which is
$107,200,000 less than the operating plan
for the remainder of fiscal year 1973.

CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES

NASA has requested $68,285,000 for
construction in support of manned space
flight activities, excluding facility plan-
ning and design, minor construction and
rehabilitation and modification work at
the field centers programed as part of
agencywide project proposals.

Of the $68.3 million basic construction
request, $67,200,000 is proposed for nine
projects directly in support of the Space
Shuttle program. Eight of these projects
are for the modification of existing fa-
cilities totaling $39.0 million and one
is for the construction of the orbiter
landing facilities at an estimated cost
of $28.2 million at the Kennedy Space
Center.

In general, the construction require-
ments for the shuttle in fiscal year 1974
consist of:

Research and development facilities—
$19,490,000, for modifications to existing
facilities at the White Sands Test Facil-
ity, N. Mex.; the Johnson Space Center,
Clearlake, Tex.; the Mississippi Test
Facility, Bay St. Louis, Miss.; and the
Marshall Space Flight Center, Hunts-
ville, Ala.

Manufacturing and final assembly
facilities—$19,510,000, for modifications
to existing facilities at the NASA Indus-
trial Plant, Downey, Calif.; the Air Force
Plant No. 42, Palmdale, Calif.; and the
Michoud Assembly Facility in New
Orleans.

Launch and landing facilities—$28,-
200,000, for the construction of the or-
biter landing facilities at the Kennedy
Space Center, Fla.

The latter project is the first new fa-
cility to be constructed in support of the
Shuttle. Thus far in the program, NASA
has made maximum use of existing
facilities to meet the Shuttle needs
in accordance with the strong position
taken by the committee in this regard
3 years ago.

The one non-Shuttle-related facility
included in the fiscal year 1974 request is
$1,085,000 for the modification to the
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power system at the Slidell Computer
Complex, Slidell, La., to provide redun-
dant uninterruptible power for the op-
eration of critical computer equipment.
Annual losses due to power outages have
ranged from $140,000 to $315,000. The
proposed medification will minimize
losses of this nature.

The committee has reviewed the fiscal
year 1974 construction request in detail,
not only on the basis of testimony re-
ceived, but through staff conferences and
onsite analyses in the field. All construc-
tion in support of the Space Shuttle is
time-sensitive to the development effort
and must be started in fiscal year 1974
to meet the program milestones, The one
non-Shuttle-related project is badly
needed to reduce computer downtime and
eliminate unnecessary operating costs.

The committee recommends that the
fiscal year 1974 construction request of
$68,285,000 in support of manned space
flight activities be approved.

RESEARCH AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

The fiscal year 1974 request for re-
search and program management for
manned space flight activities totals
$332,468,000 or 47 percent of the total
NASA request. These funds are required
to provide the civil service manpower
necessary for inhouse research, planning,
management and support of the ongoing
research and development effort, as
well as the costs of operating, maintain-
ing and supporting the three manned
space flight field centers and their satel-
lite installations.

Included in the amount under consid-
eration is the estimated costs of salaries,
maintenance and operating expense for
the Kennedy Space Center—including
support for the NASA element at the
Western Test Range—$90.4 million: the
Johnson Space Center—including the
White Sands Test Facility—$109.2 mil-
lion; the Marshall Space Flight Center—
including the Mississippi Test Facility,
the Michoud Assembly Facility, and the
Slidell Computer Complex—$132.9 mil-
lion.

This year’s request is $20 million less
than funded for fiscal year 1972 and $4.2
million less than included in the current
fiscal year 1973 budget operating plan for
manned space flight.

Personnel compensation and benefits
constitute 74.2 percent of the fiscal year
1974 Research and Program Manage-
ment request for manned space flight. In
this connection it should be noted that
the civil service strength at the manned
space flight centers will be further re-
duced by 825 permanent positions during
fiscal year 1974. This will result in a
strength of 10,525 personnel at the end
of fiscal year 1974, a reduction of 2,080
personnel, or 16.5 percent since fiscal
year 1971,

With regard to the personnel situation
at the manned space flight centers, the
committee continues to be concerned
with the declining input of young en-
gineers and scientists into the space pro-
gram. Although the scientific and engi-
neering element of the workforce re-
mains relatively stable at about 52 per-
cent at the three field centers, the aver-
age age of the scientist and engineer
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continues to increase about one year per
year, indicating that efforts to attract
younger professionals have not been ade-
quate.

The combination of a declining space
budget, an unbroken series of annual re-
ductions-in-force in recent years, con-
ducted under regulations which penalize
less senior personnel, and employment
restrictions curtailing recruitment, has
depleted the junior professional ranks.
According to testimony received, the lat-
est college recruiting figures on a NASA-
wide basis show that from a peak input
of 965 which occurred in 1966, recruit-
ment fell to 56 in fiscal year 1972 and
rose only to 118 for the first half of fiscal
year 1973.

The committee has adopted a strong
position in again urging NASA to take
more positive action toward building up
the junior professional work force
throughout the agency.

The committee has reviewed each of
the functional categories of expense in-
cluded in the manned space flight re-
search and program management re-
quest, not only in testimony, but through
onsite analyses at the field centers. Au-
thorization being requested for fiscal
year 1974 is less than that enacted in
fiscal year 1973, not only for personnel
compensation and benefits, but also for
the other accounts—travel, facilities

services, technical services and adminis-
trative support.

The committee considers that the
manned space flight research and pro-
gram management program for fiscal
year 1974 is austere and recommends ap-
proval of the $332,468,000 requested for

these purposes.
SUMMARY

In summary the committee has made
adjustments in the manned space flight
portion of the fiscal year 1974 redquest,
and recommends that the committee ap-
prove for authorization a total of $1,450,~
753,000 consisting of: $1,050,000,000 for
research and development; $68,285,000
for construction of facilities; and $332,-
468,000 for research and program man-
agement.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. It is
really great to have our distinguished
chairman (Mr. TeacUE of Texas) here on
the floor after leaving the hospital in
order to handle this bill. Through
“Tiger's” leadership, the Committee on
Science and Astronautics has rigorously
examined the budget request. The Sub-
committee on Aeronautics and Space De-
velopment which I have the honor to
chair, voted an increase of $34,500,000
for a total of $715,066,000, as compared
with the budget request of $680,560,000
in our area. This does not include $25,-
000,000 of fiscal year 1973 funds which
were impounded in the aeronautical
R. & D. area and held for application
during fiscal year 1974.

The continuing decline in NASA's total
budget from its high point in 1965 has
led to drastic cutbacks and terminations.
Some of these actions have seriously im-
paired and disrupted efforts to solve
problems which have been identified as
critical by the Congress, Government
agencies, and individual citizens.
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PRIOR YEAR BUDGETS

The fiscal year 1974 NASA total re-
quest of $3.016 billion must be compared
with the amounts appropriated in pre-
vious years.

Fiscal year:

A high of $5.250 billion was appro-
priated for fiscal year 1965.

Industry employment on NASA pro-
grams topped out at 376,000 in June 1965
and will have declined to 103,380 by June
1973. There is a comparable decline of
NASA employees: 33,200 in June 1965 to
26,850 by June 1973. The decrease in
employment—NASA and industry—
amounts to 279,670 people, or 68.3 per-
cent since June 1965.

The committee strongly believes that
the fiscal year 1971 and 1972 levels of
about $3.3 billion should have been the
“bottom out” point in NASA’s budget
decline. Going below that amount has led
to the termination or cutback of
numerous programs important to solving
such major national problems as these:

Alleviating aircraft noise;

Maintaining our competitive position
in aerospace exports;

Achieving a low cost space transporta-
tion capability on an optimum schedule:

Reducing airport congestion and in-
creasing aviation safety; and

Expanding our applications capa-
bility in space—earth resources, commu-
nications, navigation, and so forth.

AIRCRAFT NOISE

Every Member of the House knows that
air traffic congestion in terminal areas
has led to potentially unsafe flying con-
ditions, long irritating delays for travel-
ers, and higher costs for all concerned.
For millions of citizens, sleepless nights
and day after day of pounding aircraft
noise have become a dreadful way of life.
Solutions to these problems cannot be
postponed to some indefinite future. The
time must be now.

During the debate last year on the
NASA authorization, I described how our
committee had held extensive hearings
on the results of a 2%-year joint study
by the Department of Transportation
and NASA—commonly called the CARD
study.

A major conclusion of that study was
that aircraft noise is the No. 1
probleni in civil aviation. Two other
major problems pinpointed in the study
were terminal congestion and the lack of
a short haul air transportation system.

In its September 1972 comprehensive
report, “Civil Aviation Research and De-
velopment: Policies, Programs and Prob-
lems,” the committee agreed with the
CARD conclusions on noise abatement,
congestion and safety, and short haul
transportation. The committee strongly
urged expedited work to solve these prob-
lems and spelled out specific steps which
should be taken. Let me tell you about
these problems and describe what has
happened.

First, there is the aircraft noise prob-
lem for which an increase of $14 million
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is recommended in this budget request.
After the 1973 NASA budget was author-
ized and appropriated, the Office of
Management and Budget decided that it
knew better than the Congress about
the aircraft noise problem. NASA had
requested $9 million for a new noise pro-
gram for fiscal year 1973, but Congress
authorized and appropriated $30 million
to insure more rapid action to quiet the
engines of the current narrow-body
jets—DC-8, 707, 737, DC-9 and 727—with
what is called a new quiet front fan.
However, OMB and NASA reduced the
program for fiscal year 1973 to $21 mil-
lion. On top of that, OMB withheld $15.4
million and released only $5.6 million to
NASA,

In January of this year, OMB released
the remaining $15.4 million but limited
the program in such a way as to force
NASA to choose between the JT-3D
engine—DC-8 and T07—and the JT-8D—
727, 737, DC-9. NASA picked the JT-8D
powered aircraft because there are more
of them, they take off and land more
frequently and are expected to be around
longer. But this decision left the most
noisy aircraft—the four-engined DC-8
and T07T—free to hammer at our ears for
the next 10 or 15 years.

One other modification is being inves-
tigated: the FAA has expanded on some
earlier NASA research which is based on
putting sound absorbing materials inside
the covers of the engines, Tests show that
this method provides some relief but not
nearly to the extent of the new front fan
approach.

Based on testimony taken during the
hearings and extensive discussion, the
committee determined that the JT-3D
modification is technically feasible and a
substantial number of 4-engine jet air-
craft would be flying well into the 1980’s.
Therefore, it was concluded that to
achieve substantial aireraft noise reduc-
tions, reinstatement of the JT-3D part
of the program was warranted from tech-
nological and fleet-life points of view.

FLIGHT TESTING

In the initial submission of the fiscal
year 1974 budget request, the JT-8D pro-
gram allowed only for ground testing of
the three aircraft involved. Questioning
of a DOT witness led the committee to
the conclusion that the FAA would not
undertake a rulemaking process unless
flight testing was conducted. NASA has
also recognized this major defect in their
program and began working with Boeing
and Douglas in an effort to devise a pro-
gram which incorporates flight testing
but stays within the $40 million program
ceiling. The Congress should insist upon
the adoption of a program which would
quickly acquire the data necessary for the
FAA to take rulemaking action. Such a
program necessarily involves flight test-
ing at the earliest possible date and
prompt action thereafter by the FAA.

The committee voted to amend the
NASA request so that the increase of $14
million is reserved for the JT-3D refan
retrofit; additionally, the committee
voted to reserve $18 million currently in
the fiscal year 1974 NASA budget request
for the JT-8D for use only on that pro-
gram.
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QUESTOL

An increase of $20 million in aeronau-
tical R. & D. is recommended to reinstate
the quiet experimental short take-off and
landing—Questol—program. To help
solve the terminal area congestion and
safety problems, the CARD study recom-
mended, and the committee agreed, that
work should proceed on a new short haul
air transportation system. As part of this
work, the Questol program was approved
by the Congress in the fiscal year 1972
budget. Its purpose was to develop two
experimental flight vehicles to be used to
produce flight validated quiet-propul-
sive-lift technology. Subsequently it was
cut to one vehicle to lower program costs.
The data resulting from the program
was to be used as a foundation for de-
sign and certification criteria, noise regu-
lation, life-concept selection, and termi-
nal area operation.

The fiscal year 1973 program amount
approved by the Congress was $27,500,-
000: however, except for $500,000, the
funds were impounded by the OMB. In
November 1973, NASA was permitted to
select a contractor, Lockheed-Georgia.
Preliminary design work was accom-
plished with the $500,000. In January
1973, the program was terminated and
NASA was given instructions to work out
a cooperative arrangement with the Air
Force on the Advanced Medium STOL
Transport—AMST. The essential differ-
ence between the two programs is that
Questol was specifically planned with a
great deal of inherent research flexibility
directed toward the commercial market,
whereas the AMST prototypes to be pro-
duced by Boeing and Douglas are specific
point designs providing for a relatively
narrow range of research and develop-
ment directly related to a military re-
quirement.

The important role that QUESTOL was
to play in laying the groundwork for a
quiet short-haul air transportation sys-
tem is the basic reason for the commit-
tee’s decision to reinstate the program.
It was concluded that relying on the
military prototypes would substantially
limit the usefulness of research data and
drastically delay availability of informa-
tion necessary to permit the United
States to achieve a competitive position
in the quiet short haul field of aviation.

Aside from the foreign competitive as-
pects of this field which are severe, there
are urgent domestic reasons to proceed
with this technology. As noted earlier,
reducing aircraft noise and congestion
are important objectives in aviation.
Closely related to the problem of conges-
tion around air terminals is the subject
of safety and midair collision: a trans-
portation system based on QUESTOL and
other related work should reduce con-
gestion and provide for safer operations.

AVIATION SAFETY

While safety considerations are related
to the QUESTOL program, the commit-
tee believes that aviation safety must be
singled out for continuing attention by
the Congress and all parties concerned—
public and private. While noting that
NASA’s role in safety has been greatly
diminished and that the major part of
the Federal Government’s responsibilities
in aviation safety rest within the FAA,
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the committee urges NASA to seek out
every possible way to insure that its
capabilities are used in solving aviation
safety problems. The year 1972 saw a
disturbing rise in the number of sched-
uled carrier accidents and passenger
fatalities.
NUCLEAR RESEARCH

An increase of $10 million from $1
million to $11 million is recommended
for advanced nuclear power and propul-
sion research. The committee does not
agree with NASA’s and the AEC’s aban-
donment of nearly the entire field of nu-
clear power and propulsion for space. The
increase voted by the committee is de-
signed to permit the retention of a rela-
tively small nucleus of work with em-
phasis on various areas of advanced
technology. Another objective inherent
in the committee’s action is to emphasize
the transfer of appropriate results ac-
quired from the nearly $1,500,000,000
spent on nuclear power and propulsion
during the past decade or so.

There are important potential benefits
of broad concern to the Nation. Work
has been accomplished in the past which
potentially can be related to solution for
our serious energy problems. Among po-
tential applications are these:

One. Central power station topping
cycle power units;

Two. Oceanographic nuclear power
supplies;

Three. Compact mobile power genera-
tors for electric trains, buses, trucks,
autos;

Four, Utility peak load power genera-
tors—standby power systems; and

Five. Apartment building total energy
powerplants.

In later years the work could definitely
be applied to uses in space and would
greatly reduce the prospect of “lost R. &
D.” which will result from the currently
planned termination.

The $10 million would be generally al-
located to four research areas in the fol-
lowing priority:

First. Thermionies: numerous terres-
trial payoffs, space power, and electric
propulsion;

Second. Gas core reactors: new sources
of extremely high energy for the future:

Third. High temperature gas cooled
reactors: evaluate for process heat—coal
gasification, hydrogen generation, iron
ore reduction, et cetera; and

Fourth. Medium power nuclear elec-
tric: maintain technology base for poten-
tial applications: NASA, commercial,
DOD—electric power source in the 2-20
kilowatt range.

There is no other place in the Federal
Government or industry where much of
this research is being done. Complete
abandonment of the work, which is
relatively small, is very difficult to under-
stand—even in the present budget cli-
mate, For example, it is nearly certain
that any sensible energy research pro-
gram undertaken by this Nation would
involve a significant part of this con-
tinued program.

TRACKING NETWORK

A decrease of $10 million from $250
to $240 million is recommended for
tracking and data acquisition. The re-
duction in tracking and data acquisi-
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tion is primarily an action by the Com-
mittee to offset partially, some of the
high priority increases discussed above.
The decrease is not related to any specific
component of the tracking and data ac-
quisition program; however, a prelimi-
nary review suggests that declining utili-
zation of the manned space flight
network in coming years calls for very
close scrunity of the expenditures in this
area. Of particular concern is the level
of contractor staffing at a number of
stations.

Because of the drastically changed
nature of the workload planned for the
tracking and data acquisition networks
during the next 5 or 6 years, a thorough
and detailed review of the tracking and
data acquisition program is necessary
beyond that which has been carried dur-
ing the authorization hearings this year.

TECHNOLOGY UTILIZATION

An increase of $500,000 from $4 mil-
lion to $4,500,000 is recommended for
technology utilization. For many years
the committee has strongly supported
this program. This position has been
taken because of a firm belief in the
basic principle behind the technology
utilization program; scientific, techno-
logical and management knowledge ac-
quired with public funds should be made
available to the public sector for its
benefit as quickly and efficiently as
possible.

The $500,000 increase would be used
for the following purposes: $225,000 for
new technology dissemination to industry
and State and local governments through
Regional Dissemination Centers; and
$245,000 for technology applications in

supporting public sector requirements in

health care, environmental control,
transportation and public safety.

Mr. Chairman, members of the sub-
committee of both sides struggled with
the problem of increasing funds in the
inflation-prone economy we now live in.
Individually and collectively we weighed
the issues and concluded that measures
to attack the problems of aircraft noise,
safety, congestion, and technoelogy trans-
fer are urgent. The payoffs from the
relatively modest increase of $34.5 mil-
lion will be large.

More quietness near airports for mil-
lions of citizens.

Less air congestion and safer, more
economical operations.

Greater use of technology produced in
Government-funded programs in solving
civil problems.

I urge your support of the bill before
you today as a commmitment to solving
the problems which I have described for
you.

Mr. FLOWERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the bill H.R. 7528, the fiscal
year 1974 NASA authorization bill.

We have before us an annual author-
ization bill put together under very con-
strained budgetary conditions. The re-
quest for space included in the Presi-
dent’s budget this year totaled $3,016,-
000,000. This represents the lowest re-
quest for the national space effort sub-
mitted to the Congress since fiscal year
1962.

During the budgetary review process,
the NASA total requirements for fiscal
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year 1974 was reduced from a firm bal-
anced program of $3,540,400,000 by the
Office of Management and Budget to the
slightly over $3 billion budget submitted
to the Congress.

Further limitations on expenditures
for the current fiscal year 1973 were im-
posed upon NASA by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget by the withholding
of $345.5 million of the $3.4 billion appro-
priated by the Congress last year.

These stringent budget limitations for
fiscal years 1973 and 1974 have forced
the cancellation of the NERVA program
in which over a billion dollars has been
invested; the suspension of efforts on
the high energy astronomy observatory
program; the delay of the second Earth
resources technology satellite for 2 years;
a delay of 1 year on the TIROS N me-
teorological satellite; the phasing out of
NASA’'s work in experimental communi-
cations satellites; and the cancellation
of the follow-on advanced technology
satellite. With the exception of the
NERVA program, all of these cancella-
tions or deferrals are in the space ap-
plications program in which space tech-
nology is directly applied to the benefit
of man.

In addition to the curtailment of these
research and development efforts, budg-
etary restraints will cause a further re-
duction of 1,880 positions in the NASA
civil service complement and the closing
of the Plum Brook Station in Ohio.
These personnel reductions will lower
the NASA strength to 24,970 personnel
by the end of fiscal year 1974, which is
the lowest strength since June 1962.
Coupled with this will be further reduc-
tions in contractor employment on
NASA programs. The number of per-
sonnel working on NASA contracts is
estimated to reach a new low of slightly
over 100,000 personnel by the end of
fiscal year 1974, the lowest rate of con-
tract employment on space activities
since June 1961.

These continuing drastic cutbacks in
personnel are having a serious impact
on local communities throughout the
country. For example, at the Marshall
Space Flight Center located in Hunts-
ville, Ala., a reduction-in-force of 650
civil service personnel will be required
during fiscal year 1974 as a result of
fiscal constraints representing a cut of
over 10 percent in the work force. This,
coupled with a reduction of 1,088 in con-
tract service support employees, will
cause undue economic hardships on the
local community. This is only one com-
munity affected by the cutbacks in the
space effort. When you add to this the
impacts in hundreds of other communi-
ties throughout the Nation it is readily
discernible that the national economy
will experience further downturns, a
trend which must be halted!

The Congress was informed 2 years
ago that the NASA budget had leveled
out at about $3.3 billion. Last year the
Congress approved the President's re-
quest of $3.4 billion, encompassing a pro-
gram which, according to testimony,
was planned and configured so as not to
require any increases in future NASA
budgets above the $3.4 billion level, ex-
cept as necessary to meet the effects of
inflation. This stabilization of the an-
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nual level of effort was well received by
most of us who are associated with an-
nual space legislation, since pertuba-
tions in space spending cause increased
costs in meeting program objectives and
create obstacles in managing dynamic
research programs of this nature. The
reduction in planned fiscal year 1974 ex-
penditures create further perturbations
which in the final analysis will eventu-
ally cost the taxpayer more to accom-
plish the same missions, which could be
avoided if a stabilized space expenditure
level could be achieved.

The Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics had added $57.5 million or 1.9
percent to the President’s request for
fiscal year 1974, a very modest increase
under the circumstances. This increase
will give added emphasis to the Space
Shuttle, applications, aeronautics, and
space benefits programs, and represents
a small step forward toward maintain-
ing a stabilized and progressive annual
space effort. More could be done, but
this would be extremely difficult under
the present budgetary environment. We
are convinced that this is the best solu-
tion within present constraints. :

There are many more things that
could be done making use of residual
Apollo hardware. There exists in inven-
tory at the present time $400 million in
Apollo hardware which is presently un-
committed. Another $560 million in Apol-
1o hardware is committed as backup for
the Skylab and Apollo/Soyuz test proj-
ects. This represents almost a billion dol-
lars worth of hardware already paid for
which could be put to use if fiscal re-
straints were eased to permit the sched-
uling of missions within a stabilized
ceiling of space spending.

Missions such as polar earth surveys
could bring spectacular results of per-
haps immediate and significant benefits
to all the peoples of the world. A second
Skylab could be flown to augment the
crippled Skylab A now in orbit, thereby
realizing all of the benefits originally
envisioned from the program. Such a
mission could be accomplished as an in-
ternational cooperative effort, possibly as
a joint venture with the Soviet Union.

These, and many more rewarding mis-
sions could be flown that would be of di-
rect benefit to mankind if fiscal re-
straints were lifted. I sincerely hope the
administration recognizes the serious ef-
fects on the national economy that are
being caused by the cutbacks in space
spending and that some remedial action
will be taken to stabilize the level of ef-
fort in the near future.

I strongly endorse the Space Shuttle
effort, and while I advocate increased
expenditures that would permit the use
of uncommitted Apollo hardware for
other missions, I do not think these mis-
sions should be programed at the ex-
pense of the Shuttle. A stabilized pro-
gram of $3.4 million would permit this
Nation to realize a better return on our
investment made to date by using exist-
ing and already paid-for space hard-
ware.

Mr. Chairman, finally, I recognize that
in the allocation of funds to support the
multitude of Federal agencies and pro-
grams each year, hard decisions must
be made based upon an overall consid-
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eration of national priorities and needs.
And on this basis, there are some who
have urged further sharp reductions in
the Nation'’s space effort. But, when we
consider the very real benefits of NASA’s
program—in advancing scientific knowl-
edge, in exploration, in the practical
applications of aeronautics and space,
and perhaps most importantly in meet-
ing the need for the United States to
have a continuously advancing technol-
ogy—and when we consider that the
NASA portion of the overall Federal
budget for fiscal year 1974 amounts to
less than 1.2 percent, down from 4.3 per-
cent in 1965, a factor of more than
three—I am firmly convinced that our
national space program more than justi-
fles its present place in any objective
ranking of national priorities.

I heartily recommend that HR. 7528
now before this body to authorize $3,073,-
500,000 for the National Aeronautic and
Space Administration be passed.

Mr. COTTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong and unequivocal support of
H.R. 7528, the NASA Authorization Act.
This is a very good bill and the product
of intensive work by members of the
House Science and Astronautics Com-
mittee.

I would be remiss if I did not mention
the excellent leadership of our chairman,
the distinguished gentleman from Texas
(Mr. Teacue), and the other subcom-
mittee chairmen I have been privileged
to work with, the distinguished gentle-
man from Georgia (Mr. Davis) and the
distinguished gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. HECKLER).

This bill represents a reduction of $33
million from the administration’s total
budget request and I believe is a prudent
budget for both space exploration and
needed research and development.

I will not go into a detailed breakdown
of this budget since this has been amply
described by other members of the com-
mittee. However, I want to describe one
program that I believe has exceptional
merit.

At a time when the American people
are properly concerned about the envi-
ronmental impact of various means of
transportation, it is understandable that
one of their major concerns is airplane
engine noise. It was this concern in 1972
that prompted the Subcommittee on
Aeronautics and Space Technology to
fight for a refan retrofit program that
would significantly lower the noise level
of engines on existing jet aircraft. Then
the Congress, in 1972, approved this ini-
tiative and the 3-year refan retrofit pro-
gram was funded for $130 million.

This program, as originally approved
by Congress, would have allocated enough
money to provide for the complete re-
search and development of noise sup-
pression equipment to retrofit both the
JT-8D engines that are on the 727,
737's, and DC-9’s, and the JT-3D engines
that are on the DC-8's and 707's.

Unfortunately, congressional intent
was violated by OMB and NASA, and in
January of 1973 they decided unilaterally
to cancel the JT-3D program.

During questioning in the subcom-
mittee, I, together with my distinguished
colleague from New York (Mr. WYDLER),
ascertained two important facts. First,
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the JT-3D engine, which is on the DC-
8's and 707’s, will still be flying in large
numbers during the 1980’s and, therefore,
will contribute to noise pollution over
our urban areas.

Second, we discerned a hesitancy in
NASA to go ahead with this program in
spite of renewed and continuing con-
gressional interest and support. I, there-
fore, offered an amendment to speeifi-
cally authorize both the retrofit programs
for the JT-8D and JT-3D engines. The
cost of this program is $14 million for
this year for the JT-3D and $18 million
for the JT-8D. The total price tag is still
around the $130 million that we author-
ized last year and the cost for the JT-
3D is $33 million according to NASA.

There is another important factor to
keep in mind. This is one of the few pro-
grams that require the return of U.S. R.
& D. money when they go into full pro-
duction. Therefore, it is highly probable
that this investment by NASA will be
recouped when the manufacturer begins
full scale production of the refan retro-
fit kits.

Another important feature of the re-
fan program as opposed to nacelles or
other acoustically treated engines is
that refan programs do not cut down on
engine performance and are effective in
suppressing jet takeoff roar—a lead-
ing source of noise pollution.

I urge my colleagues to support H.R.
T528.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of HR. 7528, the NASA
authorization bill for fiscal year 1974.

The bill before us today reflects still
another decline in the budget of the
space agency—for the Tth year in a row.
Frankly, Mr. Chairman, it is hard to un-
derstand why the space program should
have become the whipping boy during
the Nation's current economic distress.
The space program has been extraordi-
narily successful. Furthermore, there
seems to be general agreement that the
space program represents an important
part of this Nation's investment in the
future—an investment in research and
development oriented toward civil needs,
rather than military objectives. Finally,
the technology generated by the space
effort has already proven its usefulness
to modern society in many ways.

Yet, in spite of the successes of the
past 15 years, and the demonstrable value
of space technology to improving the
quality of our lives, the Nation's invest-
ment in space continues to decline.

Most distressing to me as the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Space Science
and Applications is the fact that the
space applications program has been cut
approximately 20 percent this year, the
largest reduction by far in any portion of
the NASA budget.

The reduction in space applications is
unwise in my view, and it is clearly con-
tradictory to NASA’s stated public policy
announced in December 1971 when a sep-
arate Office of Applications was estab-
lished with a new Associate Administra-
tor at its head.

This major reorganization within
NASA was designed to give greater em-
phasis to space applications in the fu-
turs, according to Dr. James Fletcher,
the Administrator of NASA.
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This reorganization and the new em-
phasis on applications occurred after
several years of urging by many Mem-
bers of Congress, notably my distin-
guished predecessors as chairmen of the
Subcommittee on Space Science and Ap-
plications, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. KarTH) and the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. DOowNING).

Mr. Chairman, if ever there was a pro-
gram that had already proved its value
to mankind and one which holds out even
greater promise for the future, it is the
space applications program. I am refer-
ring, of course, to those satellite systems
which provide communications services,
meteorological observations, earth re-
sources surveys, navigation and air traffic
control data, among other things. These
systems already provide services and in-
formation worth hundreds of millions of
dollars annually; and the future is even
brighter.

Let me make a few remarks about
communications. In the short time since
the beginning of the space effort, a mere
15 years ago, research and develop-
ment conducted by NASA has led to the
establishment of a profitable private en-
terprise—Comsat—which now makes
available modern, dependable, low-cost
communications around the globe, in-
cluding places that were virtually inac-
cessible prior to the advent of satellite
systems. A novelty just a few years ago,
the satellite is now an integral part of
the international communications sys-
tem. People everywhere have come to de-
pend upon communications satellites for
high-quality intercontinental voice, tele-
vision, and data transmissions.

It is especially noteworthy that the
relatively small investment by NASA in
communications research and develop-
ment during the last decade has estab-
lished the United States as the undis-
puted leader among the nations of the
world in this important new technology.

While advances in space communica-
tions technology have been truly
astonishing, much remains to be done.
It is now reasonable to predict the de-
velopment of such things as direct
broadcast satellites which may someday
revolutionize our educational system.
Other areas of interest include: devel-
opment of laser communications, higher
gain antennas, higher power transmit-
ters—the list of possible advances is very
long indeed.

Yet, despite the successes of the past
and the challenging work that remains
for the future, NASA has notified the
Congress that a decision was taken re-
cently to phase out virtually all com-
munications research and development
beginning this year. To many of us, this
decision seems incredible.

NASA’s explanation is that private en-
terprise is so well established in the space
communications business that future re-
search and development can be left to
the private sector. Certainly, private en-
terprise should be encouraged to take on
as much of the research and development
in communications as possible. No doubt
there will be substantial research and
development performed in the labora-
tories of Comsat and the other great
American communications companies.

We are told, however, that their efforts
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will be directed primarily toward refining
and upgrading existing technology. Re-
search that looks farther into the future,
and which seems unlikely to generate
earnings in the relatively short term
is unlikely to be undertaken by private
industry.

After all, the managers of companies
like Comsat must answer to private
investors for the work done in their lab-
oratories, and the resources devoted to
such work. Their shareholders have a
right to expect a reasonable return on
their investment in the foreseeable fu-
ture, and the managers therefore tend
to direct their research efforts into ven-
tures that are likely to be economically
viable in 5 years or less. Everyone accepts
:.Eis premise of our free enterprise sys-

m.

But we, as a society, also have an ob-
ligation to invest in the long range fu-
ture. In point of fact, the United States
has a long history of using public re-
sources for research and development in
such fields as aeronautics, atomic energy,
and many other areas once considered
exotic. As a result of such investments
in the past, a number of vigorous and
profitable industries have come into be-
ing during recent decades. The United
States leads all other nations, for exam-
ple, in the production of aircraft and
aircraft engines. America’s computer in-
dustry is unchallenged in the world mar-
ket. The United States also leads the
world in the peaceful use of atomic
energy.

Just as we have invested, as a Nation,
in the advance of various technologies
in the past, I believe we should continue

to make appropriate investments in re-
search that will lead to the next genera-
tion of communications satellites, and
even beyond. Accordingly, our committee
has urged NASA to reconsider its decision

to withdraw
R.&D.

Another element in the space applica-
tions program that fared rather badly
during preparation of the NASA budget
for the next fiscal year was the Earth
Resources Technology Satellite—ERTS—
project.

The first ERTS satellite was launched
last July, and although it has experienced
problems with tape recorders and one of
the major experiments, it has been a
great success. A few weeks ago, I at-
tended a symposium during which the
results of ERTS-1 were discussed. More
than 100 papers were submitted by the
experimenters involved in the program,
and some 600 scientists from the United
States and several foreign countries were
present. The enthusiasm among the par-
ticipants was quite contagious.

The usefulness of the ERTS data has
been amply demonstrated. Moreover,
much of the information from ERTS
would be more costly and more difficult—
in some cases impossible—to obtain in
any other way.

This remarkable satellite produces
photo-like images of the Earth’s surface
100 miles on a side in various bands in
the spectrum.

The satellite circles the globe 14 times
a day, taking pictures of the same area—
every area—on Earth every 18 days, at

from communications
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the same sun angle. The potential for
detecting changes in our natural re-
sources is obvious. It is important to
know, for example, where and to what
extent a river has overrun its banks in a
flood situation, and after the waters re-
cede, what has happened to the sur-
rounding land area. Only repetitive cov-
erage can give us this information.
ERTS-1 has provided this information
in connection with the recent flooding of
the Mississippi River. Perhaps some of
my colleagues have seen the “before and
after” ERTS pictures of the Mississippi
River flood.

Over 300 scientists are examining
ERTS data under contract to NASA.
They are required to report their find-
ings and conclusions, and abstracts of
their reports are published weekly by the
National Technical Information Service
of the Department of Commerce. They
have indicated that Federal, State and
local agencies are acquiring truly signifi-
cant information useful to land-use
planners, geologists, hydrologists, and
managers in many other fields.

Recently the second tape recorder
aboard ERTS-1 failed, and the space-
craft is now limping along, providing
data only in real time over North Amer-
ica.

The second ERTS satellite was orig-
inally scheduled for launch in November
of this year, as a back-up to ERTS-1. In
presenting the fiscal year 1974 budget to
Congress, however, NASA officials in-
formed us that ERTS-B had been re-
scheduled for launch in 1976 due to
budget constraints. This action was taken
in order to save a tiny fraction of the
cost of the mission during the next fiscal
year. They admitted, of course, that the
delay would increase the total cost of the
project substantially.

Should NASA persist in the long delay
until 1976 for the launch of ERTS-B, a
lengthy hiatus in the acquisition of this
important data seems assured.

Our committee has acted to prevent
this from happening. We have made
clear our intention that ERTS-B should
be prepared for launch at the earliest
practicable time, and the bill before us
today authorizes an additional $7 million
for that purpose.

Mr. Chairman, the space applications
budget for fiscal year 1974 is the lowest
it has been in several years. NASA re-
quested authorization for only $147 mil-
lion, compared to almost $195 million
last year. The result is that a proposed
experimental navigation satellite called
ATS-C-2 was disapproved; the next gen-
eration meteorological satellite called
TIROS-N will be delayed for at least
1 year; a communications satellite called
ATS-G, on which more than $13 million
has already been spent has been can-
celed. In short, that part of the NASA
program which has the greatest economic
impaet on our society, and which is most
widely understood and supported by the
American public and the Congress is
being shortchanged.

Before concluding my remarks, I want
to mention the other major division
within NASA over which the Subcom-
mittee on Space Science and Applica-
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tions has jurisdiction—the Office of
Space Science.

NASA requested a total of $553 million
for the Space Science program. In an
effort to remain within the budget pro-
posed by the administration, the com-
mittee reduced this amount by $7 million
in order to provide additional funding for
the ERTS-B project, mentioned earlier.

The Space Science program utilizes
sounding rockets, satellites and probes
to make observations above the Earth’s
atmosphere.

Since our protective atmosphere ab-
sorbs most of the radiations that reach
the vicinity of the Earth from the sun
and other celestial bodies, it is essential
to place instruments above the atmos-
phere in order to measurs and observe
phenomena which hold the secrets to
the fundamental laws and principles of
nature,

Solar observatories study the Sun in
an effort to understand how this con-
trolled nuclear fusion reactor operates.
Scientists believe that understanding the
dynamics of the Sun may some day
lead to a method for controlling nuclear
fusion here on Earth. When that day
comes, mankind will have available an
unlimited and virtually pollution-free
energy source. That day may be far into
the future, but a vigorous solar physics
program may help to hasten its coming.

In addition, solar energy impinging
upon the Earth’s atmosphere and sur-
face causes the wind circulation patterns
which move major weather systems
around the globe. It follows that a bet-
ter understanding of the Sun’s dynamics
will contribute to a better understanding
of the Earth’'s weather and climate.

Astronomy, one of the oldest sciences,
has also commanded a large effort in the
Space Science program. Recently there
have been discoveries of phenomena in
the universe which have been given such
esoteric names as quasars, pulsars, black
holes, neutron stars, and supernovas. Our
understanding of these phenomena is
very limited at the present time and our
scientists are eager to place instruments
in orbit above the atmosphere which will
measure and observe the high energy
radiations emanating from these astro-
nomical curiosities. We are told that
science may be on the verge of a golden
age of discovery which will lead to man’s
understanding of the origin and evolu-
tion of the universe.

Finally, I would like to speak briefly
about the Planetary Exploration pro-
gram. By launching spacecraft to the
vicinity of the other bodies which make
up our solar system scientists have been
aple to make more detailed observations
of the planets.

I hardly need to remind anyone of the
remarkably successful Mariner 9 mission
to Mars which was completed some
months ago. As a result of that mission,
most of the surface of Mars has been
mapped, new data has been received re-
garding the Martian atmosphere and
topography, and sites have been selected
for the next mission to Mars, the Viking
soft-landing mission in 1976.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want
to urge all my colleagues to support the
NASA authorization bill for fiscal year
1974. As I have already indicated, I would
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prefer to have a more vigorous space
effort, and I regret the continued decline
in the NASA budget. I am especially un-
happy about the drastic reduction in the
applications program, and I am sure that
I express the views of my colleagues on
the Subcommittee on Space Science and
Applications when I urge NASA to re-
verse the trend in this important work.
I hope that the administration will
achieve a better balance in next year’s
program. By that I mean Space Appli-
cations should receive a larger portion of
the total NASA budget.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
favor of HR. 7528 to authorize appro-
priations for the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration for fiscal year
1974,

I would like to preface my remarks by
complimenting both our distinguished
chairman and our ranking minority
member for their leadership in formu-
lating a very carefully constructed piece
of legislation.

Mr. Chairman, this bill will authorize
$3.074 billion for our Nation’'s space effort
for the next fiscal year. This figure repre-
sents the lowest space budget in over a
decade and as a result, imposes upon
NASA a number of very critical financial
constraints. I personally feel that the $58
million increase voted by the committee,
as it was spread between 8 separate
programs, is a very necessary step in re-
storing some important programs which
had either been deferred or eliminated.

In my opinion, many of the programs
impacted by the general cutback in space
funding are absolutely vital to our con-
tinued advance in space. I cite as one
example the earth resources technology
satellite which has been orbiting the
Earth since last July.

amazing spacecraft is taking
man’'s most detailed look at the world's
surface as it circles the globe 14 times a
day sending back an incredible amount
of data on what man and nature are do-
ing to our planet. Since the satellite was
launched, ERTS has taken almost 200,-
000 pictures, photographing the entire
United States and 75 percent of the
world’s land mass—including a sizable
portion of the Soviet Union and China.

But what has been most impressive to
me about this program is the unanimity
with which secientists and space officials
have extolled its value. These experts
have been impressed in particular by the
promising outlook for ERTS surveys of
the more remote regions of our globe
which represent’ major unknowns in
terms of potential resources and use.

I also find it highly encouraging that
ERTS has provided information of such
immediate value—locating new nickel
deposits in Western Canada and South
Africa; determining the extent of forest
fire damage in the southwest United
States; pinpointing smoke pollution in
industrial centers such as Pittsburgh,
Chicago, and Minneapolis; plus deter-
mining sewage and sludge sources in the
New York harbor area.

This work, of course, is just one aspect
of the total effort of ERTS in such varied
fields as agriculture, forestry, geology,
hydrology, geography, -cartography,
oceanography, meteorology and environ-
mental control. There can be no question
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but that space age technology, and in
particular ERTS technology, will play a
highly significant role in global planning.

I address myself in particular to the
ERTS program as this was one among a
number of vital programs which were
originally recommended for postpone-
ment. The Science Committee made the
very farsighted recommendation, how-
ever, in directing more money to this ac-
tivity in order that the second spacecraft
in the ERTS series be prepared for
launch as soon as possible, This action is
certainly deserving of our fullest support.

In a related action, the science com-
mittee also added $5 million to the fiscal
year 1974 request in order to replace the
Convair 990 earth resources research air-
craft which was destroyed in a recent
mid-air collision. This unique aircraft
was fitted with more than $1 million
worth of instrumentation for studies of
astronomy, meteorology, oceanography,
and a number of other basic sciences.
Although the work of the aircraft very
closely complemented that of the ERTS
satellite, in a larger sense, the plane
was an airborne test bed used in the de-
velopment and application of much of
NASA’s remote sensing equipment. The
aircraft’s greatest value was as a flying
laboratory for instruments and experi-
ments scheduled to be launched in space-
craft. In fact, 90 percent of the instru-
ments used on the highly sueccessful
Nimbus weather satellites were tested
initially on the plane, and in recent
months, the aircraft was used to simu-
late characteristics of the Space Shuttle.

Let me close by commenting briefly
on two other very important space ef-
forts—both of which are in the manned
program.

In 1975, this country, in cooperation
with the Soviet Union, will conduct an
unprecedented joint manned space flight
project, the Apollo-Soyuz Test Project—
ASTP. ASTP is a radical departure from
the competitive nature of all other
United States and Soviet space activities
with the program representing a major
step toward making space a place where
the community of man can work in total
harmony. I am particularly pleased that
a fellow native Oklahoman, Astronaut
Tom Stafford, will be commanding the
mission. This Nation could have picked
no finer ambassador of good will.

1 will comment finally on the Space
Shuttle program—a concept which I
personally feel represents the keystone
in our fuller exploitation of space. The
Shuttle is so superior to current launch
vehicles that I foresee its application to
almost all scientifiec, commereial, na-
tional security, and cooperative inter-
national space projects launched during
the 1980’s and beyond. With the versa-
tility and economy of this vehicle, the
United States will be able to place into
space scientists and engineers, as well
as most any size and shape of manned
and unmanned vehicles.

Just as important, the estimates con-
cerning cost savings continue to be
highly favorable. I have made it a point
of following the various studies regard-
ing Space Shuttle economics and I re-
main convinced that the Shuttle offers
significant flexibility, utility, and cost
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savings over more conventional launch
techniques.

Mr. Chairman, the authorization bill
now before the House is the result of a
very detailed analysis of every single
program proposed by NASA. Although
we are imposing severe financial con-
straints upon NASA, I feel assured that
the vigor of our space effort will be
preserved.

I strongly urge approval of the com-
mittee bill without amendment.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
TeAcUE) and his committee have brought
to the House an authorization designed
to carry forward our national space ef-
fort during the new year. I urge total
support of the committee’s recommenda-
tions.

Members of the committee have
studied in detail the space exploration
program and they are well acquainted
with the potentials which could be re-
alized in greater benefits to all the peo-
ple of the country with allocation of ad-
ditional resources to this vital effort.
The program they recommend for fiscal
year 1974 is substantially within the
range provided for in the President’s
budget request.

Unfortunately, this reflects a contin-
uingly smaller portion of the total Fed-
eral budget.

I am confident the balancing of the
desired program with the budget limita-
tions has been a difficult task for the
knowledgeable members of the Commit-
tee on Science and Astronautics.

The committee is to be particularly
commended for urging NASA to reestab-
lish a vigorous solar physics program at
the earliest practicable opportunity.

Space physics ard astronomy promise
to be of great sisnidcance to mankind
because the Sun is the ultimate source of
all energy on Earth. Understanding bet-
ter how the Sun functions, an objective of
several programs which have been sus-
pended by NASA, may help scientists pro-
duce new and more pollution-free sources
of energy, an urgent need now.

The committee again urges a more
vigorous space applications program, a
concept I endorse to the maximum. The
space applications program has enor-
mous potential economic impact and di-
rect meaning to all the people.
Understanding the value of the scien-
tific technological dividends of the space
effort is essential to the kind of public
support which is necessary for the levels
of investment the Nation needs to make.

The committee’s recommendations
merit support and approval.

Mr, DOWNING. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 7528, the NASA au-
thorization bill for fiscal year 1974.

It is essential that the United States
continue to support a well-balanced
space program for many reasons, not the
least of which is its effect upon the na-
tional economy, particularly upon our
position among the trading nafions of
the world.

As Members of this House are all pain-
fully aware, in recent years this country
has experienced a growing balance of
payments deficit, and for the first time
in the 20th century, last year the
United States had a trade deficit. This
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trend must be reversed if the health of
the American economy is to be preserved.

For two decades following World War
II, much of the goods sold abroad, and
most of the goods sold in the United
States, were produced by American in-
dustry. But in recent years many Amer-
ican products have found themselves at
a competitive disadvantage in the world
marketplace. This is especially true of
what may be described as low-technology
products—such things as textiles, foot-
wear, iron, and steel.

America has retained its strong com-
petitive position, however, in high-tech-
nology products, such as aircraft, elec-
tronics, computers, and machine tools.
In point of fact, exports of those products
continue to exceed imports by a substan-
tial margin, and have helped to keep our
balance-of-payments deficits within
manageable bounds in recent years.

The basic reason for cur continued
strong position in high-technology prod-
ucts has been the strength of American
science and technology. Our sizable in-
vestment in research and development
has given our industry the ability to
produce technology-intensive products
more efficiently than our competitors in
the world market. For example, during
the past decade American aerospace
products totaled $28 billion against only
$3 billion imports for a net favorable
trade balance of $25 billion. Therefore,
in a very real sense American science and
technology have proven to be essential
components of our national economic
strength, and have measurably contrib-
uted to the fact that our international
trade has been kept within reasonable
balance.

Yet, the trend is clear, and during the
past few years it has become obvious that
other nations are swiftly moving into
position te challenge American suprem-
acy in high-technology products, by
improving the technological competence
of their own industries. European aero-
space consortiums can be expected to
concentrate the efforts and resources of
previously scattered and competitive
companies, thereby putting additional
pressure on fthe American aerospace
industry.

The realities of the situation are such
that the U.S. Government can no longer
remain complacent about our world trad-
ing position.

Mr. Chairman, I submit that the na-
tional space program constitutes one of
the most important elements in the
strength of American science and tech-
nology. It represents a substantial por-
tion of this Nation’s investment in re-
search and development, primarily in the
aerospace industry—the single largest
manufacturing industry in the country
in spite of several lean years during
which it has lost about one-third of its
work force.

We must continue to look to the space
program to generate those inventions,
those innovations, those advances across
a wide range of disciplines which will
form the basis for tomorrow’s industrial
production and the enhanced produc-
tivity of American labor.

Mr. Chairman, the competition for
world markets is getting tougher all the
time, and the United States cannot afford
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not to invest in the future. The space pro-
gram is such an investment.

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, we face a
crucial time in the history of our Na-
tion’s space program.

‘We have spent the past 15 years and
billions of dollars to reach the point we
are at today—the point at which we have
the engineering capability in space to
get real and highly valuable scientific
information of vast benefit to our people
here on the Earth.

It would be nothing short of foolhardy
to impair the space program on the very
threshold of its true usefulness.

The age of the space spectacular may
have passed, but the age of making use
of the values of space fo aid mankind
are just beginning, if this Congress has
the foresight to persevere.

I would like to address my remarks to
one of the most important facets of this
legislation. The Space Shuttle.

The important feature of the Shuttle
is that it represents the first attack on
the high costs of space flight.

The essence of the Shuttle is reusabil-
ity.

5;111 launch vehicles to date have been
capable of only one launch.

By creating a reusable space transpor-
tation system, the costs of any single
launch will go down dramatically.

And once space flight has become more
economical, it will become economically
feasible to repair and maintain satellites
which have malfunctioned in orbit. In-
stead of permitting a satellife to go un-
repaired and consequently inadequately
used and thus discard millions of dollars
worth of valuable hardware.

The courageous but necessarily make-
shift operation to be mounted shortly
to save the Skylab vehicle, for example,
will become a matter of routine once the
Space Shuttle is established, and the sav-
ings will be enormous.

The Shuttle will enable the space pro-
gram to provide benefits of immediate
value to the Earth—its people and its
physical environment, by providing a
transportation workhorse.

The applications which come immedi-
ately to mind through such a program
involve such areas as weather forecast-
ing, communications, medicine, agricul-
ture, and resources.

For example, the Shuttle may well
help alleviate the energy crisis by being
able to transport into orbit, and then
repair and maintain massive solar en-
ergy collectors which would relay energy
to Earth for conventional uses.

And the Shuttle will aid environmental
protection by making feasible the con-
tinual use of space sensors and infrared
scanners to detect and determine the
source of air pollutants and oil, sewage,
and thermal pollution of bodies of water.

The Science Committee has recom-
mended a budget at a minimum level,
sharply reduced from previous years to
reflect proper national budgetary prior-
ities.

However, Mr. Chairman, if America
is to have any space program at all—and
America must and America will—then
the Space Shuttle program is the most
economical way to accomplish it.

I urge that the committee bill be ap-
proved without amendment.
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Mr. GUNTER. Mr. Chairman, in antic-
ipation of the Space Shuttle being con-
sidered on the floor today, I have at-
tended hearings, read committee reports,
speeches given on the floor and to in-
terested groups outside of the Congress,
insertions in the appendix of the REec-
orD—just about everything that I could
find. I read the pros and I read the cons.

To tell the truth it has been quite an
experience because the expressions of
opinion both by experts and nonexperts,
and by those for the Space Shuttle and
those against it, reflect in a most tangi-
ble way the hopes and aspirations as well
as the fears and concerns of our Nation
today.

Indeed the Space Shuttle has caused
a reexamination of a large part of the
spectrum of our national interests, from
jobs and paychecks all the way through
our environmental concerns to the very
viability of this Nation from the stand-
point of our ability to defend ourselves.
The program in one way or another
touches on a great variety of important
and sensitive parts of the life of this
Nation.

I have read about the great advantages
that would accrue from the program to
our own communications system and to
the intercommunication with other na-
tions, of the surveillance of the spread
of crop disease, the exploration of our
mineral reserves, the forecasting of
weather, the improvements that could
be made in land use; quite literally a
wealth of considerations that would be
affected by the existence and progress
of a Space Shuttle program.

In the process have I become an expert?
The answer is “No.” The Space Shuttle
program and the great diversity of ele-
ments that make it up, along with the
seemingly infinite number of jobs that
can be done through the prosecution of
the program, make it quite apparent to
me that true expertise could be achieved
only in one, or a very few, aspects of the
total program. If my study has not pro-
duced an expert, then what has it pro-
duced? The answer to this is quite sim-
ple: It has made me a believer, a believer
that in the ordering of our national pri-
orities the Space Shuttle ranks right
along, neck and neck, with other national
concerns that embody, shall we say,
greater emotional appeal.

Many of the arguments presented are
put forward as an “either/or” proposi-
tion. The attitude here appears to be that
the Space Shuttle will take money—and
talent—that could be very much better
applied and devoted to other concerns.
Many of the arguments presented are
appealing; they show deep human con-
cern. And I feel I should note that there
is very little discernable expression of
self-interest in the presentation of the
arguments for greatly enhanced social
programs instead of the Space Shuttle.
We are told that differences of opinion
is what make horse races, and it is dif-

ferences of opinion that cause such wide-
ly diverse opinions as to what our na-
tional priorities should be.

My own reaction to arguments that
oppose the Space Shuttle on the grounds
of putting our money to other use is that
in the comparison and in the weighing
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of all of these various programs, the
Space Shuttle program is considered to
be and is dealt with as if it were a kind
of luxury, a thing that could wait until
other problems are solved, something
that could wait until other problems are
solved, something that is not needed
right now. It is here that I think that a
fundamental mistake is being made.

And some of the arguments against the
program give every appearance of being
hard-headed, unemotional almost clini-
cal and without any apparent concern
that the program would deprive other
programs of sustenance they should have.
These people attack the program with
what purports to be a sharp and objec-
tive pencil. Here we find a kind of exotic
mathematics in which payload is multi-
plied by missions and then divided by
needed capacity, with the result of the
equation being that we have not enough
unanswered questions, enough payloads
worth putting into space to warrant the
pursuit of the Space Shuttle program at
all. In these somewhat mysterious and
arcane formulae no consideration seems
to have been given to the great variety
of orbits that will be involved, the simi-
larly great variety of types of “packages”
that will be sent into space in these
various orbits, or the fact that “payload”
is itself a very difficult term to define,
since what is “payload” on one mission
may well be part of the propulsion or
other technical or mechanical comple-
ment of another mission. It is with some
patience, and with I hope some humility,
that I suggest that these mathematical
conclusions are interesting only in their
creativeness. To me, however, their lack
of true understanding of the basic pur-
poses of the Space Shuttle program nul-
lify their apparent plausibility,

A task force spent about 2 years
examining most carefully and most pre-
cisely into every one of these arithmetic
considerations and arrived at conclusions
that I, for one, would have great hesi-
tancy in questioning. I can understand
the written word and I think my mental
processes are of at least average quality,
and I can state it as to be my own con-
clusion from all that I have read and
thought about, and made judgments
about, that it would be a serious derelic-
tion of our duty to the people of this
country to fail to proceed with the space
shuttle program.

One last thought: If we should now
substantially slow down or stop our pro-
gram in space, we would, I am absolutely
convinced, be involved at some time in
the future with the expenditure of noth-
ing less than astronomical sums to get
it going again. Our very large investment
to date would be essentially lost, the peo-
ple engaged in the program—many of
them quite unusual people—would be
dispersed throughout industry; the tech-
niques that have been developed, the
progress that we have made in heat re-
sistant materials, in propulsion systems,
all of these things and many others
would in great part have to be started
again, many of them almost from
scratch. And the first several hundreds
of millions of dollars that would be re-
quired to bring ourselves only to the
point that we are today would give us
nothing but a lesson in the destructive
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power of inconsistency and lack of fore-
sight.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, we are all
justly proud of the brilliant work which
has been accomplished by the employees
of NASA and of the courage displayed
during the past decade by our Nation's
astronauts—some of whom gave their
lives in this great adventure. The dedi-
cation, the expertise, the genius of the
NASA-mission teams has been un-
matched.

But, Mr. Chairman, I am increasingly
discouraged by the direction and man-
agement of NASA headquarters here in
Washington. Rather than seeking new
missions which can translate the
achievements of the past into solutions
for the present and future problems of
mankind, they continue to press for
more funds for highly questionable and
unnecessary new programs. The NASA
authorization legislation before the
House today fails to provide for the de-
velopment of new research missions
needed here on Earth. While the critical
problems of living challenge us on Farth,
we insist on spending millions of dol-
lars on the glamorous contraptions we
are constantly throwing into space.

The situation we find ourselves in is
unfortunate—and potentially tragic.

The great space odysseys of the six-
ties demonstrated the immense power
of technology. There now appears no
obstacle, except time, which man in his
quest for knowledge cannot challenge.
Despite our successes of the past we run
the danger of being entrapped by them.
With the completion of the moon land-
ings, NASA has become an institution
in search of a mission. Up to now, how-
ever, we have only been able to cook up
ill-conceived programs such as the Space
Shuttle.

The Space Shuttle represents an ex-
pense of billions of dollars to the Ameri-
can taxpayer without apparent return.
The object of the program is to develop
a recoverable launch vehicle to serve our
space program in the last two decades of
this century. However, the program
neglects the fact that we already have
available expendable rocket technologies
which can more than meet our future
space needs.

I was disappointed to see the commit-
tee recommend enlargening NASA’s re-
quest for the program by $25 million to a
total of $500 million. If we pass this au-
thorization, we will be placing ourselves
in the difficult position of spending
money in order to save it. To quote from
the committee report:

The net effect of this additional $25,000,000
to the Shuttle Program should add confi-
dence to meeting schedules and to holding
program costs at or below current projec-
tions.

The cost effectiveness of the Space
Shuttle is a hotly debated issue. A pre-
liminary report released last year on the
project concluded that the shuttle would
not be justified economically if it experi-
enced cost overruns of over 20 percent.
But, noted the GAO, similar programs
continue to exhibit an average growth
of over 40 percent.

The impact of the Space Shuttle goes
beyond the needless expenditure of
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funds. The project has an important im-
pact on the entire direction of NASA.
The extravagence of the Space Shuttle
has soaked vital funds from other, more
purposeful, pursuits of NASA, The com-~
mittee has realized this problem by rec-
ommending the reinstitution of the sec-
ond Earth resources technology of satel-
lite—ERTS-B. Despite these efforts the
central problem remains. Physicist
James Van Allen has stated:

Ironically, not only is the shuttle not a
proven necessity, but also it seems certainly
to gravely impalr or destroy advancement in
NASA's substantive mission areas.

The irony of the Space Shuttle is
heightened further by the fact that
one-third to one-half of all Space Shuttle
flights will be for military purposes, but
none of the development funds are being
supplied by the budget of the Department
of Defense. Apparently, the Defense De-
partment views the program with a low
priority.

NASA desperately needs new direction.
The technological achievements of the
past risk becoming more and more re-
mote from the general welfare of man-
kind.

Serious problems—problems which re-
quire the energy and ingenuity of
NASA—conifront us here and now. Our
present energy shortages present a prime
example. The vast untapped energy
source of the Sun has hardly been men-
tioned in computing the shifting equa-
tions of our energy crisis. Vital work al-
ready accomplished by NASA must be
expanded and moved to a top priority.
In addition, there are an entire range of
research questions posed by the ineffi-
cient production, conversion, transmis-
sion and use of energy, as well the re-
search for new clean sources of energy.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation does not
reflect the new directions NASA needs
ﬁnd the new priorities our Nation must

ave.

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further request for time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That there is
hereby authorized to be appropriated to the
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion:

(a) For “Research and development,” for
the following Programs:

(1) Space flight operations, $548,500,000;

(2) Space Shuttle, $500,000,000;

(3) Advanced missions, $1,600,000;

(4) Physics and astronomy, $59,600,000;

(6) Lunar and planetary exploration, $309,-
000,000;

(6) Launch vehicle procurement, $177,400,-
000;

(7) Space applications, $159,000,000;

(8) Aeronautical research and technology,
$180,000,000; of this amount $14,000,000 is re-
served for the JT-8D Refan Retrofit Research
Program and $18,000,000 is reserved for the
JT-8D Refan Retrofit Research Program;

(9) Space and nuclear research and tech-
nology, $75,000,000;

(10) Tracking and data acqulsition, $240,-
000,000;

(11) Technology utilization, $4,500,000.

(b) For “Construction of facilities,” in-
cluding land acquisitions, as follows:

(1) Replacement of transportation facllity,
Goddard Space Flight Center, $660,000;
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(2) Rehabilitation of vibration laboratory,
Goddard Space Flight Center, $710,000;

(3) Modifications of and addition to 25-
foot space simulator building, Jet Propul-
slon Laboratory, $740,000;

(4) Modification of planetary mission sup-
port facilitles, Jet Propulsion Laboratory,
$580,000;

(5) Rehabilitation and modification of 600
p.si. alr supply system, Langley Research
Center, $2,410,000;

(6) Construction of systems engineering
bullding, Langley Research Center, $1,620,000;

(7) Rehabilitation of airfield pavement,
Wallops Station, $570,000;

(8) Rehabllitation of communication sys-
tem, Wallops Station, $575,000;

(9) Modification for fire protection im-
provements at various tracking and data
stations, $1,885,000;

(10) Modification of space launch complex
2 west, Vandenberg Air Force Base, $080,000;

(11) Modification of power system, Slidell
Computer Complex, $1,085,000;

(12) Space Shuttle facilities at various lo-
cations, $67,200,000, as follows:

(A) Modification for auxiliary propulsion
and power systems test facllities, White Sands
Test Facllity;

(B) Modifications for Shuttle avionles in-
tegration laboratory, Lyndon B. Johnson
Space Center,

(C) Modifications for radiant heating verl-
fication facility, Lyndon B. Johnson Space
Center,

(D) Modifications for the Orbiter propul-
sion system test facilities, Mississippl Test
Facility,

(E) Modifications for external tank struc-
tural test facilities, Marshall Flight Center,

(F) Modification of manufacturing and
subassembly facilities for the Orbiter, NASA
Industrial Plant, Downey, California.

(G) Modification of and addition to final
assembly, and checkout facilitles for the
Orbiter, Air Force Plant No. 42, Palmdale,
California.

(H) Modification of manufacturing and
final assembly facilities for external tanks,
Michoud Assembly Facility,

(I) Construction of Orbiter landing fa-
cilities, John F. Kennedy Space Center,

(13) Rehabilitation and modification of
facilities at various locations, not in excess
of $600,000 per project, $14,785,000;

(14) Minor construction of new facilities
and additions to existing facilities at various
locations, not in excess of $250,000 per proj-
ect, $4,600,000;

(16) Facility planning and design and not
otherwise provided for, $13,600,000.

(e) For “Research and program manage-
ment,"” $707,000,000, and such additional or
supplemental amounts as may be necessary
for increases in salary, pay, retirement, or
other employee benefits authorized by law.

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsection 1(g), appropriations for “Research
and development” may be used (1) for any
items of a capital nature (other than ac-
quisition of land) which may be required
at locations other than installations of the
Administration for the performance of re-
search and development contracts, and (2)
for grants to nonprofit institutions of high-
er education, or to nonprofit organizations
whose primary purpose is the conduct of
scientific research, for purchase or construc-
tion of additional research facllities; and
title to such facllities shall be vested in the
United States unless the Administrator de-
termines that the national program of aero-
nautical and space activities will best be
served by vesting title in any such grantee
institution or organization. Each such grant
shall be made under such conditions as the
Administrator shall determine to be required
to insure that the United States will receive
therefrom benefit adequate to justify the
making of that grant. None of the funds
appropriated for “Research and develop-
ment"” pursuant to this Act may be used in
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accordance with this subsection for the con-
struction of any major facility, the esti-
mated cost of which, including collateral
equipment, exceeds $250,000, unless the Ad-
ministrator or his designee has notified the
Speaker of the House of Representatives and
the President of the Senate and the Commit-
tee on Sclence and Astronauties of the House
of Representatives and the Commitiee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences of the Sen-
ate of the nature, location, and estimated
cost of such facility.

(e) When so specified in an appropriation
Act, (1) any amount appropriated for "“Re-
search and development” or for “Construc-
tion of facilities” may remain available with-
out fiscal year limitation, and (2) mainte-
nance and operation of facilities, and sup-
port services contracts may be entered into
under the “Research and program manage-
ment” appropriation for periods not in excess
of twelve months beginning at any time
during the fiscal year.

(f) Appropriations made pursuant to sub-
section 1(¢c) may be used, but not to ex-
ceed $35,000, for scientific consultations or
extraordinary expenses upon the approval
or authority of the Administrator and his
determination shall be final and conclusive
upon the accounting officers of the Govern-
ment.

(g) Of the funds appropriated pursuant
to subsection 1(a) and 1(c), not In excess
of $10,000 for each project, including col-
lateral equipment, may be used for construc-
tion of new facilitles and additions to exist-
ing facilities, and not in excess of $25,000
for each project, including collateral equip-
ment, may be used for rehabilitation or
modification of facilities: Provided, That of
the funds appropriated pursuant to subsec-
tion 1(a), not in excess of #250,000 for each
project, including collateral equipment, may
be used for any of the foregoing for unfore-
seen programmatic needs.

(h) No part of the funds appropriated pur-
suant to subsection (a) of this section may
be used for grants to any nonprofit institu-
tlion of higher learning unless the Adminis-
trator or his designee determines at the time
of the grant that recruiting personnel of any
of the Armed Forces of the United States
are not being barred from the premises or
property of such institution except that this
subsection shall not apply if the Adminis-
trator or his designee determines that the
grant is a continuation or renewal of a pre-
vious grant to such institution which is like-
Iy to make a significant contribution to the
aeronautical and space activities of the
United States. The Secretary of Defense shall
furnish to the Administrator or his designee
within sixty days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act and each January 30 and
June 30 thereafter the names of any non-
profit institutions of higher learning which
the Secretary of Defense determines on the
date of each such report are barring such
recruiting personnel from premises or prop-
erty of any such institution.

Sec. 2. Authorization is hereby granted
whereby any of the amounts prescribed in
paragraphs (1) through (14), inclusive, of
subsection 1(b) may, in the discretion of the
Administrator of the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, be varied upward
5 per centum to meet unusual cost variations,
but the total cost of all work authorized un-
der such paragraphs shall not exceed the total
of the amounts specified in such paragraphs.

Sec.3. Not to exceed one-half of 1 per
centum of the funds appropriated pursuant
to subsection 1(a) hereof may be transferred
to the “Construction of facilitles” appropria-
tion, and, when so transferred, together with
$10,000,000 of the funds appropriated pursu-
ant to subsection 1(b) hereof (other than
funds appropriated pursuant to paragraph
(15) of such subsection) shall be available
for expenditure to construct, expand, or
modify laboratories and other installations at
any location (including locations specified in
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subsection 1(b)), if (1) the Administrator
determines such action to be necessary be-
cause of changes in the national program of
aeronautical and space activities or new
sclentific or engineering developments, and
(2) he determines that deferral of such ac-
tion until the enactment of the next Au-
thorization Act would be inconsistent with
the interest of the Nation in aeronautical
and space activities. The funds so made avail-
able may be expended to acquire, construct,
convert, rehabilitate, or install permanent or
temporary public works, including land ac-
quisition, site preparation, appurtenances,
utilities, and equipment. No portion of such
sums may be obligated for expenditure or
expended to construct, expand, or modify
laboratories and other installations unless
(A) a period of thirty days has passed after
the Administrator or his designee has trans-
mitted to the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives and to the President of the Sen-
ate and to the Committee on Science and
Astronautics of the House of Representatives
and to the Committee on Aeronautical and
Space Sclences of the Senate a written report
containing & full and complete statement
concerning (1) the nature of such construc-
tion, expansion, or modification, (2) the cost
thereof including the cost of any real estate
action pertaining thereto, and (3) the reason
why such construction, expansion, or modifi-
cation is necessary in the natlonal interest,
or (B) each such committee before the ex-
piration of such period has transmitted to
the Administrator written notice to the effect
that such committee has no objection to the
proposed action.

Bec. 4. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act—

(1) no amount appropriated pursuant to
this Act may be used for any program deleted
by the Congress from requests as originally
made to either the House Committee on
Sclence and Astronautics or the Senate Com-
mittee on Aeronautical and Space Sclences,

(2) nmo amount appropriated pursuant to
this Act may be used for any program in
excess of the amount actually authorized for
that particular program by sections 1(a) and
1(c), and

(3) no amount appropriated pursuant to
this Act may be used for any program which
has not been presented to or requested of
elther such committee,

unless (A) a period of thirty days has passed
after the receipt by the Speaker of the House
of Representatives and the President of the
Senate and each such committee of notice
glven by the Administrator or his designee
containing a full and complete statement
of the action proposed to be taken and the
facts and circumstances relied upon in sup-
port of such proposed action, or (B) each
such committee before the expiration of such
period has transmitted to the Administrator
written notice to the effect that such com-
mittee has no objection to the proposed
action.

Sec. 6. It 1s the sense of the Congress that
it is In the national interest that considera-
tion be given to geographical distribution of
Federal research funds whenever feasible,
and that the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration should explore ways and
means of distributing its research and devel-
opment funds whenever feasible.

Bec. 6. (a) If an institution of higher edu-
cation determines, after affording notice and
opportunity for hearing to an individual at-
tending, or employed by, such Institution,
that such individual has been convicted by
any court of record of any crime which was
committed after the date of enactment of
this Act and which involved the use of (or
assistance to others in the use of) force,
disruption, or the selzure of property under
control of any institution of higher educa-
tion to prevent officials or students in such
institution from engaging in their duties or
pursuing their studies, and that such crime
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was of a serious nature and contributed to
a substantial disruption of the administra-
tion of the institution with respect to which
such crime was committed, then the institu-
tion which such individual attends, or is
employed by, shall deny for a period of two
years any further payment to, or for the
direct benefit of, such individual under any
of the programs authorized by the National
Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958, the funds
for which are authorized pursuant to this
Act. If an institution denies an individual
assistance under the authority of the preced-
ing sentence of this subsection, then any
Institution which such Iindividual subse-
quently attends shall deny for the remainder
of the two-year period any further payment
to, or for the direct benefit of, such individual
under any of the programs authorized by
the National Aeronautics and Space Act of
1958, the funds for which are authorized
pursuant to this Act.

(b) If an institution of higher education
determines, after affording notice and oppor-
tunity for hearing to an individual attend-
ing, or employed by, such institution, that
such individual has willfully refused to obey
a lawful regulation or order of such institu-
tion after the date of enactment of this Act,
and that such refusal was of a serious nature
and contributed to a substantial disruption
of the administration of such institution,
then such institution shall deny, for a period
of two years, any further payments to, or for
the direct benefit of, such individual under
any of the programs authorized by the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958,
the funds for which are authorized pursuant
to this Act.

(e) (1) Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to prohibit any institution of higher
education from refusing to award, continue,
or extend any financial assistance under any
such Act to any individual because of any
misconduct which in its judgment bears ad-
versely on his fitness for such assistance.

(2) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued as limiting or prejudicing the rights
and prerogatives of any institution of higher
education to Institute and carry out an inde~
pendent, disciplinary proceeding pursuant to
existing authority, practice, and law,

(3) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to limit the freedom of any student
to verbal expression of individual views or
opinions.

Sec. 7. Section 203(b) of the National
Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 2473(b) ), is amended by
inserting immediately after paragraph (10)
the following new paragraph:

“(11) to provide by concession, without
regard to section 321 of the Act of June 30,
1932 (47 Stat. 412; 40 U.S.C. 303b), on such
terms as the Administrator may deem to be
appropriate and to be necessary to protect the
concessioner against loss of his investment in
property (but not anticipated profits) result-
ing from the Administration’s discretionary
acts and decislons, for the construction,
maintenance, and operation of all manner of
facilities and equipment for visitors to the
several installations of the Administration
and, in connection therewlth, to provide serv-
ices Incldent to the dissemination of informa-
tion concerning its activities to such visitors,
without charge or with a reasonable charge
therefor (with this authority being in addi-
tion to any other authority which the Admin-
istration may have to provide facilities,
equipment, and services for visitors to its in-
stallatlons). A concession agreement under
this paragraph may be negotiated with any
qualified proposer following due considera-
tion of all proposals received after reasonable
public notice of the intention to contract.
The concessloner shall be afforded a reason-
able opportunity to make a profit commen-
surate with the capital invested and the obli-
gations assumed, and the consideration paid
by him for the concesslon shall be based on
the probable value of such opportunity and
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maximizing revenue to the United
Each concession agreement shall
specify the manner in which the conces-
sioner’s records are to bhe maintained, and
shall provide for access to any such records
by the Administration and the Comptroller
General of the United States for a period of
five years after the close of the business year
to which such records relate. A concessioner
may be accorded a possessory interest, con-
sisting of all incidents of ownership except
legal title (which shall vest in the United
States), in any structure, fixture, or improve-
ment he constructs or locates upon land
owned by the United States; and, with the
approval of the Administration, such posses-
sory interest may be assigned, transferred,
encumbered, or relinquished by him, and,
unless otherwise provided by contract, shall
not be extinguished by the expiration or
other termination of the concession and may
not be taken for public use without just com-
pensation;”.

Sec. 8. Title II of the National Aeronautics
and Space Act of 1858, as amended (42 U.S.C.
2471 et seq.), is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new section:

“DISPOSAL OF EXCESS LAND

“Sec. 207. Notwithstanding the provisions
of this or any other law, the Administration
may not report to a disposal agency as excess
to the needs of the Administration any land
having an estimated value in excess of $50,-
000 which is owned by the United States and
under the jurisdiction and control of the Ad-
ministration, unless (A) a period of thirty
days has passed after the receipt by the
Speaker and the Committee on Science and
Astronautics of the House of Representatives
and the President and the Committee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences of the Sen-
ate of a report by the Administrator or his
designee containing a full and complete
statement of the action proposed to be taken
and the facts and circumstances relied upon
in support of such action, or (B) each such
committee before the expiration of such pe-
riod has transmitted to the Administrator
written notice to the effect that such com-
mittee has no objection to the proposed
action.”

Sec. 9. This Act may he cited as the "Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration
Authorization Act, 1974".

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill 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
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last 15 words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask
someone connected with this bill what
the language means which is to be found
on page 67 of the report and which reads
as follows:

(d) provide an expanded supersonic tech-
nolog'y base in those technical areas critical
to the potential future development of an
environmentally acceptable and economi-
cally viable supersonic transport, thus pro-
viding the knowledge and maintaining the
options for an informed future decision;

Am I being informed here that the Sci-
ence and Astronautics Committee is rec-
ommending that some of the money to
be expended under the terms of this bill
is going to be used to come through the
back door with legislation to promote the
supersonic transport that Congress
scuttled not so long ago?

not on
States,
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Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the genfleman
from West Virginia,

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, as one who voted against the
supersonic transport plane, I am very
sensitive about the inclusion of any au-
thorization in this bill that would au-
thorize the supersonic transport plane. I
assure the gentleman there are no funds
in this bill for that.

Mr. GROSS. I am not talking neces-
sarily about funds in this bill for an ac-
tual supersonic transport. I am talking
about funds being expended for the pur-
pose of propagandizing throughout this
country or by other means to revive the
supersonic transport.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Of
course the committee has no control over
the civil service or other personnel at
NASA concerning their speeches and
public statements they make.

Mr. GROSS. But this is a direction in
the report to expend money for the pur-
pose, among others, of providing future
development of a supersonic transport.
The gentleman can cut that as thick or
as thin as he wants to cut it.

Mr., HECHLER of West Virginia. If
the gentleman will yield further I would
simply say this is an authorization for
advanced research for the future. It has
nothing whatsoever to do with develop-
ment of the supersonic transport plane.

Mr. GROSS. Why then is the super-
sonic transport specified in the report
on the bill?

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
would simply suggest that it would be
very shortsighted if a committee such as
the Committee on Science and Astronau-
tics did not look into all aspects of the
development of aeronautics in the future.

Mr. GROSS. I will say to the gentle-
man that this to me is a backdoor ap-
proach now to expend funds, some part
of the $3 billion and I do not know how
much, on the supersonic transport. I
cannot read anything else into it because
it is specified here and I am surprised
that anyone on the committee, who is op-
posed to the supersonic transport, did not
get this language removed from the re-
port if it has no meaning.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. RoBerTs, 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. 7528) to authorize appropria-
tions to the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration for research and
development, construction of facilities,
and research and program management,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.
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Mr, McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.
A call of the House was ordered.
The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:
[Roll No. 157]

Forsythe
Fulton
Gude
Ichord

Ryan

Keating

King Batterfield
Macdonald Udall
Melcher Waldie
Eilberg Mills, Ark.

Foley Rallsback

The SPEAKER. On this rolleall 405
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
;ﬁetglngs under the call were dispensed

Adams
Badillo
Biaggl
Carter
Chamberlain
Clark

Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Roybal

Clawson, Del
Denholm

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. May the Chair advise
the Members that Members will please
be seated and remain still for the next
few minutes while the official photo-
graphs of the House are taken. When the
process has been completed the Chair
will advise the Members, and the busi-
ness of the House will then proceed.
Since some of the photographs are being
taken by time exposure, it is important
that Members remain still during this
period.

(The official photographs of the House
were taken.)

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION AUTHO-
RIZATION, 1974

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R. 75628)
to authorize appropriations to the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration for research and development,
construction of facilities, and research
and program management, and for other
purposes.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TEAGUE) .

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 further
consideration of the bill HR. 7528, with
Mr. RoBerTS in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose, it had agreed that the bill be
considered as read and open to amend-
ment at any point.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MS, ABZUG

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I offer
amendments. There are really three
amendments, but they deal with one sub-
ject, the Space Shuttle, and I ask unani-
mous consent that they be considered en
bloc.

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

There was no objection.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Ms. Aszvc: Page 1,
line 8, strike out all of paragraph (2) and
redesignate the succeeding paragraphs ac-
cordingly.

Page 38, line 15 through page 4, line 13,
strike out all of paragraph (12) and redesig-
nate the succeeding paragraphs accordingly.

Page 15, after llne 22, add the following
new section:

“SEc. 10. No amount appropriated pursuant
to this Act shall be used to further in any
way the research, development or construc-
tion of any reusable space transportation sys-
tem or space shuttle or facilitles therefor.”

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, the effect
of this amendment would be to delete
from the bill the nearly $600 million au-
thorized for the Space Shuttle program
for fiscal year 1974 and to prohibit the
use of any of the funds available to NASA
during fiscal year 1974 for the develop-
ment of such a system or facilities for
such a system.

For fiscal year 1972 we appropriated
$100 million for research and develop-
ment of the Shuttle. We were told that
this sum was just to see whether devel-
opment was feasible. A similar explana-
tion was offered when we appropriated
$200 million for research and develop-
ment for fiscal year 1973.

Now, with no proof of its feasibility,
the Shuttle is presented to us as a full-
blown, full-scale project. Everyone knows
that the success of the overall program
rests upon the development of expen-
sive space stations. No definitive evi-
dence of man'’s ability to withstand the
absence of gravity for long periods of
time is available.

The Sky Lab mission is at this moment
faltering, and in the general debate
which preceded this discussion it was
stated that it would take some time be-
fore we could determine what would
happen in the Sky Lab experiment. If
we cannot prove that man can stay in
space beyond the 14-day period that we
have already done, at least for the 30
days’ minimum needed for the Space
Shuttle program, the appropriation re-
quested here is at the very least prema-
ture.

NASA no longer includes this program
under “space flight operations.” It has
given it its own separate line in the budg-
et. It is now authorized at a level of
nearly $600 million, no longer for re-
search and development but for actual
construction. It is now also considering
two spinoffs from the Shuttle, one a baby
Shuttle of some sort.

After several years of denials and eva-
sions, it has finally admitted flatly that
at least 30 percent and therefore the
principal purpose of the Space Shuttle is
military. Now that the Pentagon has
reduced most of Indochina to rubble, it
is apparently prepared to try its hand at
extraterrestrial targets.

It has been argued the Space Shuttle
would enable us to leave the Earth when
it becomes too crowded or too polluted
for existence here. I can understand peo-
ple wanting to leave the planet, espe-
cially—at this time—some people at the
White House. Nevertheless I think the
Space Shuttle will be so stuffed with
armaments that there may be no room
for people.
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Mr. Chairman, our Nation has other
needs which are far more important than
the Space Shuttle. We are talking about
more than a half billion dollars for this
coming year for the Space Shuttle and
the amount has been projected to swell
in years to come to between $8 billion and
$20 billion for the entire program. Re-
cently President Nixon vetoed a $2.6 bil-
lion vocational educational bill as too in-
flationary. He wanted a bill of just under
$2 billion for the same 3-year period. Is
that $600 million better spent on the
Space Shuttle than on the physically and
mentally handicapped? What kind of
commentary on our Nation is this kind
of value system?

Millions of our people live in grossly
substandard housing. Tens of thousands
need new housing units which could be
constructed with money to be used for
the Space Shuttle.

With such problems as these here at
home I cannot vote to put $600 million
into so questionable an item as the Space
Shuttle. Even if it has some potential
value to us I see no reason why we can-
not wait a few years before beginning
it in earnest, particularly since there
can be no proof it will be successful until
we have the results, which other experi-
ments such as Skylab will provide,
which would indicate how long man can
be sustained in a situation of no gravity.

This is basically a long-term program,
but by taking the step into actual con-
struction now we may be committing
ourselves to future expenditures that
we may be wholly unable to afford, that
will sap the resources we need for decent
l}ousing, for sufficient jobs for the mil-
lions who want them and cannot get
them, for pollution abatement so we
can remain alive on the Earth, and for
child care so the mothers can work and
not have to accept welfare. I believe
there is much argument to be made
about the kind of experiments we can get
from space technology but it cannot off-
set the fact that this is premature and
should not be authorized at this time.

I hope the Members will support this
amendment.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, there has been no
major project by our country that has
received more careful study and closer
evaluation than the Shuttle. The Shut-
tle is our space program for the seven-
ties. It will provide a much cheaper
means of transportation within space.

Mr. Chairman, we debated this ques-
tion last year and voted on it and it was
defeated. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote
on the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the lady from New
York (Ms. ABzuG) proposes today to de-
lete the Space Shuttle program from the
bill before us. The contention is made
that there is neither justification nor
feasibility for a low-cost space trans-
portation system. Over 1,300 pages of
testimony this year by senior NASA of-
ficials, leaders of the NASA flield cen-
ters, industry and private citizens, as
well as comparable testimony in the last
2 years, amply demonstrates that the
Space Shuttle is not only feasible but

May 23, 1973

essential and that its justification is
strongly based in sound economics.

Because the able lady from New York
is unaware of the thorough homework
that has been done on this program, I
believe it is important to point out sev-
eral key aspects of the Space Shuttle
program,

First, the Space Shuttle will replace all
existing expendable launch systems.
Secondly, launch and payload costs will
be reduced by recovery and reuse. In
terms of economics the development of
the Space Shuttle, with a fixed develop-
ment investment of $5.15 billion will in-
crease the gross national product by $12
billion and consequently increase Fed-
eral tax receipts through 1980 by $2.6
billion while fostering international
space cooperation. In this decade alone
the Space Shuttle program will generate
750,000 man rears of productive effort.

The Space Shuttle will provide a sys-
tem to benefit our Nation, help preserve
and manage our environment, and serve
the people of this Nation and the world.
This will be done through delivering and
placing in Earth orbit, satellites, pro-
pulsion stages, which can be retrieved
for repair and reuse, or serviced and
refurbished in space. Both laboratory
work and short-duration payloads can
be accommodated by the Space Shuttle
at low cost while providing safe and com-
fortable transportation for the people
onboard the Shuttle. Operations in the
Shuttle will be directed to medical and
health care, research, materials and
manufacturing processes research, bio-
logical, life science, space physics and
advanced technology. Scientific satellites
will also benefit from this low
cost transportation system—astronomy,
physics and planetary exploration. Per-
haps the most important area will likely
be in earth resource exploration, inven-
tory and development. These will include
geography, photography, agriculture,
forestry and range management, hydrol-
ogy and water pollution assessment,
minerals and fuels evaluation, oceanog-
raphy and land use and planning.

In addition to this the Shuttle will
provide a more effective low cost means
of accomplishing communications navi-
gation, meteorology and weather satellite
activity.

As I have stated the Space Shuttle pro-
gram is probably the most thoroughly
examined and evaluated program in the
history of Federal projects. A firm com-
mitment in cost, performance and
schedule has been based on thorough
and detailed studies for over 3 years. The
Shuttle is not only an essential part of
our national space program but impor-
tant to the economic well-being and
future of this Nation. I urge defeat of
this amendment.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Chairman, I congratulate the gentleman
from Texas on his return after regaining
his health.

Mr. Chairman, I concur with the gen-
tleman from Texas in his opposition to
the amendments.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. Apzuc).

The question was taken; and on a divi-
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sion (demanded by Ms. Aszuc) there
were—ayes 20, noes 95.
So the amendments were rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RANGEL

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RANGEL: Fol-
lowing item (a)(10), line 13 on page 2 of
the bill, the following new proviso shall be
added: “Provided, That none of this sum or
past amounts authorized to be appropriated
for tracking and data acquisition shall be
expended in the nation of South Africa.”

One shall be added to the number of sach
following line.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, my col-
leagues, we come here once again to de-
termine just what role the American
Government and the American taxpay-
ers will play in supporting a government
which we all recognize to be racist in na-
ture. Of course, I refer to the Union of
South Africa, where we find one of our
tracking stations located and which is
controlled by a government which rec-
ognizes no degree of social justice as it
relates to the black man trying to sur-
vive in his homeland.

Last year, it was entertaining for me
to see the responses which were made to
my plea to my colleagues asking them to
excise this from this particular powerful
and important piece of legislation. Some
of my colleagues stood up and said that
they had voted for civil rights bills ever
since they have been Members of the U.S.
Congress. Others said that the United
States had no power to influence other
governments, even though they disa-
greed with their policy. Some even went
so far as to say that it was un-American
to say anything against any space pro-
gram which had allowed the American
people to feel such a deep-seated feeling
of pride.

Mr. Chairman, I ask the Members, are
we really talking about striking out any
space program when the experts have al-
ready said that they can exist and the
programs can go on without our sitting
down and negotiating with the Union of
South Africa?

Must we continue to disregard the very
high standards of human justice by say-
ing that NASA can now exempt itself
from the very policies enunciated in Feb-
ruary 1971 by the President of the
United States?

It was President Nixon who said that
America cannot stand by and allow po-
litical and racist injustice to take place
in South Africa, and that we must in-
fluence business, and indeed our Govern-
ment relations to make certain that all
people have a right to participate in the
political society.

Some Members were shocked when we
recognized Russia. Others, of course, are
still shocked that we may get closer to
China. It may come in our lifetime that
this country will be forced to politically
deal with the continent of Africa.

I just hope, as we look at this bill, that
we cannot in good conscience say it is
fair. No matter what contribution the
Union of South Africa is making toward
our space projects, we cannot say that
blacks are not entitled to medical care,
we cannot say that children of blacks are
not entitled to education, we cannot say
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that while $2,000 is the highest any black
African can aspire to achieve in his
homeland that his white untrained
counterpart can receive $1,900 as the low-
est possible for a white frainee.

I do not see how we can say that where
59 blacks represent 23 percent of the
total manpower at the space station they
should receive only 5 percent of the
American taxpayer dollars that go to pay
for it.

Experts have testified in front of a va-
riety of committees that if, through some
act of God, this station were destroyed
the space program could go on.

I am not asking for destruction. I am
asking for rehabilitation. I am asking
that we consider Madagascar, which I
understand could be used and is only 6°
off of the same space we have in
Johannesburg.

There are three other countries with
great expertise, where they say this can
happen.

I say that somewhere along the line
America has to deal not only with wheth-
er or not we vote for civil rights for black
Americans here but also with whether or
not we vote American taxpayers’ money
to support a nation which has rebuffed
some of our colleagues from going there,
a nation which, in respect to the hun-
dreds of trips NASA has had with visitors
going there, has not had one black

American to make that visit.

I am certain Members will agree that
we should not support any nation which
refuses to allow Jewish Americans to go
to Arab nations, or Protestant Americans
to go to Catholic nations, or any nation
which excludes any American citizen

from going where we send our money.

I am saying something that is not un-
American. I want the space program to
succeed, as an American. I am asking the
Members, making an appeal to them, as
to what they would do if they happened
to be black, if they happened to live in
homeland Africa. If it were controlled by
minorities, would they want a great na-
tion like America to support their
oppressors?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I should like the Mem-
bers to know that this is something
which is not unimportant. That station in
South Africa is one of the most impor-
tant tracking stations we have.

In fact, for the safety of our program
we have to have a tracking station in
that area.

That tracking station was not put there
for the good of South Africa. It was put
there because we had to have one in
that area.

NASA has considered other areas. We
have considered one in that area. We
have considered other countries. None of
them will fill the needs we have for a
tracking station in South Africa.

Before NASA was ever created there
was an agreement between our Govern-
ment and the Government of South
Africa, on a 15-year contract, which will
be up in 1975. It was agreed that the
country of South Africa would furnish
the personnel. We did not specify any
requirement as to blacks or whites or
what not.
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There are two tracking stations in-
volved. In one of these tracking stations
there are three white people and three
black people working. 1

In the other station, the big station,
which I believe the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RanceL) referred to, the
white people working far outnumber the
blacks. I do not know the exact num-
ber.

Mr. RANGEL. It is close to 300, Mr.
Chairman. While there are only 60
blacks, none of the blacks hold any de-
gree of technical jobs, and the South
African Government refuses them any
training for technical jobs, so there is
no upward mobility for South African
blacks in their own country.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. In Australia
and in Spain we have exactly the same
kind of contract.

I do not know, but with respect to the
station in South Africa it just does not
seem to me that in our space authoriza-
tion bill we should endanger a very im-
portant part of our whole tracking sys-
tem around the world. I do not feel this
is an item that should be a factor in
our authorization bill.

There must be a better way of han-
dling it. Surely there can be some kind
of communication between our Govern-
ment and their government where they
would try to train black technical per-
sonnel.

Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding
that in that station most of the higher
salaried level people are white, that the
lower level are the black people, but
surely the place to change that is not in
our authorization bill on the space pro-
gram. I will go with the gentleman to
the State Department or any place he
wants to go and try to see if we can
confer with that country and see if they
will not train some of the black people
in technical areas where they can get
some of the better salaried positions. But
surely this is not the place to do it, in
our space authorization bill, and I hope
the amendment will be voted down.

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

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I will be glad
to yield to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RANGEL) .

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I will
ask the gentleman, is it not a fact that
experts from NASA have testified at a
variety of congressional subcommittee
hearings, particularly the Subcom-
mittee on Africa, to indicate there are
alternatives to the Johannesburg track-
ing station. Is it not a further fact that
questions were asked by one subcom-
mittee as to what would happen to our
Nation’s space program if we did not
have Johannesburg? Would we have al-
ternatives?

Certainly to my recollection, as a for-
mer member of this distinguished com-
mittee, the expense would be close to $30
million to consider another tracking sta-
tion, and if that is true, Mr. Chairman,
it is a small price to pay for human
dignity, the amount of $30 million.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
the only part of the gentleman's ques-
tion I am qualified to answer is the gen-
tleman’s inquiry concerning the alter-
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natives, and may I say I have been
assured that they have tried every alter-
native they know of, including tracking
ships.

' Mr. Chairman, I was not on the sub-
committee, and I did not hear the testi-
mony; the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. HecuLER), who is present, was on
that subcommittee. But I was assured
that they had studied every alternative
they knew of—and they named them—
of going to other countries. Zanzibar was
one of them.

Mr. RANGEL. Perhaps the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. HEcHLER) could
apprise us as to the alternatives we would
have which would not affect our space
program,

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. TeAcUE) yield so that I may answer
the question?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas, I yield fo the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
HECHLER) .

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, may I say that I have here a
NASA study made in 1968 which would
indicate it would be possible to construct
a deep space station to replace the one at
Johannesburg, and it could be con-
structed at Botswana at a cost of $32,-
340,000. The cost of construction has now
escalated and it has inflated to the pres-
ent cost of about $35 millilon or more.
Of course, there would be an additional
problem of recruiting technical person-
nel in Botswana.

Mr. Chairman, the facts otherwise pre-
sented by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RangeL) appear to be correct, but
it would take about 3 to 4 years for the
construction of this station in Botswana.
I would like to add that because of the
efforts of the gentleman from New York
(Mr. Rancer) a number of improve-
ments in housing, educational facilities,
and medical care have been made at the
Johannesburg installation. But the rela-
tive salaries of black and white personnel
are shockingly unequal and inequitable.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. Teacue) has
expired.

(On request of Mr. RanceL and by
unanimous consent, Mr. TEAGUE of Texas
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

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

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from New York (Mr, RANGEL),

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, in view
of what we have heard and since no one
really wants to damage the space project
and the progress that we have made, I
will say this:

This is the third time I have found
myself in the well of this House. If all
that I have said has been true and the
only thing we are talking about really is
3 more years—because I am certain we
can all sleep better with ourselves in 2
more years—why is it we cannot say this
contract will be null and void as it stands
with the Union of South Africa? Why
can America not say, “We will stop here
and develop some place else”? And I
think in that event what America will
be doing and what this Government will
be doing is providing the leadership for
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these American companies that are join-
ing the suppressors of human rights.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me if we
were to delete this section right now,
NASA would be able to come forth with
a plan that would not serve as a defer-
rent in terms of our space program, and
I think $35 million is a small price to pay
in terms of human dignity.

A NASA spokesman, Mr. Shapley be-
fore the African Subcommittee, April 6,
1973, has himself admitted that “the
situation will never be satisfactory to us
as long as South Africa’s apartheid prac-
tices continue.” He added that NASA is
“dependent in our operations on the
service that we get from this station.”
Talking of the CSIR, he said:

The station is, in fact, under their control
and it is in the interest of the functions that
we perform to have the service continue to
be avallable to us.

In other words, this operation of the
CSIR, carrying out a service of manage-
ment, staffing, and operation on an
apartheid basis, is an essential aspect of
the location of the station in South
Africa. The other aspect is the geographi-
cal location, which could be provided
equally well by Botswana, Lesotho Swa-
ziland, or Malagasy.

Under the contract, CSIR actually op-
erates the station, and determines the
number of personnel at different activi-
ties. Discrimination is, therefore, applied
at their discretion, and NASA has no
power to interfere. Although the U.S.
taxpayer is financing the service, NASA
as the agency responsible is not able to
control the extent of discrimination in-
volved in the spending of these funds,
and certainly cannot maintain the stand-
ards of social justice which have been
established by the U.S. Congress for U.S.
Government agencies as well as private
employers. An EEOC—Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission—spokes-
man, at the same hearing, stated un-
equivocably that the “improvements” at
the station, if set beside equal employ-
ment policies of the United States, would
certainly not meet the necessary stand-
ards. NASA commented:

It certainly would not meet any of NASA's
guidelines for its own operations.

The facts of the case, after all the
“improvements” agreed on formally be-
tween NASA and CSIR in special con-
sultations, show discrimination in hiring,
training, wages and fringe benefits, pro-
motion, and even work facilities. Under
the technical training schemes provided
by NASA for CSIR personnel, 28 whites
have received special courses, and no
blacks at all. Even though NASA is pay-
ing for this training scheme, the CSIR is
deliberately excluding all blacks from
participation, NASA have explained
that—

Until steps are taken by CSIR to recruit

black employees in the technician category,
NASA is not in a position to assist in their

training.

There is no provision for primary
schooling for children of black em-
ployees, and none for them to go on to
secondary school; the planned programs
took so long to be cleared by South Afri-
can Government agencies that the pri-
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mary school has not even been started.
There are gross disparities in the sick
leave and annual vacation given to white
and black employees. There is no hospital
provision for blacks or their families. Out
of 203 technical staff, none are black. The
top black salary for a skilled laboratory
assistant at the station, $2,005 per an-
num, barely overlaps with the lowest
white salary, $1,930 for a raw trainee. On
March 1, 1973, the 59 black CSIR em-
ployees who made up 23 percent of the
total labor force also receive under 3 per-
cent of the pensions, and no medical
benefits at all. The details are as follows:

Unem-
ployment

Salaries Pensions insurance  Medical

$26, 474

78,116 3,117

Most of the salaries for black employ-
ees, starting at $801 per annum, are be-
low the minimum effective level of $1,932
per annum, the amount set by South Af-
rican experts as the absolute minimum
which keeps the average-sized family
from malnutrition and starvation, and
the minimum recommended by the U.S.
State Department for U.S. private inves-
tors in South Africa. The improvements,
which comprise wage raises—the levels
were even lower before than they are
now—houses for black employees, the
construction of a black primary school
for their children, assistance with sec-
ondary education away from home, pro-
vision of lunch canteen facilities, and
medical assistance, do not begin to pro-
vide even a subsistence income to the
black employees, let alone equality with
the whites. Even these improvements
were announced by NASA as major con-
cessions by CSIR, so that the implica~-
tion is that there will not be any fur-
ther progress.

They were made only after the station
was questioned in Congress, and there is
no evidence of any sense of social respon-
sibility on the part of the station man-
agement, or any commitment to self-
sustaining programs. There does not
even seem to be provision for regular
cost-of-living raises for black employees,
so that the small real gains made so far
are likely to be eroded within a year or
two—since the cost of living for the poor-
est people in South Africa is rising very
steeply, and in fact accelerating; the
current rate is well over 10 percent per
year.

It is impossible to justify the opera-
tion of a station through CSIR, a South
African Government agency which im-
poses apartheid labor structures on the
MNASA station, not only in the context of
South African legislation, but as an ele-
ment of South African Government pol-
icy. The use of U.S. taxpayers’ funds is,
therefore, subject to apartheid policies.
Even if NASA proposes to spend money
on such things as a primary school, the
CSIR has a veto on this expenditure. In
the case of training programs, the CSIR
can impose a strict racial pattern of
whites only, even for those trainees
studying in the United States, by merely
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refusing to recruit black high school
graduates.

CSIR, and the whole economic en-
vironment and labor market in South
Africa, allows NASA to make savings on
its operational costs for the South Afri-
can station. Apartheid is a strong ele-
ment in its attractiveness for NASA. It
would be far more expensive to operate
on a basis of equal opportunity employ-
ment policies, in an independent African
country. The poverty wages and gross
racial discrimination in employment at
the station, represent a direct subsidy by
the oppressed black people of South Af-
rica for an agency of the richest country
in the world. So the U.S. Government is
directly benefiting from apartheid, in
the way that it discourages private com-
panies from doing. As long as it stays in
South Africa, it is locked into apartheid.
This is seen by such companies as a to-
ken of hypocrisy; they use the tracking
station as an excuse for their own re-
fusal to apply equal employment stand-
ards to their operations in South Africa.

NASA has another African tracking
station, in Madagascar, where the
achievements in training local Africans
make the so-called “improvements” at
the South African facility seem pitiful.
The station in Madagascar is operated
directly by NASA, through a U.S. contrac-
tor, and it includes a vigorous program
for training local personnel, covering all
job requirements without any job re-
strictions. The result of this is appar-
ent in that since 1969, U.S. personnel
fell from 110 to 60; Malagasy personnel
increased from 125 to 148, and of these
technical and administrative positions
were occupied by 45 in 1969, rising to 73
now. In South Africa, there are no
blacks in technical or managerial posi-
tions.

The conclusion to be drawn from this
is that the sooner NASA fransfers the
functions of its South African facility to
other African stations, both existing and
new ones, the quicker it will reach a
stage where the facility can be supported
largely by local personnel and support-
ing facilities. Insofar as the cost—$35
million—of new facilities in Botswana,
Lesotho or Swaziland—which are techni-
cally feasible alternatives to South Af-
rica—is increased by the need to pro-
vide roads, buildings, communications,
and other services, this would be an in-
valuable contribution to the development
of these desperately poor countries. It is
already U.S. Government policy to en-
courage private investment in these three
countries as an alternative to South Af-
rica. NASA should be taking the lead in
this, as a U.S. Government agency, per-
haps with special allocations from the
foreign aid budget to supply the neces-
sary infrastructure. Every year that goes
by with NASA training only white South
Africans is a loss to the development of
free Africa, which desperately needs
massive inputs of scientific and technical
training of the kind that NASA can help
provide. The operation of the facility
through U.S. contractors, which would
be necessary in Botswana, Lesotho or
Swaziland, is a standard practice for
NASA—for example, on Ascension. A fa-

cility in Botswana could draw on the
high school graduates of many neighbor-
ing African countries with advanced ed-

ucational systems, such as Zambia.

Mr. Chairman, I urge an “aye’ vote on

the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-

man from New York (Mr. RANGEL).

The question was taken;
division (demanded by Mr. RaNGceL) there

were—ayes 36, noes 64.

RECORDED VOTE
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I de-

mand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 104, noes 294,

not voting 25, as follows:

Abzug
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.
Aspin
Barrett
Bergland
Bingham
Blatnik
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Breckinridge
Buchanan
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Chisholm
Clay
Cohen
Conyers
Corman
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dellums
Diggs
Donohue
Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Evans, Colo.
Findley

Ford,
William D.

Abdnor
Alexander
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Ashley
Bafalis
Baker
Beard
Bell
Bennett
Bevill
Biester
Blackburn
Boggs
Bolling
Bowen
Bray
Breaux
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown. Chio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.

[Roll No. 158]

AYES—104

Fraser
Frenzel
Gonzalez
Grasso
Green, Pa.
Gude
Harrington
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Helstoski
Hicks
Holtzman
Howard
Hungate
Jordan
Eastenmeier
Eazen

Koch

Kyros
MeClory
McEKinney
Madden
Meeds
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Moorhead, Pa.
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.¥,
Nix

Obey

Owens

NOES—284

Butler
Byron
Camp
Carney, Ohio
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Cleveland
Cochran
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W.,Jr.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davls, Wis.
Delaney
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell

Patten
Pike
Rangel
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rosenthal
Rosztenkowskl
Ryan
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Seiberling
Stanton,

J. William
Btanton,

James V.
Stark
Stokes
Studds

Thompson, N.J.

Towell, Nev.
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Whalen
Wolff

Yates
Young, Ga.

Dorn
Downing
Duncan

du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch

Eshleman
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Fisher

Flood
Flowers
Flynt

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Froehlich
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Glbbons
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Gray

Green, Oreg.
Griffiths
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gunter
Guyer

and on a
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Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hays
Hébert
Heinz
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifield
Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Fa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Earth
Eemp
Eetchum
Landgrebe
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott
Lujan
McCloskey
MecCollister
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.

Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Michel
Milford
Miller
Mills, Md.
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Shuster
Sikes

Bisk
Skubitz
Smith, JTowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Bpence

Minshall, Ohio Staggers

Mizell
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Morgan
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Brien
O'Hara
O'Neill
Parris
Passman
Patman
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Poage
Podell
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Qule
Quillen
Randall
Rarick
Regula
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Roe
Rogers

Roncallo, N.Y.

Rose
Roush
Rousselot
Roy
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth

St Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver

Steed
Steele
Steelman
Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Treen
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
‘Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ill.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion
Zwach

NOT VOTING—35

Adams
Anderson, I11.
Arends
Badillo
Blaggl

Carter
Chamberlain
Clawson, Del
Denholm
Dulski
Eilberg

Fish

Forsythe
Fulton
Gilman

Mitchell, N.Y.
Nedzl
Railsback

Hansen, Wash. Rooney, N.Y.

Keating
King
Kluczynski
Kuykendall
Landrum
Maliliard
Melcher
Mills, Ark,

Rooney, Pa.
Roybal
Satterfield
Slack
Taylor, Mo.
Udall
Waldie

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.
Accordingly the Committee rose; and

the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. RoBeRrTS, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 7528) to authorize appropriations
to the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration for research and develop-
ment, construction of facilities, and re-
search and program management, and
for other purposes, pursuant to House
Resolution 409, he reported the bill back
to the House.




16804

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 ME. MYERS

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. MYERS. I am, Mr., Speaker.,

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MYERS moves to recommit the bill H.R.
7528 to the Committee on Science and
Astronautics. =4

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
previous question is ordered on the mo-
tion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit was rejected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 322, nays 73,
not voting 38, as follows:

[Roll No. 159]

YEAS—322

Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collins
Conlan
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
w., Jr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.,
Danielson
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dennis
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Donochue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Duncan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif,
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Fascell
Findley
Pisher

Flood

Flowers

Flynt

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,

William D.
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Abdnor
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

Frey
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Glalmo
Gibbons
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Gunter
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hawkins
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifleld
Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
EKarth
Kastenmeler

Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker
Barrett
Beard

Bell

Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Broyhtll, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Calif,
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Butler

Byron

Camp

Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell

Eazen
Eemp
Eetchum
Koch
Leggett
Lehman
Lent
Litton
Long, La.
Lott
Lujan
McClory
MecCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEKay
McKinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madigan
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathlas, Calif.,
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Meeds
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Mills, Md.
Minish
Minshall, Ohio
Mizell
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzi
Nichols
O'Brien
O'Hara
O'Neill
Parris

Abzug
Ashley
Aspin
Brademas
Bray
Brinkley
Chisholm
Clay
Collier
Conable
Conyers
Dellenback
Dellums
Diggs
Evans, Colo.
Fraser
Froehlich
Ginn
Goodling
Gross
Guyer
Hanrahan
Hays
Hicks
Holtzman
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Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Podell
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, Ill.
Price, Tex,
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Rarick
Rees
Regula
Reid
Rhodes
Rinaldo

Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Ariz.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Callf.
Teague, Tex.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Uliman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Vigorito
Roberts Waggonner
Robinson, Va. Walsh
Robison, NNY. Wampler
Rodino Ware
Roe Whalen
Rogers White
Roncalio, Wyo. Whitehurst
Roncallo, N.Y. Whitten
Rostenkowski Widnall
Roush Wiggins
Rousselot Williams
Runnels Wilson, Bob
Ruth Wilson,
Ryan Charles H.,
St Germain Calif.
Sandman Wilson,
Sarasin Charles, Tex.
Sarbanes Winn
Saylor Wolfl
Scherle Wright
Bebelius Wydler
Shipley Wylie
Shoup Wyman
Bhriver Yatron
Bikes Young, Alaska
Sisk Young, Fla.
Smith, Towa Young, I11.
Smith, N.Y. Young, 8.C.
Spence Young, Tex.
Staggers Zablocki
Stanton, Zion

J. William

NAYS—T73

Hungate Rose
Hutchinson Rosenthal
Ichord Roy

Jones, N.C. Ruppe
Kyros Schneebell
Landgrebe Schroeder
Latta Selberling
Long, Md. Shuster
Madden Skubitz
Mazzoli Snyder
Metealfe Stark
Miller Steiger, Wis.
Mink

Stokes
Mitchell, Md. Studds
Moakley Sullivan
Murphy, Ill. Symms
Myers Thompson, N.J.
Nelsen Thomson, Wis.
Nix Vanik
Obey Wyatt
Owens Yates
Randall Young, Ga.
Rangel Zwach
Reuss

Riegle

NOT VOTING—38

Adams
Anderson, Ill.
Badillo
Biaggl
Brown, Ohio
Carter
Clawson, Del
Davis, Ga.
Denholm
Dent

Dulskl
Ellberg
Evins, Tenn.

Fish
Forsythe

Mills, Ark.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Fulton Ralilsback
Gilman Rooney, N.Y.
Hansen, Wash. Rooney, Pa.
Keating Roybal

King Satterfleld
Eluczynski Slack
Kuykendall Steelman
Landrum Taylor, Mo.
Mahon Udall
Mailliard ‘Waldie
Melcher

So the bill was passed.
'_I'he Clerk announced the following

pairs:
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Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Ander-
son of Illinois.
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Kuyken-
dall.
Mr. Dulski with Mr. Fish.
Mr. Eluczynski with Mr. Rallsback.
Mr. Biaggi with Mr. King.
Mr. Adams with Mr. Brown of Ohlo.
Mr. Slack with Mr. Taylor of Missouri.
Mr. Waldie with Mr. Badillo.
Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr. Steel-
man.
Mr. Melcher with Mr. Keating.
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Carter.
Mr. Roybal with Mr. Del Clawson.
Mr. Rooney of Pennsylvania with Mr. Gil-
man.
. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Udall.
. Dent with Mr. Forsythe.
. Eflberg with Mr, Mitchell of New York.
. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Mailliard.
. Mahon with Mr, Fulton.
. Satterfleld with Mr. Denholm.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
with amendments in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested a bill
and a concurrent resolution of the House
of the following titles:

HR. 2248. An act to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
10656 to extend the authorizations for a 1-year
period; and

H. Con. Res. 221, Concurrent resolution en-
titled concurrent resolution providing for
an adjournment of the House from May 24,
1973, until May 29, 1973.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 2246) entitled “An act
to amend the Public Works and Econom-
ic Development Act of 1965 to extend the
authorizations for a 1-year period,” dis-
agreed to by the House; agrees to the
conference asked by the House on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. MoNTOYA, Mr.
RanporLPH, Mr. BUrRDICK, Mr. McCLURE,
and Mr. Starrorp to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

ADJOURNMENT OF CONGRESS OVER
MEMORIAL DAY HOLIDAY

The SPEAEER laid before the House
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
221) providing for an adjournment of
the House from May 24, 1973, until May
29, 1973, together with the Senate
amendments thereto.

The clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 1, line 4, strike out “1873." and in-
sert: “1973, and that when the Senate ad-
Journs on Wednesday, May 23, 1973, it stand
adjourned until 12 o'clock meridian, Tues-
day, May 29, 1973."

Amend the title so as to read: “Concurrent
resolution providing for the adjournment of
the two Houses of Congress over the Memo-
rial Day Holiday."

The Senate amendments were con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.
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DAMAGE CAUSED BY SLOPPY
REPORTING

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

Mr. EUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, a
recent article in New York magazine,
authored by a Mr. James Brady, gives
me great concern, as it should give con-
cern to all of us, for it is a classic exam-
ple of how damaging sloppy reporting
and distortion of the facts can be.

In a few brief paragraphs, Mr. Brady
casts a cloud of fear and suspicion over
the entire aviation industry, the safe-
guards employed by them, the govern-
ment agency that monitors them, and
the ticket-buying passengers who depend
on them.

Mr. Brady’s entire article is based on
the fact that traces of cyanide were
found after the December airline crash
in Chicago that took the lives of 45 peo-
ple. Because the wife of a man involved
in the Watergate case was one of those
victims, he paints a murky picture of
conspiracy to murder by sabotage, and
he hints that the National Transporta-
tion Safety Board is a party to this con-
spiracy because it has not released its
crash report.

Well, Mr. Speaker, the facts that any
reporter could have obtained in less than
10 minutes, make Mr. Brady look pretty
silly, and his magazine ought to be

ashamed of itself.

The safety board has released an in-
terim report, available to anyone. Yes,
sir, there were traces of cyanide found
in the bodies of seven victims, including

the pilot. Anytime there is a fire death
in which burning fabric or plastic is in-
volved, including wool or cotton fabric,
inhalation of the smoke and fumes will
produce cyanide traces in the blood.

This is no earth-shaking revelation,
Mr. Speaker, it has been known to
pathologists for years.

Death by cyanide poisoning is instan-
taneous, as those of us old enough to
remember the suicides of Heinrich
Himmler and Herman Goering should
know. But the pilot of the Chicago United
plane lived for a few minutes after the
crash. How in the world could anyone
go about producing an airplane crash by
the use of cyanide?

Mr. Speaker, the National Transpor-
tation Safety Board reports directly to
the Transportation and Aeronautics Sub-
committee, of which I am a member.
Their work is painstaking and accurate,
and is not accomplished overnight.

Nevertheless, some of their preliminary
findings have been released, and were
available to Mr. Brady, or any reporter.

I am afraid, Mr. Speaker, that the
very name “Watergate” is now sufficient
grounds to make a very small minority
of people in the journalistic world forget
everything they ever learned about re-
sponsibility and integrity. In this case,
the disservize that Mr. Brady and the
New York magazine have rendered is not
to some obscure bureaucrat, but to the
entire aviation industry and to the people
who buy the tickets to fly with them.
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INTRODUCTION OF INDEPENDENT
OIL MARKETERS SUPPLY ACT OF
1973 AND JOINT RESOLUTION ON
IMPORT SYSTEM

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

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr, Speaker, I am
introducing a measure today on behalf of
myself and 37 of my colleagues to prevent
the major oil companies from using the
present gasoline shortage as an excuse
to cripple the independent businessmen
who compete with them on the retail
level. Senator Epwarp M. KENNEDY has
introduced companion legislation in the
Senate.

The President’s announcement on
May 10 of his voluntary allocation plan
for the major oil companies came just
3 days after I initially introduced
this legislation to make allocations man-
datory. However, in light of past dem-
onstrated lack of foresight on economic
issues and given the oil companies’ in-
clination to exploit fuel supply problems
to expand profits, there is ample reason
to fear spotty compliance and uneven
results from the major oil companies. I
ask you to keep in mind that just 3
short weeks ago we heard from adminis-
tration spokesmen urging defeat of any
kind of legislation that would result in
controls over the fuel distribution sys-
tem.

This legislation has been shaped with
these facts in mind. The bill stipulates
that if an overall shortage of fuel
prompts a refiner to reduce deliveries to
an independent distributor, he must re-
duce deliveries to his own company con-
trolled distributer by the same percent-
age. The legislation also requires a re-
finer to deal identically with all its re-
tail marketers when applying any price
necreases.

No distinction will be permitted be-
tween brand-named and privately named
outlets. Although the bill will have im-
mediate impact on the present gasoline
shortage, it also covers No. 2 fuel oil,
which we have been told will be in short
supply again next winter. Diesel fuel and
kerosene are also covered.

The joint resolution I am submitting
directs the Interior Department to eval-
uate the major refiner’s treatment of its
independent marketers before granting
a renewal of its oil import license. If a
major refiner is found to have diserimi-
nated against the independents in supply
allocations or pricing policies, it can, and
should, be denied the license.

It must be emphasized that the plight
of the independents is steadily worsen-
ing, and that their survival is vital to
the interests of the American consumer.
Nearly 600 gasoline stations across the
country have already closed due to short
supplies while another 1,400 are in im-
minent danger of closing. These develop-
ments are especially disturbing when we
realize that independent distributors
provide the only price competition in the
gasoline business. For in fact the majors
are in competition with each other only
as to such frills as credit card plans and
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advertising content. Meanwhile, every
cent increase in gasoline prices hits the
American consumers with a staggering
$1 billion increase annually.

Presently, as the voluntary plan exerts
its unpredictable effect, threats to the
consumer are being compounded. Farm-
ers cannot harvest their crops, construc-
tion companies cannot operate their
equipment, due to cutoffs of gasoline and
diesel fuel. No voluntary arrangement
will be suffiicient to cope with such ac-
celerating confusion as has been demon=-
strated by phase 3 of the price control
plan.

In this present period, while we are
readying mandatory legislation, the ad-
ministration and the oil refiners have in
effect a short grace period in which to
gain back the Nation's confidence. How-
ever, they should be made to keep us
continually informed about the progress
or lack thereof that is being made under
the voluntary plan. How many major
companies are complying? Which ones?
How many additional reports of station
closings is the Office of Oil and Gas re-
ceiving? How many of the stations which
have already closed are managing to re-
open? Presently, in & manner to which
it is getting accustomed, Congress is be-
ing denied the information it needs to
consider proper legislation.

It is gratifying that the administration
says it is planning to hold hearings on
the possibility of making its veluntary
scheme mandatory through the discre-
tionary authority already granted by
Congress. Let us hope, however, that the
ad hoc board to be appointed will in-
clude representatives of the consuming
public and not just bureaucratic and
corporate officials.

One sign of good faith by the major
oil companies would be the immediate
resolution of the persdox of a grsoline
shortage on the one hond 2nd urused
refinery capacity on the other. There
are now 47 independently owned refin-
eries in the United States operating at
only 70 percent capacity, because the
same major companies who are trying
to shut off independent retailers are also
shutting off independent refineries. The
PFederal Government should get tough
with these major firms until they begin
to channel crude oil to the independent
refineries in an effort to increase sup-
plies of refined products like gasoline and
No. 2 home heating oil. An apparent
reluctance to take such steps has further
aggravated the fuel shortage for inde-
pendent retailers and for the American
public.

(The referred to material follows:)

Co-SPONSORS

Herman Badillo (D-N.Y.).

Fernand J. 8t Germain (D-R.I1.).

Lionel Van Deerlin (D-Calif.).

Benjamin 8. Rosenthal (D-N.Y.).

Samuel 8. Stratton (D-N.Y.).

Robert F. Drinan (D-Mass.).

Gus Yatron (D-Pa.).

Robert A. Roe (D-N.Y.).

David R. Obey (D-Wis.).

Bertram L. Podell (D-N.Y.).

Henry B. Gonzalez (D-Tex.).

Paul W. Cronin (R-Mass.).

Edward P, Boland (D-Mass.).

Morgan F. Murphy (D-I11.) .




16806

Claude Pepper (D-Fla.).
Sidney R. Yates (D-I11.).
Harold D. Donohue (D-Mass.).
Frank Thompson, Jr. (D-N.J.).
James A. Burke (D-Mass.).
Bob Eckhardt (D-Tex.).
Frank Annunzio (D-Ill.).
Alphonzo Bell (R-Calif.).
Michael McCormack (D-Wash.).
Michael Harrington (D-Mass.).
John Moss (D-Calif.).

Pete Stark (D-Calif.).

Gerry E. Studds (D-Mass.).
Paul 8. Sarbanes (D-Md.).
Joseph Moakley (D-Mass.).
Augustus Hawkins (D-Calif.).
Donald Riegle (D-Mich.).
James Harvey (R-Mich.).
John M. Murphy (D-N.Y.).
Robert McClory (R-I11.).
James J. Howard (D-N.J.).
John B. Breckinridge (D-Ey.).
Margaret Heckler (R-Mass.).
Willlam R. Cotter (D-Conn.).

H.R. 8090

A bill to provide for the continued supply
of petroleum products to independent oil
marketers
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That this

Act may be cited as the “Independent Oil

Marketers Supply Act of 1973".

FINDINGS AND PURPOSE

Bxc. 2. (a) The Congress hereby finds
that—

(1) Present and prospective shortages of
petroleum products constitute a serlous
threat to the survival of Independent mar-
keters and small businessmen.

(2) Such independent marketers provide
an essentlal element of competition by offer-
ing alternative sources of supply and lower
prices to consumers.

(8) The demise of the independent mar-
keters will result in the petroleum market

being completely controlled by a small num-
ber of large integrated refining companies.

(b) The purpose of this Act 1s to assure

that Independent marketers of gasoline,
home heating oil and other petroleum prod-
ucts are not subjected to unfair methods of
competition and unfair trade and market-
ing practices during periods of supply
shortage.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 3. As used in this Act, the term—

(1) “refiner” means a person engaged in
commerce in the business of refining crude
oil into petroleum products, whose total aver-
age refinery input of crude oll exceeds thirty
thousand barrels per day;

(2) “Independent marketers” Includes,
but is not limited to, terminal operators,
jobbers, dealers, or distributors, at the
wholesale or retail level, marketing under a
refiner brand or a private brand, which are
not owned or controlled by a refiner;

(3) “controlled marketers” includes, but
is not limited to, terminal operators, jobbers,
dealers, or distributors, marketing under a
refiner brand or a private brand, which are
owned or controlled by a refiner;

(4) “petroleum product” means gasoline,
numbered 2 fuel oil, diesel fuel, kerosene;
and

(5) “base period” means the period from
October 1, 1971, through September 30, 1972.

PROHIBITED ACT

Sec. 4. (a) No refiner who during the base
period was in the business of furnishing any
petroleum product to controlled marketers
for resale or sale to the public shall fail to
offer to supply that product to independent
marketers at reasonable prices in reasonable
quantities, so long as he continues to furnish
that product to controlled marketers.

(b) It shall be, prima facie, a violation of
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the provisions of subsection (a) for any re-
finer—

(1) to fall to offer to supply to an inde-
pendent marketer, during any calendar
month beginning after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, & quantity of any petro-
leum product not less than the quantity
that was supplied by him to that independ-
ent marketer during the corresponding
month of the base period reduced by a per-
centage not to exceed the greater of—

(A) the percentage by which the quantity
of such product furnished by the refiner to
controlled marketers during the month next
preceding was reduced from the quantity
furnished to such controlled marketers dur-
ing the corresponding month of the base
period, or

(B) the percentage by which crude oil
processed by that refiner during the month
next preceding was reduced from the guan-
tity processed by him during the corre-
sponding month of the base period; or

(2) to sell a petroleum product to an in-
dependent marketer at any price during such
month which is greater than—

(A) the average price at which he sold
such product to such independent marketer
during the corresponding month of the base
period, increased by

(B) a percentage equal to the percentage
by which the average price for such product
sold during such month to controlled mar-
keters exceeds the average price for such
product sold to such controlled marketers
during the corresponding month of the base
period.

TUNFAIR TRADE PRACTICE

Bec. 5. Violation of the provisions of sec-
tion 4(a) of this Act shall be an unfair act
or practice in commerce in violation of the
provisions of section 5 of the Federal Trade
Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 45).

Sec. 6. The Federal Trade Commission shall
report to the Congress within 6 months of
the date of enactment of the Act whether
any additional legislation is required to
prevent acts or practices in commerce which
adversely affect any independent marketer as
defined in this Act.

SUMMER NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH
CORPS FUNDING

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

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker,
once again it is necessary for the Con-
gress to provide emergency funds for
summer employment for our youth. In
each of the past 4 years we have legis-
lated “crash” funding for the so-called
Summer Neighborhood Youth Corps. We
have had, in each of those years, youth
summer employment legislation before
us. This year we have none.

As a result of the administration’s ac-
tion, the Neighborhood Youth Corps for
this summer exists literally in limbo.
There is, according to the proposed fiscal
year 1974 budget, no money available for
summer jobs for youth. The President
has suggested that funds from the Emer-
gency Employment Act be used to supply
token job opportunities for urban youth.
The city of Chicago has been informed
that they will receive $5.8 million of the
EEA money available through the De-
partment of Labor for jobs this summer.
This figure represents a cut of $8 million
from the summer 1972 figure. Last sum-
mer in Chicago 33,000 youngsters were
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employed through the Neighborhood
Youth Corps. This summer 100,000 Chi-
cago young people qualify for, and want
summer employment, but only 13,000
will be employed. If the administration
succeeds, there will be no Neighborhood
Youth Corps in June 1973.

Without emergency action by the
Congress, my city will be left with an
estimated 39,000 unemployed high
school dropouts between the ages of 16
and 21. Also, there will be 42,000 active
high school students who will not be
able to return to school in the fall be-
cause of a lack of summer employment.
Twenty-five percent of Chicago’s pop-
ulation is between 8 and 21 years of age.
It is absolutely imperative that these
young people are given the opportunty
to work. It is imperative for their im-
mediate- and long-term futures. It is im-
perative for the future of Chicago. My
city is not an exception—we are only
one of those 114 largest cities in the
United States that will be severely af-
fected by the termination of the Neigh-
borhood Youth Corps.

Mr. Speaker, the Senate has initiated
action to add Summer Neighborhood
Youth Corps funds to the second supple-
mental appropriations bill, If this oc-
curs, I urge all of my colleagues to sup-
port this action when the bill returns
to the House. Certainly, this situation
demands immediate action.

THE PRESIDENT’S “EXPLANATION”

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

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, yesterday we
received another installment of the tor-
tuous, convoluted “explanation” of his
relationship to Watergate that the Presi-
dent continues to spin out. As usual he
raised more questions than answers.

He admits that he bypassed the regu-
lar law enforcement agencies and set up
a Special Investigations Unit—the
famous “plumbers”—in the White
House, and that it included E. Howard
Hunt, later convicted in the Watergate
burglary.

He admits that he authorized a plan
which allowed “surreptitious entry—
breaking and entering, in effect.” Does
this mean that the President of the
United States approved felonies?

He admits he authorized wiretaps un-
der conditions of dubious legality which
were in fact later ruled illegal by the
U.S. Supreme Court. These were wiretaps
of persons selected on the basis of mate-
rials in security files. Files gathered by
whom, when, under what conditions?
Authorized by whom?

Another purpose of the Special Investi-
gations Unit, Mr. Nixon says, was “to
prepare an accurate history of certain
crucial national security matters which
occurred under prior administrations.”
Does this include Mr. Hunt’s attempt to
“correct” history by forging cables pur-
porting to be from John F. Kennedy?

The campus disturbances which Mr.
Nixon claims as the rationale for his
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questionable activities were in fact reac-
tions to his illegal and murderous inva-
sion of Cambodia.

Mr. Nixon claims that until the New
York Times and the Washington Post
printed the Pentagon papers, “no senior
official of the Government had read
them—most officials did not know they
existed.” For Heaven’s sake, why not?
Who is running this country? Is it the
generals or the civilians?

Why, why, why? We can only ask,
while daily our heads reel with new reve-
lations. Has not the time come when
these and many other questions must be
asked, officially, by the body entrusted
with this responsibility under the Con-
stitution—the House of Representatives?

WAR POWERS OF THE PRESIDENT
AND OF THE CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Mazzory). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. Dennis) is recognized for
60 minutes.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, I propose
to discuss briefly this afternoon, with
such other Members as may decide to
join in, if any, one of the truly great
constitutional questions of our country,
and that is the question of the war powers
of the President and of the Congress.

This obviously is a vital question, and
it is not a new one, because it has been
with us throughout our constitutional
history. It is a question which certainly
should be approached in a very serious
and sober manner, and which certainly
ought not to be approached in any sort
of a partisan way.

What we need to determine in this im-
portant field is, first, whether any legis-
lation is needed, and then, if we think
legislation is needed, we should try very
hard indeed, because of the importance
to the Nation, to write good and wise
legislation, because this is preeminently
a field where a bad piece of legislation is
much worse than no legislation at all.

What one has to seek is a long-range
solution to the problem. As I said earlier,
the problem is not a new problem, and
it certainly is mot. Article I, section 8 of
the Constitution, lists the powers of the
Congress in this field, and does so in a
reasonably specific manner. Article II
deals with the powers of the Executive
in this field in what I would say is a
more general and less specific manner.

Practice has varied. In our earlier
days I think the practice favored the
power of the legislative branch. Lately, to
the alarm of many, the scales seem to be
tipping in favor of the executive. But I
think the basic theory of our constitu-
tional setup can be fairly stated to be
that the Congress should decide the
basic policy question of whether to go to
war, at least in the absence of an emer-
gency situation, and then the executive
has the authority to conduct the war
once we have decided to embark on that
course of conduct.

Everyone agrees, I think, in a broad
general way, that both constitutional
theory and wise and effective practice re-
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quire joint participation by the legisla-
tive and the executive branches, and
also require broad public support in this
highly important endeavor.

It is very difficult, Mr. Speaker, to draft
satisfactory legislation in this field. There
are a good many wise people who say,
“Leave it alone”; that the best thing to
do is to rely, as we have in the past, on
the good judgment and restraint of both
the legislature and the executive, let
things work out in practice, and not try
to be specific. It has even been suggested
that maybe the Framers, who were not
too specific, had the benefit of that kind
of a situation in mind.

The difficulty with that theory is that
of late years that mutual restraint has
apparently not existed to the extend it
should. We have had an erosion of con-
gressional power. We have had an in-
crease of Executive power. And again I
may say that this has been true in a num-
ber of administrations of both parties,
and that it is not a partisan matter at all.

That has led me to believe, along with
other people, that, if it can be done, we
ought to try to frame some satisfactory
legislation and give ourselves some guide-
lines.

But it is not an easy thing to do. Any
legislation, I think, should have certain
basic objectives. What we ought to try to
do, if we venture into this field at all, is
to insure significant participation by the
Congress as the direct representatives of
the people in the decision of peace or war,
and at the same time we have to try to
do this without unduly tying the hands
of the Executive, or interfering with his
necessary ability to deal with emergency
situations which are going to arise from
time to time and which will require quick
action. It is not easy to reconcile those
goals, and yet any legislation which fails
to keep them in mind and which fails to
strike a proper balance between them, it
seems to me, is bound to be undesirable.

There are several bills at the present
time before the Congress and which make
the discussion of this particular topic at
this particular time a timely one. In the
last session the Senate passed a war pow-
ers bill which was chiefly authored by
Senator Javirs. We passed a war powers
bill—quite a different one—here. Nothing
passed the Congress, but the matter is
still alive, and our Committee on Foreign
Affairs has been marking up a war pow-
ers bill this week, and I understand it is
likely to complete that process next week,
so that it appears we are likely to have
some kind of legislation here on the floor.
It would seem that, perhaps, for the first
time, there is a reasonable possibility that
something in the legislative way actually
might be adopted.

It is for that reason that I think it is
important to consider at this time where
we are going, what we are doing, and
what kind of legislation, if any, we are
going to have. There are a number of
bills in the hopper I am sure, but so far
as I am aware, there are essentially three
bills before the Congress.

One is a bill, again by the distinguished
Senator from New York (Senator
JaviTs) . The other, which is being worked
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on at the present time by our Committee
on Foreign Affairs, is one introduced,
basically, by our distinguished colleague
from Wisconsin (Mr. Zasrocki). The
third is a bill which I, myself, along with
a number of other Members of this
House, have had the honor to introduce.
I think it is fair to say that the Javits
bill and the Zablocki bill are better
known than the Dennis bill, but that is,
in my judgment, an unfortunate circum-
stance; because I think, for reasons I will
discuss here briefly, frankly—and with
all respect to those distinguished gentle-
men—that I have a better bill, and I want
to bring it to the attention of my col-
leagues who may, hopefully, look at it in
the Recorp, even if they are not crowd-
ing the benches this afternoon.

Some analysis of these three measures
seems to me to be in order. Really, that
is what we are all going to have to do,
is give some analysis to these measures.

Senator Javirs has been a pioneer in
this field, and he deserves a great deal of
credit for being a pioneer and working
on it. Basically his bill, as I understand
it—I am not trying to state everything
in the bill, but just outlining it—pro-
vides essentially this. He says that in the
absence of any declaration of war by the
Congress, the President shall commit our
Armed Forces to combat in four listed
situations only. One of them is to repel
an attack on the United States or Amer-
ican territory. Another is to repel an
armed attack on our Armed Forces out-
side of the United States. The third is
to protect U.S. citizens while evacuating
them from some foreign country; and the
fourth is pursuant to some kind of spe-
cific statutory authority, and he says that
such authority shall not be inferred
either from law or treaty hereinafter
adopted or enacted, or from existing law
or treaty; it has got to be specific au-
thorization.

In those four situations only, accord-
ing to him, the President can go ahead
without congressional authority and com-
mit troops to combat. When he does it,
he has to make a report to the Congress
on what he has done, and then, unless
the Congress approves the action affirm-
atively within 30 days, he has to stop
doing it and withdraw the troops and
terminate the action.

I respectfully submit that that pro-
vision is a great and, I think, a fatal
weakness in the bill offered by Senator
JaviTs. In the first place I do not believe
we can foresee adequately all of the
emergency situations which may arise,
and where everyone might think that
the President ought to be entitled under
the circumstances to commit troops to
combat without prior congressional
authority. So I think it is impossible to
limit those to only four situations. Some
other situation might arise that we have
not provided for.

Second, if such action is once taken,
I do not think it is practical to limit such
an action to an automatic 30-day cutoff
unless Congress approves it. That is a
very short period of time. I just do not
believe, from a military point of view—
even though he has got a little leeway
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to do something longer in order to pro-
tect the troops for withdrawal purposes—
that it is a practical proposition.

Finally, and I believe this is a very
basic defect in Senator JaviTs' bill, which
was pointed out by Senator Coorer in a
minority report in the Senate in the last
session, at least three of the four cate-
gories he has listed, the first three and
particularly the first one, which is the
defense of the United States from armed
attack, are undoubtedly inherent con-
stitutional powers of the President which
he does not need legislation to exercise.

The President has a right and a duty
to protect the United States from armed
attack, and, that being true, I do not
think it is possible, constitutionally, for
us to say here that he can only protect
the United States from armed attack over
a period of 30 days unless we do some-
thing about it. I just do not believe we
could do that, I do not think we want to
do that, or that it is constitutional to
attempt to do that.

I think that is a fatal defect in the
Javits' proposal.

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

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to compliment my colleague, the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. DENNIS),
for his extremely thoughtful research on
this whole subject of the “warmaking
powers.” It is significant that the gentle-
man from Indiana has taken the time to-
day to review this important issue be-
cause the same subject is presently being
debated, discussed, and worked on as
specific legislation in the Foreign Affairs
Committee.

Mr. Speaker, the debate over the war-
making powers has raged in the Halls
of this Congress, both the Senate and the
House, for many years. The lessons of the
Korean and Vietnam conflicts have dem-
onstrated the absolute need for congres-
sional action to clarify the warmaking
powers of the Congress and the
President.

The legislation originally introduced
by Congressman Davip DeExnis, of Indi-
ana, H.R. 3046, and which I have cospon-
sored, addresses itself very specifically
to the issues raised in that debate and,
in my judgment, would clarify the at-
mosphere of disagreement and dissension
that has filared since the so-called U.S.
police action of Korea in which we
provided the major portion of the mili-
tary manpower and weapons.

The Congress must assume its proper
constitutional role as mandated in article
I, section 8 of the Constitution which
gives to the Congress the power to pro-
vide for the common defense, to declare
war, to raise and support armies, to pro-
vide and maintain a Navy, to make rules
for the Government and regulation of
the land and naval forces, and to pro-
vide for calling forth the militia to exe-
cute the laws of the Union, suppress in-
surrections and repel invasions.

The provisions of this legislation in
which I have joined with Mr. DenNis
include:

First, in the absence of a declaration
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of war by the Congress or of a military
attack upon the United States, its terri-
tories or possessions, the President would
be prohibited from committing our
Armed Forces to combat or introducing
troops into a situation where combat is
imminent without specific authorization
by the Congress. The legislation does,
however, recognize that the President
must be free to act in an emergency if he
50 determines.

Second, if the President does deter-
mine that such an emergency exists and
he commits our military forces in the ab-
sence of a declaration of war by the Con-
gress or of a military attack upon the
United States, its territories or posses-
sions, and without prior congressional
authorization, he must submit a full
written report to the Congress within 24
hours.

Third, the Congress then has 90 days
to either authorize the continuance of
this action, or disapprove of the action
and require the termination of our in-
volvement.

Fourth, if the Congress approves of the
President’s action, this legislation would
require that the President report at 6-
month intervals on the hostilities, and
that the Congress must then either ap-
prove or disapprove of the continuing of
our involvement after each report.

Fifth, if the Congress disapproved con-
tinuing our involvement at any time, the
President would be required to with-
draw our Armed Forces as expeditiously
as possible consistent with protecting the
safety of our forces, and the safety and
defense of the United States and its cit-
izens, its territories and possessions, and
the reasonable safety of any allied forces
that may be involved.

Sixth, if the Congress should fail to
adopt the appropriate legislation either
approving or disapproving the Presiden-
tial action, this inaction would be inter-
preted as an approval to continue our in-
volvement, but it would in no way relieve
the President of his obligation of pe-
riodically reporting to the Congress.

Seventh, this legislation would not al-
ter or abrogate our treaty obligations.

Eighth, the act would take effect on
the date of its enactment but would not
apply to hostilities in which the Armed
Forces are involved on the effective date.

The most serious and costly eroding of
the checks and balances between the leg-
islative and executive branches with
regard to the war-making powers has
come within the last 25 years. Our
Founding Fathers were determined that
no American President should have the
powers of a king to commit our Nation
to a war without its consent through its
elected Representatives in the House
and Senate. In 1793 James Madison—
who was the major draftsman of the
Constitution—wrote:

Every just view that can be taken of this
subject, admonishes the public of the neces-
sity of a rigid adherence to the simple, the
received, and the fundamental doctrine of
the Constitution, that the power to declare
war, including the power of judging of the
causes of war, is fuﬂy and ezclnsively vested
in the 1egislature; that the executive has no
right, in any case, to decide the guestion,
whether there is or is not cause for declaring
war; that the right of convening and inform-
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ing Congress, whenever such a question
seems to call for a decision, is all the right
which the Constitution has deemed requisite
and proper ...

However, in framing our Constitution,
our Founding Fathers drew a clear dis-
tinction between offensive and defensive
actions. In 1801, Alexander Hamilton
wrote:

That instrument has only provided affirm-
atively, that, “The Congress shall have
power to declare war'; the plain meaning of
which is, that it is the peculiar and exclu-
sive province of Congress, when the nation is
at peace, to change that state into a state of
war; whether from calculations of policy, or
from provocations or injuries received; in
other words, it belongs to Congress only,
to go to war. But when a foreign nation
declares or openly and avowedly makes war
upon the United States, they are then by
the very fact already at war, and any declara-
tion on the part of Congress is nugatory;
it is at least unnecessary.

In summary, the words of Justice
Jackson in the 1952 steel seizure case are
pertinent in our discussion today:

We may say that power to legislate for
emergencies belongs in the hands of Con-
gress, but only Congress itself can prevent
power from slipping through its fingers.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, I am very
grateful to my distinguished colleague
from California (Mr. RousserLor) for his
contribution.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say in
reference to one thing the gentleman
from California said, that I quite agree
with him that this is something which
ought to be considered, as I said in the
beginning, in sobriety and not in heat.

Mr. Speaker, I got into this thing a
year or more ago in starting the research
I have been engaged in since. I did not
think introducing this type of legisla-
tion—looking toward the future and
seeking a long-range solution—was
really desirable while we were engaged
in a shooting war, but I did introduce
it in January of this session, when the
shooting war had terminated, and at an
early opportunity because I feel that it
is entitled to priority. While it was in-
troduced in January of 1973, I had been
thinking about it for some length of time.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield again, I think that
is another reason why. taking the time
today to discuss the “war making pow-
er” issue in a more somber atmosphere
when we are not engaged so extensively
overseas, is a substantial step at the
right time and place. It again shows a
very thoughtful and careful contribu-
tion of the gentleman from Indiana. Had
he been tempfed to bring this legisla-
tion to us during the Vietnam war it
probably would have had many more po-
litical ramifications and would not have
received the kind of careful review and
debate that I think we can now give it.

Mr. Speaker, again I compliment our
distinguished colleague from Indiana for
his very careful research, and construc-
tive legislative act (H.R. 3046).

Mr. DENNIS. I thank my distin-
guished cosponsor for his remarks.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. Doxn H. CLAUSEN).
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Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I too wish to commend my friend from
Indiana for his very scholarly, extem-
poraneous presentation to the Members
of the House here today on this very
pressing and very difficult question of
constitutionality as it relates to war-
making powers.

I believe the contributions the gentle-
man is making here today will be recog-
nized and recorded as being very signifi-
cant and very timely.

There is a point I should like to stress,
hopefully to provoke a response from the
gentleman. As I view the problems of the
past 10 years, the question of authority
has left a very gray area. I believe this
has been disturbing to people through-
out the land. All of the questions of mo-
rality are centered around the fact that
we have a gray area as it relates to au-
thority in this one field.

First I want to state that the question
of authority on nuclear warfare, heaven
forbid, is very clearcut. This is with the
executive branch. The President of the
United States has absolute authority and
control over our nuclear weapons sys-
tems and whether or not to impose them.

There is no question as to who has the
authority on conventional warfare. This
lies with the Congress of the United
States.

But there is one thing I believe Con-
gress and the executive branch over the
years have been guilty of; they have
not addressed themselves to the gray
area of unconventional warfare and
guerrilla warfare techniques which are
employed. As I view it, we will have to
look in the direction of considering a
restructuring of our security alliances
in order to bring about the kinds of se-
curity commitments and guidelines
necessary to clearly spell out the respon-
sibilities of the United States and our
so-called allies.

I believe SEATO has been totally in-
adequate to meet the threat to security
in that section of the world. The United
Nations has proved itself to be totally in-
capable and unwilling to be a peace-
keeping organization.

I believe the Executive and the Con-
gress are going to have to sit down and
work out the new guidelines and new
understandings of responsibility for fu-
ture security commitments, and hope-
fully a new treaty on these guidelines.

I wonder if the gentleman could re-
spond as to how his legislation would
dovetail with the point of view I have
expressed here today?

Mr. DENNIS. My bill, which I am go-
ing to discuss in a moment, would not
interfere in any way with what the gen-
tleman is suggesting. It would not deal
with it, either, specifically, because I
have tried to stay out of the treaty sit-
uation here.

I realize that we have some treaty ob-
ligations already. I also realize some of
them are a little bit vague about just
what they may mean.

I thought we had bitten off enough
territory here on the war powers. I did
not want to try to get into that subject
matter in this bill.

What I have said in this bill is that it
affects in no way our treaty obligations
presently existing, whatever they may
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be. I have not made any attempt to say
what they are or are not. I have my
thoughts and ideas about that, as the
gentleman does, but in the bill I merely
say that whatever existing treaty obli-
gations may be, without discussing what
they are or may be, they are not af-
fected. The bill operates only prospec-
tively.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. I would sim-
ply conclude by stating in no way do I
believe we in the Congress or those in
the executive branch should necessarily
take the initiative to advance something
on our own, because it then becomes our
plan, but I do believe it becomes neces-
sary for us to tell those countries of the
world which have a desire to build free
institutions and hopefully free nations,
with freedom being the prevailing ob-
jective, that it is up to them to start
thinking in terms of developing a region-
al security pact as a backup to their own
internal security infrastructure,

I believe that this has to come in the
future. And then if it becomes necessary
for us to become a participant to a de-
gree in that regional security orga-
nization—I am thinking in terms of the
Pacific Basin community countries—
then we would listen to anything they
would advance to us, but it is not up to
us to take the initiative.

Mr, DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, I think the
gentleman has a very valuable sug-
gestion and idea, and I appreciate his
contribution.

Mr, Speaker, I would like to conclude
my remarks by briefly analyzing the
other two bills which I mentioned, the
one introduced by the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. ZasLockl) and my own,
and then make a few comments in point-
ing out the merits and the demerits, as
I see them, of these various measures,
and making some suggestion as to what
perhaps we might do.

The distinguished gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. Zaerockr) who is chair-
man of the subcommittee considering
this matter, has a bill, and I will say, as
far as I am concerned, it is a better bill
than the one of Senator Javits; but I
think again that it has some rather
strong defects, which I shall discuss in
a moment.

But first, what this bill provides basi-
cally is as follows:

First of all, he says that wherever
possible ‘“the President should consult
with the Congress before committing
troops to combat,” which is certainly a
sound idea. He recognizes, as I do, that
there may be emergency situations where
such consultation is not possible. Unlike
Senator Javirs, he does not attempt to
spell those out, which I think is very
wise. He provides, however, that when
and if the President has committed
troops to combat situations without prior
consultation with the Congress, he must
make a report to the Congress promptly
of what he has done.

Mr. Speaker, this provision applies not
only to combat, but to sending troops
abroad equipped for combat, or enlarg-
ing troop commitments which are al-
ready present abroad.

The President must make a prompt re-
port to the Congress of what he has done.
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Then, under the Zablocki bill, the
President shall terminate that action
and bring it to a close within 120 days
after he has submitted his report, unless,
again, we act affirmatively in the Con-
gress to approve the action taken, either
by a declaration of war or by other leg-
islative approval.

So his approach there is quite similar
to that of Senator Javits’, except that he
has provided a much longer period of
time, 120 days instead of 30 days, that
the operation can run before it ter-
minates. But again he requires an affir-
mative action by the Congress to approve
it, or else the action taken by the Presi-
dent has to terminate.

Mr. Speaker, I personally do not re-
gard that as a very practical approach,
from a practical military point of view,
and I also point out that, since it requires
an affirmative action by the Congress
and since the rules in the Senate pro-
vide for unlimited debate, unless they
can vote a cloture, a small minority of
Senators could prevent the necessary
approval and cause 120 days to run, even
though a large majority of both Eouses
of the Congress wanted to approve the
President’s action. I think that is a very
serious defect in respect to requiring
affirmative action on our part in order
to prevent an automatic termination.

My approach is this—and it is, I sub-
mit, much better—to provide that, once
the President has taken this emergency
action and has made a report to the
Congress, which he ought to do, and we
have a chance to vote on it. which we
should have, a direct chance to vote, it
should take a vote against what he l"nas
done to end it. If we do not like it, we
can vote it down, but I do not think we
ought to have it automatically ter-

minate unless we vote it
situations. W0, D e

Then the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. ZaBLOCKI) provided for another fea-

ture, which 1
his measure.

He says that when forces en
hostilities outside the United Stégtaéiet.hig
hostilities can be terminated at any time
by the Congress by means of a concur~
rent resolution. Now, I have no objection
as I said a moment ago, to having Con-
gress vote to terminate the hostilities.
but I do question very seriously whether
& concurrent resolution is the proper ve-
hicle.

Concurrent resolutions, unlike bills or
Jjoint resolutions, as my colleagues know,
do not normally require signature by the
President. I assume the reason for say-
ing “by concurrent resolution” is in or-
der to attempt to avoid a possible Pres-
idential veto. I think there is a possibly
fatal constitutional problem there.

When we legislate, the legislative proc-
ess contemplates and requires action by
both Houses of Congress and by the Pres-
ident in signing or vetoing a bill. We do
not normally use concurrent resolutions
for legislation; we use them to express
the sense of Congress or to set a date
for adjournment or to declare that May
10 is Santa Claus Day or something like
that. We do not legislate by means of a
concurrent resolution, and if you attempt
to use it for legislation, I am not sure

think is also a defect in
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that it would not require under the Con-
stitution signature by the President like
anything else, if you can use it that way
at all.

So I think by providing for voting
down the action of the President by con-
current resolution the Zablocki bill in-
terjects an unnecessary constitutional
problem into his statutory scheme. Those
are basically the provisions of Mr. Za-
BLOCK1's bill.

Now, Mr. Speaker, my own bill T have
already hinted at, but I will briefly give
you a summary of it as I gave it to this
House when I introduced it.

My bill provides that when there has
been no declaration of war by the Con-
gress nor any attack on American terri-
tory the President shall not commit the
Armed Forces of the United States to
combat or to situations abroad where
combat is imminent or likely without
prior congressional approval, thus es-
tablishing that principle, except in cases
of emergency or necessity, the existence
of which emergency or necessity shall,
however, be determined by the Presi-
dent.

I leave it up to him so as to leave him
flexibility. I do not try to tell him when
he can do it or when he cannot. If he
thinks it is an emergency or a necessity
that requires him to act without the
prior congressional approval which he
should normally get, then he can go
ahead and take the responsibility of do-
ing it. But, second, if the President de-
termines that an emergency exists which
justifies and requires the commitment
of troops to combat or to combat situ-
ations abroad without prior congres-
sional approval, he shall immediately
make a report to the Congress, in writ-
ing, describing his action and the rea-
sons for it, and stating what he has done
and why.

Then my bill requires that the Con-
gress shall—and we are required to—
within 90 days thereafter take legisla-
tive action, by a bill or a resolution ap-
propriate to the purpose, either to ap-
prove or disapprove what the President
has done. We are required to act and we
have 90 days to do it. We must vote
approval or disapproval of his conduct.

Then I provide next that if we ap-
prove the action taken, the President
shall thereafter make periodic reports
as to the progress of the hostilities, if
any, and what the current situation is,
at intervals of not more than 6 months;
and within 30 days after each one of
those periodic reports we are again re-
quired to vote either approval or dis-
approval.

This, it seems to me, would assure con-
gressional participation in the matter of
going to war and in the matter of con-
tinuing in war.

But not until or unless we vote dis-
approval would the President be re-
quired to terminate the action which he
had taken. If and whenever we might
vote disapproval, then the bill provides
that the President shall thereupon ter-
minate the action taken and disengage
the troops involved as expeditiously as
it may be possible to do so, having re-
gard to and consistent with the safety
of the Armed Forces of the United States,
the necessary defense and protection of
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the United States, its territories and pos-
sessions, the safety of citizens and na-
tionals of the United States who may be
involved, and the reasonable safety and
necessities, after due and reasonable no-
tice, of allied or friendly nationals and
troops.

That has to be a fairly broad guide-
line, because I do not think you can
make it any more specific. Those are the
things, however, which the President has
to bear in mind, and bear them in mind
s0 as to terminate his action just as ex-
peditiously as he can, having those
things in mind—if and when we vote
the disapproval.

The bill does not apply to any hostil-
ities which may be in progress at the
time of its passage. As I said a moment
ago, it does not alter or affect any exist-
ing treaty obligations whatever they
may be.

Mr. SMITH of New York. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DENNIS. I will be happy to yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SMITH of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding, and
I want to congratulate the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. DeEnnis) for intro-
ducing H.R. 3046, in which I am proud
to be a cosponsor.

I think it is time, as the gentleman
from Indiana has so eloquently said,
that we do make more certain the role
of the Congress in warmaking during
this time of undeclared wars that the
world has seen so much of.

I think the bill introduced by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. DENNIS) H.R.
3046, very adequately does spell out the
roles of the President and the Congress
when there has been no declaration of
war or no military attack upon this
country.

I think the bill is reasonable. I think it
definitely puts the responsibility on the
Congress to take action.

‘We have seen during the continuation
of the war in Vietnam for these many
years that once the action was entered
into, once the troops were engaged, that
the Congress, without statutory respons-
ibility to do so, shied away really from
declaring any kind of national policy but
preferred, really, to leave it to the Presi-
dent to say not only how the war should
be engaged in, but how long it should go
on.

So, Mr. Speaker, I think that this bill
is a great step forward to limit the pow-
ers of the President in leading the
Armed Forces of this country in unde-
clared war, and in putting the responsi-
bility here in the Congress where it con-
stitutionally belongs to say whether this
country shall be engaged in war or ac-
tions which have all of the attributes of
war except a formal declaration.

But I would say this, speaking for
myself, that I am not wedded to the
terms of this bill, although I think this
bill is a very reasonable one and a good
one. I think that the bill adequately ex-
presses the philosophy that should be
guiding our President and our Congress,
and this country, in these kinds of un-
declared wars that the world and the
countries of the world have seemed to
accept as a method of doing business in
the last few years.
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So, Mr. Speaker, again I congratulate
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. DEN-
n1s) for having introduced this legisla-
tion, and I am proud to be a cosponsor of
the legislation.

Mr. DENNIS. I thank the gentleman
from New York for his remarks and for
his cosponsorship and support of the
measure.

Like the gentleman, I am nof neces-
sarily wedded to all the dots of the i's
and crosses of the t's of this particular
bill of ours, but I do think, for some of
the reasons I have pointed out, that it
has merit, and that it has some merit
over the other bills which I have dis-
cussed; and I hope that it will be given
serious consideration by the Committee
on Foreign Affairs for that reason.

In analyzing the bill just quickly
again, I might point out one other thing
I think I have not touched upon, and
that is that our bill does not go into
operation at all where there has been an
attack upon the United States. It says,

In the absence of a declaration of war
or an attack upon the United States.

That avoids the constitutional problem
in Senator Javirs' bill where he would
limit to 30 days in the absence of affirma-
tive congressional action the right of the
President to defend the United States
from attack. I do not think we can do
that, as I said before, but the question
does not arise under our bill, because if
there is an attack on this country our bill
does not go into operation at all.

To sum up, we recognize in this meas-
ure the principle that normally there
should be prior congressional approval
before troops are committed to combat,.
We recognize, further, that emergencies
may exist which make that impossible.
We do not try to categorize them. We
leave it to the President to determine
what they are, but he knows that when
he does determine that such emergency
arises and does commit troops to combat
without prior congressional approval, he
is going to have to make a report to
Congress, explain what he has done, and
why, and that the Congress, within a
relatively short period of time, is going
to be required to vote on it, up or down,
and that thereafter he has got to make
periodic reports, and again the Con-
gress will vote on them, up or down.
That, I submit, without hampering the
Executive or unduly tying his hands, or
making it impossible to reach emergency
situations, is still designed to insure
that the representatives of the people in
Congress assembled have a direct partic-
ipation, and a continuing participation,
in the warmaking effort.

I recommend the bill to the serious
attention of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, and I hope that they will come
out with something more or less along
these lines that we can support and live
with; because, as I said at the beginning,
a bad bill here is worse than no bill at
all. That is a very true thing. We might
have to vote a bad bill down when a good
bill, a viable bill, could be supported.

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

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to my colleague,
the gentleman from Indiana
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Mr. HILLIS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I, too, cosponsored this legislation, and
I think that it is a very fine piece of legis~
lation. I am happy to have an opportu._n-
ity to participate with him in the special
order today, and I think he has done
an excellent job in nutlining the provi-
sions of the bill, what it would do, and
the necessity of why we need such
legislation.

Certainly the situation we find in our
country today is far different from the
problems that faced our Founding Fa-
thers many years ago when they drew
the document of our Constitution, one
of the most perfect documents in the
framework of government that man has
ever been able to devise; but one must
remember that, as brilliant as these men
were, they lived in an entirely different
day and age and in no way contemplated
our problems. They were fighting for our
freedom. Twice in their lifetime—once In
the Revolution and many of them again
in the war of 1812—they were fighting for
our freedom as a small, young, struggling
nation. I doubt if any of them ever in
their greatest wisdom and moments of
vision foresaw the time when we would
be a major power or superpower of the
world with treaty obligations for the de-
fense of freedom, not only at home, but
all over the world.

Therefore, I think the provisions that
they put into the Constitution concern-
ing war and warmaking powers were
very adequate in their day and age.

Actually that functioned well even up
to World War I, where after debate
Congress took the action and we went to
war to defend democracy not here but
abroad. In World War II it worked well
when we were attacked and responded
to attack by foreign powers. But since
that time our entrance into the South-
east Asian military conflict has been an
entirely different matter and one that re-
quires perhaps a change in our thinking
in this country. Certainly one can be a
Monday morning quarterback and look
back on what happened in the last decade
and how things could have been so much
better had we had this bill or had Con-
gress sat down and debated rationally our
involvement there and perhaps by reso-
lution or statutes declared some state of
war. I think many of the problems that
besieged our Nation would not have taken
place if that had been the case.

But that is over now and I certainly
agree with the gentleman that this im-
portant matter should be resolved per-
haps in a generation of peace and not
in a wartime situation, and that it is one
of the most serious problems that faces
the country in the long run. I know the
gentleman has spent a great deal of time
in working out this bill which would re-
define the congressional authority and
our responsibilities, particularly in wag-
ing war and particularly in situations of
our troops going abroad or where con-
flict is imminent and war will result.

I stress this objective because I think
it is the challenge not only of the 1960’s
and 1970’s in America but it may well be
the challenge we have to contend with
in the future, and we have not met it well
to date., We have allowed ourselves to
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follow in the footsteps of strong Presi-
dents or to be dragged along by them
after the fact and maybe rubberstamp
the actions of the Presidents by appropri-
ations measures and things of this kind
and by merely passively reacting.

It may have given some confidence that
Congress would give its consent by at
least a backhanded appropriation meas-
ure such as we faced the other day in the
House with a supplemental appropriation
for funds to continue operations in Cam-
bodia, I think it was the very epitome of
this attitude when we had demonstra-
tions recently by the Secretary of De-
fense when he stated that if Congress did
not allow the transfer of funds for the
Cambodian operations the Defense De-
partment would find the funds elsewhere
and do it anyway.

This is not covered by the Constitution
and I think the Founding Fathers would
be very shocked if they were here today
and could see how far that has changed.

I certainly think the bill offered by the
gentleman from Indiana is a very rea-
sonable and very practical approach to
the problem. I think we can function as
a nation under it. The President’s hands
will not be tied in times of emergency
but Congress will have full participation
and in that way each of us as Repre-
sentatives from our districts will have
the input of our people and the elected
Representatives in the Congress will have
an input into this important area of for-
eign policy for our country.

Again I congratulate the gentleman
for drafting and presenting to the Con-
%;ress this much-needed piece of legisla-

on.,

Mr. DENNIS. I thank my friend, the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. HriLris)
for his discussion this afternocon and
also his cosponsorship of my bill. This is
a very difficult bill, as I have said before,
to try to draft. It is easy to make mis-
takes. What we are having here this
afternoon is a sort of an educational ses-
sion. I am sorry more people are not
present, although I can readily under-
stand why they are not. I am usually here
for special orders myself; but this is a
very important matter, and the point of
having taken the discussion this after-
noon is to open it up and to put some-
thing on the record so hopefully, it will
encourage other people, even if they do
not contribute to the discussion today,
to consider the matter and perhaps have
something to confribute at a later date—
because as I say, our Committee on For-
eign Affairs is getting ready to bring
out some kind of bill.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is important
for us all to try to get as good a measure
as we can get.

Mr. Speaker, if there are no other
Members who wish to contribute, I am
prepared to yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to urge support for legislation to effec-
tively assert the constitutional authority
of the Congress over the commitment of
the Armed Forces of the Nation to hos-
tilities overseas.

If the events of the postwar decades
have taught us anything, it is that our
ability to function on the international
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scene requires the pursuit of national
policies reflecting the will of a unified
nation. This is what I believe the framers
intended when they devised a Constitu-
tion reserving to the Congress the power
to declare war, and to the Executive the
power over its conduct.

This shared responsibility urgently re-
quires further definition in an age of
great-power nuclear deterrent, and
“brush fire” wars in far off lands. The
dangers to our country will lie increas-
ingly in threats of military aggression
against our allies or others whose fate
involves our vital interests. Over the
decades ahead, we may well face the
twin dangers of increasing isolation on
the one hand, and the danger of involve-
ment in small conflicts which can expand
to a degree Initially unforeseen, on the
other. Our security thus will depend on
our strength, vision, and clearheaded
policies, conceived and carried out in
substantial unity.

LESSONS OF TWO DECADES

I therefore commend the approach
embodied in H.R. 6318, cosponsored by
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. DEN-
Nis), myself, and others, as a reasonable
step toward reversing the excessive as-
serton of Executive power in this field.
Had it been in effect during the early
1960's, I submit that it would have de-
terred our gradual immersion in the Viet-
nam conflict or enabled us to bring it to
a swift and decisive conclusion. Had it
been in effect during the early 1970's I
am sure we would not have found this
body taking the action it did on the
Supplemental Appropriations Act to
drastically curb the President’s flexibil-
ity at a time of delicate peace negotia-
tions. As Members will recall, I opposed
that action on May 10 and in the process
urged swift consideration and enact-
ment of effective war powers legislation
to preclude any recurrence.

At the same time, I wish to urge cau-
tion in formulating corrective legislation.
I can think of no other area in which
how we do what we do is of greater im-
portance. My concern is that in redress-
ing the balance we do not merely shift
the imbalance from downtown to Capitol
Hill and needlessly tie the hands of the
President—the incumbent or any suc-
cessor. It would compound the tragedy
of Vietnam if our response to our agony
there—which among other things was a
test of our fealty to commitment—were
to reduce our ability to honor commit-
ments in the future. On the contrary, the
shared responsibility which our legisla-
tion seeks would strengthen that ability.

I shall not argue further in support of
the principle of congressional authority
in this field, except to recall one objective
I stated in cosponsoring this legislation
on March 29:

I seek to focus accountability on the Con-
gress . . . so that Members will share with
the administration the full consequences of
action—and inaction—by Military Establish~
ment of this natlon in response to varying
degrees of threat to our security.

The objective is thus to restrain the
Executive at times, and at others to pro-
tect him from partisan or ill-informed
criticism from a priviledged sanctuary—
which Congress would remain if it de-
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prived itself of explicit authority in this
area.

Briefly summarized, absent an attack
on this country or a declaration of war,
this legislation would prevent U.S. forces
from being committed to combat with-
out a declaration of emergency by the
President, later reviewed by Congress
periodically for affirmative votes of
approval or disapproval. Many pending
measures recognize the principle.

NO DECISION BY INDECISION

My concern at the moment, however,
is that two of these—House Joint Res-
solution 542, now under consideration
in the Foreign Affairs Committee, and
S. 440, pending in the Senate—require
affirmative approval for continuation of
a President’s action once begun. Inaction
would constitute a requirement by Con-
gress to disengage. By contrast, the
measure I support would put the burden
on Congress by requiring an affirmative
vote to terminate an emergency action.
I submit that if we legislate a war powers
measure in the name of congressional re-
sponsibility, we should commit ourselves
to do no less. It would be an abdication of
responsibility to say, before the fact, that
an action commenced by the President in
an emergency must be terminated within
a predetermined time period because
Congress refuses to act on the merits;
inaction comes too easily within the
Halls of Congress.

It is most important that any war
powers bill enacted by the Congress be
understood at home and abroad as hav-
ing broad support in this body, includ-
ing that of those who have supported
the President’s Indochina actions, as I
have, as well as opponents.

The approach I favor is by no means
perfect. I doubt that any measure of this
sort could be at this juncture. But I be-
lieve it answers many of the objections
of those of us who seek to establish in
legislation a principle divorced to the
maximum possible from the current con-
flict in Indochina. I believe it represents
a major contribution toward the balance
between the Congress and the Executive
envisioned by those who drafted the
Constitution.

There has been enough talk about the
erosion of Congress, accretion of execu-
tive power and, yes, the arrogance of its
exercise; enough of an adversary rela-
tionship with a White House under siege.
Let us put an end to the talk and get
on with the task of clearly defining the
role of Congress in foreign policy. And
let it be a good-faith effort, not a mere
sequel to the Cambodia bombing cutoff
vote. The bill I am cosponsoring repre-
sents a good beginning.

Mr., RHODES. Mr. Speaker, the Con-
gress of the United States is currently
attempting to regain some of its lost
initiative and live up to its constitu-
tional responsibility on several important
scores. One of these areas is the ques-
tion of war powers. The Constitution
clearly states that—

Congress shall have the power to declare
war and to ralse and support armiles.

Yet we all know too well that the
legislative have not fulfilled this respon-
sibility in the past. Instead, another
constitutionl provision—that “the Pres-
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ident shall be Commander in Chief of
the Army and Navy of the U.S.”—has
dictated our involvement in international
areas of conflict.

The legislation currently before the
House is designed to enable the Congress
to recover lost power and at last livé up
to its responsibilities in the fleld of
foreign affairs.

The bill provides that in the absence
of a congressional declaration of war, or
of a military attack on the United States,
there shall be no commitment of U.S.
troops to combat, except in cases of ex-
ceptional emergency. If the President,
in declaring such an emergency, com-
mits troops to combat without prior con-
gressional consent, he will immediately
issue a full report fo Congress, detailing
the rationale for his action. The Con-
gress will then have 90 days to approve
or disapprove of the President’s action.
If approved the President shall there-
after make periodic reports to Congress
on the situation at least every 6 months
and Congress will have 30 days to express
consent or disapproval. In a case where
Congress disapproves of troop commit-
ment, the President will be bound to
terminate all action and disengage all
troops.

This legislation is in no way designed
to usurp the powers of the Executive.
It is designed to articuate the constitu-
tional responsibility of the Congress. Its
need is dictated not only by the im-
portance of maintaining a viable sys-
tem of checks and balances, but also by
the belief that major decisions in Amer-
ica must be national decisions. We in
the Congress have an ongoing respon-
sibility to represent the people we serve.
Let us adopt this legislation so that
future decisions on matters of war will
be decisions made by the direct repre-
sentatives of the people.

Many of us who were in Congress
when the Tonkin Gulf resolution was
adopted have a strong desire to insure
that no Congress is ever again placed in
a similar position—being asked to take
irrevocable action hastily, and without
sufficient evidence to act intelligently.
This bill, hopefully, will serve future
Congresses in that manner.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
who may be interested may have 5 leg-
islative days in which to extend their re-
marks on the subject of my special
order today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Indiana?

There was no objection.

WITHHOLDING OF MARYLAND AND
VIRGINIA TAXES FOR EMPLOYEES
OF ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. Hocaw) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, today I am
reintroducing legislation which author-
izes the Architect of the Capitol to enter
into agreements with the States of
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Maryland and Virginia to withhold State
income taxes from the pay of those em-
ployees under his jurisdiction who volun-
tarily agree to such action.

At the present time, no such tax can
be withheld because the Architect of the
Capitol lacks the legislative authority to
do so. At the same time, however, the
payroll systems of the Architect’s Office
are equipped to permit such deductions
to be made without requiring any addi-
tional equipment or changes in existing
payroll procedures.

Inasmuch as the Architect already has
the authority and currently withholds
such tax for the residents of the District
of Columbia, an extension of this con-
venience to residents of Maryland and
Virginia seems only fair and reasonable.

With the filing of our State taxes still
relatively fresh in our memories, I feel
sure every Member here will sympathize
with what I am trying to do.

Every year I receive many letters and
phone calls from employees of the Archi-
tect of the Capitol who urge me to take
action to accomplish the enactment of
this legislation. Many have stated, “This
is the best way to assure the State of its
money and to ease the budget of the
taxpayer.”

I have introduced similar legislation
in both the 91st and 92d Congresses.
The necessity of the legislation is clear
and the implementation would be rela-
tively simple. All that needs to be done
is for Congress to take the time to con-
sider this proposal.

Mr. Speaker, I include the bill at this
point in the REcorp:

HR. 8084
A bill to authorize voluntary withholding of

Maryland and Virginia income taxes in the

case of officers and employees of the Archi-

tect of the Capitol

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
subchapter II of chapter 55 of title 5 of the
United States Code 1s amended by inserting
after section 5516 the following new section:
“§ 6516A. Voluntary withholding of Mary-

land and Virginia income taxes;
officers and employees of the
Architect of the Capitol

“The Architect of the Capitol shall enter
into an agreement with the State of Mary-
land and an agreement with the State of
Virginia at the request for agreement from
the proper State official. The agreement shall
provide that the appropriate disbursing of-
ficer shall withhold State income taxes in
the case of each employee under the juris-
diction of the Architect of the Capitol who
is subject to such income tax and who
voluntarily agrees to such withholding.”

(b) The table of sections for such sub-
chapter is amended by inserting after the
item relating to section 56616 the following:
“6616A. Voluntary withholding of Maryland

and Virginia income taxes; officers
and employees of the Architect of
the Capitol.”

VEYSEY ASKS COLLECTIVE BAR-
GAINING PROTECTION FOR FARM-
WORKERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. VEYsEY) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. VEYSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
call your attention to legislation I am in-
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troducing which is of vital importance
to my congressional district, the State of
California, and to every agricultural
area in the Nation. It is also a paramount
concern to each of us who champions
the rights assured every American by the
Constitution and the Bill of Rights.

My legislation would provide to Amer-
can farmworkers, the same protection
under law that the rest of the Nation’s
labor force has had for generations, giv-
ing them the machinery for collective
bargaining and the right to choose their
union representation, by secret ballot,
and without coercion.

Several short years ago the Nation's
farm labor strife was concentrated in the
grape vineyards of California, where
Cesar Chavez was attempting to convince
farmworkers that they should join his
United Farm Workers Organizing Com-
mittee. The struggle then moved to the
growers doorstep, where UFWOC hoped
to negotiate contracts for workers in
lieu of worker elections. And finally, the
battle went to the streets and the super-
markets, where economic pressures
through the grape boycott, finally forced
growers to sign grapeworkers into the

* Chavez-led union.

Throughout these turbulent years,
everyone concerned suffered severely.
Growers lost entire crops, farmworkers
lost their livelihoods, violence became the
byword, packing sheds and farmbuild-
ings were burned out, farmworkers’ fam-
ilies were harassed, and the Nation’s
consumers were subjected to a campaign
of propaganda and intimidation.

Finally, the grape growers relented,
and signed contracts with the UFWOC—
or the National Farmworkers Union as
it is now known. And the first large-
scale agricultural industry was union-
ized

Then the Teamsters Union entered the
picture. The Teamsters—one of the Na-
tion's most experienced and most effec-
tive union organizations—had repre-
sented many agricultural related workers
in California for many years, and when
lettuce packing shed and harvesting op-
erations overlapped in the Salinas area,
there arose a question of which union—
the UFW of the Teamsters—had juris-
diction over the particular workers in-
volved. Quickly, the question broadened
to include lettuce fieldworkers as well.

Again the farmworker was not asked
which he wanted, and the Teamsters
began to negotiate with lettuce growers
who had not yet signed UFW contracts.

Eventually, then, the lettuce industry
there signed Teamster contracts, and the
action moved from the Salinas Valley
to the Imperial Valley where lettuce and
a variety of other crops demand high
labor. Again the Teamsters moved out in
front, with growers, fearing particularly,
the poor performance record the UFW
has demonstrated by failing to provide
enough qualified labor under some grape
contracts. Most growers who opted for
Teamster contracts were taking what
they considered the lesser of two evils.
So we came to the current harvest sea-
son with the Chavez-led NFW holding
most of the union contracts in the grape
industry, and the Teamsters holding
most of the contracts in the lettuce in-
dustry. And nowhere through all of this,
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were farmworkers asked what they
wanted, or given a vote in the selection
of a union.

Then, the trouble became more com-
plicated. The Teamsters, bolstered by
their successes in the lettuce industry,
decided to challenge for the expiring
UFW contracts in the grape vineyards.
And growers, some of whom had bad ex-
periences with the UFW, began to sign
with the Teamsters, setting the stage for
another round of violence, intimidation,
rioting, and ultimately, arrests as the
UFW lost one contract after another.

Again there was no voice or vote by
the workers involved.

Mr. Speaker, the farm labor warfare
has now been ravaging California agri-
culture for over 10 years. It has drawn
civil rights leaders, philanthropists,
clergy, politicians, and virtually every
other crusader in the Nation into the
battle. And despite the severity of the
problem, despite the fact the two main
principles involved, the worker and the
farmer desperately want the protection
of law. We have not been able to provide
them that protection.

My legislation would do that. It would
set up a National Farm Labor Relations
Board to deal with the labor problems of
the Nation’s farmers and farmworkers.
It would guarantee farmworkers a secref
ballot vote to chose their union repre-
sentatives. It would remove the second-
ary boycott as a weapon in farm labor
relations, just as it was withdrawn long
ago in labor regulations affecting other
industries.

My legislation, in short, would guar-
antee agricultural workers the right to
collective bargaining, and the right to
choose their own agent without fear of
coercion of reprisal. At the same time, it
would assure the Nation’'s farmers pro-
tection from secondarv boycotts and
other forms of intimidation, while pro-
viding the machinery to establish respon-
sible, stable, union-employer relation-
ships where the employees so desire,

Mr. Speaker, we must move to solve
this problem, and we must move quickly.
Chavez’ grape contracts throughout the
Central Valley of California will expire
this summer. The Teamsters are waiting
eagerly in the wings to compete for those
contracts. The growers are caught in the
middle, under intensive pressure from
both. And the farmworkers—the objects
of this 10-year juggernaught—have no
voice whatsoever in this brawl over their
destiny.

Unless we take action now, California’s
grape vineyards will surely become a full-
blown battleground in the summer of
1973.

THE DEFENSE EMERGENCY
PROCEDURES ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ANpErson) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. ANDERSON of Ilinois. Mr.
Speaker, today I am introducing for
appropriate reference the ‘“Defense
Emergency Procedures Act of 1973,”
a bill to provide a procedure for
the exercise of congressional and ex-
ecutive powers over the use of any
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Armed Forces of the United States in
military hostilities. I introduce this bill
for the purpose of discussion at a time
when war powers legislation is moving
forward in both bodies of Congress. Last
Friday, May 18, the Javits war powers
bill, S. 440, was reported from the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee by a vote
of 16 to 0. This week and next week the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs is
in the process of marking up the Zablocki
war powers resolution, House Joint Res-
olution 542, which last week cleared sub-
committee by an 8-to-1 vote. I think both
committees of Congress are to be com-
mended on moving expeditiously in this
session on this most important piece of
legislation which died in the House-
Senate conference last year, because of
the great disparities in the two bills:
while the House version simply required
consultation with the Congress by the
President over the emergency use of U.S.
troops and a detailed and periodic report-
ing once the troops had been deployed,
the Senate version required the with-
drawal of the troops after 30 days unless
the Congress specifically approved their
continued use beyond that period.

This year the House Foreign Affairs
Subcommittee has reported out a much
stronger version than last year’s resolu-
tion, in some respects even stronger
than the Javits bill. This fact coupled
with early action in both bodies bodes
well for the prospects of compromise and
enactment in this Congress.

The House bill currently pending in
committee places a 120-day time limit
on the engagement of U.S. forces in hos-
tilities in the absence of a declaration
of war or a specific congressional au-
thorization for their confinued use
beyond that period; and it also provides
for a termination of that authority be-
fore the expiration of the 120-day peri-
od if the Congress passes a concurrent
resolution of termination. Bills or res-
olutions of either continued authority
or of termination would be channeled
through the House Foreign Affairs or
Senate Foreign Relations Committees,
would have to be reported and acted
upon within a specified time, and thus
would be privileged business.

The Senate bill terminates the Pres-
ident’s authority after 30 days unless
the President certifies in writing to the
Congress that more time is needed to in-
sure the safety of the troops in the proec-
ess of their prompt disengagement. The
Senate bills or resolutions of continued
authority or termination prior to the ex-
piration of the 30-day deadline could
come directly to the floor without going
through any committee if cosponsored by
one-third of the membership of either
body.

The House bill provides, “in every
possible instance,” that the President
consult with the leadership of Congress
and appropriate committees prior to
committing troops to hostilities and that
he periodically consult with the leader-
ship and appropriate committees after
committing our troops. The Senate bill
does not contain this provision. Both
bills, however, do require that the Pres-
ident make a full report in writing to
Congress promptly after engaging our
troops in hostilities or imminent hostili-
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ties. But while tne Senate bill attempts
to define under which situations the
President can commit U.S. troops with-
out prior or specific approval of Con-
gress, the House bill does not and in-
stead simply requires that any actions
be consistent with his statutory and con-
stitutional authority. The House bill
does, however, define the types of mili-
tary actions which would require com-
pliance with the reporting and time
limitation provisions. Finally, the Sen-
ate bill would not apply to hostilities in
which the United States is currently en-
gaged; the House hill makes no such
exemption.

My own bill is offered as something
of a compromise between these two ver-
sions, though it draws more heavily on
the House bill which I find superior,
and also draws on H.R. 6724 as intro-
duced in this session by the gentleman
from New York (Mr, HorToN) to estab-
lish a Joint Committee on National
Security. Under my bill, the Joint Com-
mittee on National Security would be
comprised of 26 Members including the
Speaker of the House; the President pro
tempore of the Senate; the majority and
minority leaders of the House and Sen-
ate; the chairmen and ranking minority
members of the House and Senate Ap-
propriations and Armed Services Com-
mittees, the House Foreign Affairs and
Senate Foreign Relations Committees;
the chairman, vice chairman, and rank-
ing minority members of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy; and two
at-large Members from each party in
each body. The Speaker of the House
and President pro tempore of the Senate
would serve as cochairmen of the joint
committee.

The joint committee would be the of-
ficially designated body of Congress fo
be consulted by the President during de-
fense emergencies, to receive the Presi-
dent’s reports, and to transmit these and
other information and recommendations
to the appropriate committees of Con-
gress. The creation of the joint commit-
tee would not alter the existing respon-
sibilities of the standing committees of
the Congress, nor would it have the
power to report legislation.

Under my bill, the President would,
when possible, consult with the joint
committee prior to engaging our troops
in hostilities, his report on such actions
would be transmitted through the joint
committee. His authority for the use of
troops without a declaration of war
would end after 90 calendar days of their
introduction into hostilities or imminent
hostilities unless the Congress, by hill or
joint resolution, specifically approved
their continued use. Such bills or joint
resolutions would be channeled through
the House Foreign Affairs and Senate
Foreign Relations Committees, and
would be reported to the floor along with
recommendations not later than 30 days
prior to the expiration of the 90-day
period and acted upon within 3 legislative
days. The bill or joint resolutions would
then go to the appropriate committee of
the other body which would have to re-
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port it out with recommendations not
later than 15 days prior to the expiraion
of the 90-day deadline and acted on
within 3 legislative days.

My bill also provides for joint resolu-
tions of termination prior to the ex-
piration of the 90-day period. These res-
olutions would be referred to the House
Armed Services or Senate Armed Services
Committees, and would, if cosponsored
by at least one-fourth of the member-
ship of either body, be reported with rec-
ommendations within 7 legislative days
of the introduction of the joint res-
solution with the requisite cosponsor-
ship; and would be acted upon by the first
body within 3 legislative days. The ap-
propriate commitiee of the other body
would then have 7 legislative days to re-
port out the resolution with recommen-
dations, and again this would be acted on
within 3 legislative days.

Like the House bill, my bill specifies
that the act in no way alters the existing
authority of the President or Congress or
the provisions of existing treaties. Like
the Senate bill it contains a “separability
clause” in case any part of the act is held
invalid by the courts. And like the House
bill it takes effect on the date of enact-
ment and does not exempt from the pro-
visions of the bill hostilities in which the
United States is currently engaged.

Mr. Speaker, in addition to the new
feature in my bill of a Joint Committee
on National Security, I think I should
point out some of the other significant
departures from the bill currently pend-
ing in the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee and the reasons for these changes.
First, I have provided that resolutions
of termination be joint resolutions rather
than concurrent resolutions as provided
for in the House version. I have done this
because I have a serious question about
the constitutionality of concurrent reso-
lutions having the binding effect of law.
Senator ErviN conceded as much in his
appearance before the House Rules Com-
mittee in testimony on impoundment
control legislation. While I appreciate the
fact that a joint resolution, unlike a con-
current resolution, would be subject to a
presidential veto and thus would require
a two-thirds override vote, it seems to me
that it is better to enact a termination
provision which clearly is constitutional
and has the force of law than one which
may only be interpreted as a “sense of
Congress” resolution by the President. It
is obvious that if this issue were thrown
into the courts, it would not be resolved
before the expiration of the 90-day dead-
line anyway and, therefore, would be lost
as far as the first situation arising under
this bill is concerned.

Another departure in my bill from the
bill pending in the House Foreign Affairs
Committee is the provision for referring
joint resolutions of termination to the
Armed Services Committees of the House
and Senate rather than the Foreign Af-
fairs and Foreign Relations Committees,
I have done this, because it seems to me
the question of early termination is more
a military than a foreign policy one, and
thus should be dealt with by the com-
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mittees directly concerned with military
matters. On the other hand, I fully con-
cur with the idea of bringing resolutions
or bills for continued authority through
the Foreign Relations and Foreign Af-
fairs Committees, because these clearly
do involve foreign policy decisions and
commitments.

Shifting resolutions of termination to
the Armed Services Committees would
not be consigning them to their death
beds since my bill provides that any such
resolution which is sponsored by at least
one-fourth of the House or Senate mem-
bership must be reported to the floor of
that House within 7 legislative days, re-
gardless of the recommendations of that
committee. The House bill requires that
they be reported out within 15 calendar
days with no requirement of minimum
cosponsorship. I think this is a mistake,
because in requiring the committee to
report out “any resolution” of termina-
tion the Zablocki bill would open the way
for a whole spate of such resolutions,
introduced one after another, day after
day, and each and everyone of these
would have to be reported to the floor for
action not later than 15 calendar days
after their introduction. My bill, on the
other hand, by requiring that such reso-
lutions have at least one-fourth of the
membership of either body as cosponsors
before they must be reported, would less-
en considerably the possibility of con-
suming a great deal of floor time consid-
ering numerous identical resolutions,
because it would require a concentration
of effort around the cosponsorship of a
single resolution. That is not to say that
my bill precludes the possibility of floor
action on any more than one such resolu-
tion of termination prior to the 90-day
deadline, but it certainly would reduce
the frivolous abuse of this privilege—and
these are privileged resolutions.

Mr. Speaker, these in brief are the pro-
visions of my Defense Emergency Proce-
dures Act of 1973 and a comparative
summary of my bill and that now pend-
ing in the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee. I hope that in introducing this
measure I am able to contribute to the
healthy and considered debate and dis-
cussion which must precede final con-
gressional action on a war powers meas-
ure. I have long felt that the Congress
must act to restore its war powers re-
sponsibilities and prerogatives under the
Constitution if we are to avoid future in-
volvement in undeclared wars without
the full and specific approval of the Con-
gress, and just as importantly, without
full consultation and exchange of essen-
tial information between the President
and the Congress. Our Constitution has
wisely provided for shared powers be-
tween the legislative and executive
branch in the area of foreign policy and
matters of war and peace. I think the
passage of a strong war powers bill which
carefully delineates these powers and re-
sponsibilities will help to insure the re-
vitalization of the Congress and the over-
all strengthening of our system of gov-
ernment.

At this point in the REcorp, Mr. Speak-
er, I include the full text of my Defense
Emergency Procedures Act of 1973
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H.R. 8066

A bill to provide a procedure for the exercise
of congreasional and executive powers over
the use of any Armed Forces of the United
States in military hostilities, and for other
purposes
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the Unilted Stales of

America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

Bectron 1. This measure may be cited as
the “Defense Emergency Procedures Act of
1973."

JOINT COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY

SEec. 2. There is established a Joint Com-~
mittee on National Security (hereafter re-
ferred to as the “joint committee”) to be
composed of twenty-six members as follows:

(1) The Speaker of the House of Represent-

atives;
(2) The President pro tempore of the Sen-
ate;
(8) The Majority Leader of the House of
Representatives;

(4) The Majority Leader of the Senate;

(6) The Minority Leader of the House of
Representatives;

(6) The Minority Leader of the Senate;

(7) The Chalrman and ranking minority
member of each of the following committees:

(A) The Committee on Foreign Relations
of the Senate;

(B) The Committee on Foreign Affairs of
the House of Representatives;

(C) The Committee on Armed Services of
the Senate;

(D) The Committee on Armed Services of
the House of Representatives;

(E) The Committee on Appropriations of
the Senate;

(F) The Committee on Appropriations of
the House of Representatives;

(8) The Chairman, Vice-Chalrman and
ranking minority members of the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy,;

(9) One Member of the House of Repre-
sentatives who is not a member of any com-
mittee referred to in this section, to be ap-
pointed by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives;

(10) One Member of the Senate who is
not a member of any committee referred to
in this section, to be appointed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore of the Senate;

(11) One Member of the House of Repre-
sentatives who is not a member of any com-
mittee referred to in this section, to be ap-
pointed by the Minority Leader of the House
of Representatives;

(12) One Member of the Senate who is not
a member of any committee referred to in
this section, to be appointed by the Minority
Leader of the Senate.

The Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives and the President pro tempore of the
Senate shall serve as co-chairmen of the
joint committee. Any vacancy occurring in
the membership of the joint committee shall
be filled in the same manner as in the case
of the original selection.

DUTIES OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE

Sec. 3. (a) It shall be the duty of the joint
committee to convene at the call of the co-
chalrmen to receive any report required under
section 4 of this Act and to report to those
committees of both Houses of Congress which
will consider legislation referred to in this
Act;

(b) The joint committee shall be the offi-
cially designated body of Congress to be con-
sulted by the President and his national se-
curity and military advisers, and to receive
and transmit information to other commit-
tees of the Congress concerning actions taken
and reports received, referred to in this Act;

(c) The President, in every possible in-
stance, shall convene and consult with the
joint committee before the introduction of
the Armed Forces of the United Btates in
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hostilitles or in situations in which hostili-
tles may be imminent, and after such intro-
duction shall consult regularly with the joint
committee until such Armed Forces of the
United States are no longer engaged in hos-
tilities;

(d) The establishment of the joint com-
mittee shall not affect the duties and re-
sponsibilities of other committees of the
Senate or of the House of Representatives;

(e) The joint committee has no authority
to report legislation to the floor of either
House, but 1t shall transmit information
under this Act together with its recommenda-
tion for legislation to be considered or
adopted.

REPORTING

SEc. 4. In any case in which the President,
without a declaration of war by the Con-
gress—

(1) introduces the Armed Forces of the
United States in hostilities outside the ter-
ritory of the United States, its possessions
and territories;

(2) introduces the Armed Forces of the
United States equipped for combat into the
territory, airspace, or waters of a foreign na-
tion, except for deployments which relate
solely to supply, replacement, repair or train-
ing of the Armed Forces of the United
States; or

(3) substantially enlarges the Armed
Forces of the United States equipped for
combat already located in a forelgn nation;
the President shall submit within forty-
eight hours to the joint committee a report,
in writing, setting forth—

(A) the circumstances necessitating his
action;

(B) the constitutional and legislative pro-
visions under the authority of which he took
such action;

(C) the estimated scope of activities;

(D) the estimated financial cost of such
use or enlargement of forces; and

(E) such other information as the Presi-
dent may deem useful to the Congress in the
fulfillment of its constitutional responsibili-
ties with respect to the use of the Armed
Forces of the United States abroad.

NINETY-DAY LIMITATION

Sec. 5. (a) Within ninety calendar days
after a report is submitted or is required to
be submitted pursuant to sectlon 4, the
President shall terminate the use of the
Armed Forces of the United States with re-
spect to which such report was submitted
unless the Congress enacts a declaration of
war or a specific authorization for the use
of the Armed Forces of the United States.

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), at
any time that the Armed Forces of the
United States are engaged in hostilities out-
slde the territory of the United States, its
possessions and territories without a dec-
laration of war or other specific authoriza-
tion of the Congress, such forces shall be
disengaged by the President if the Congress
so directs by joint resolution.

CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCEDURE

Sec. 6. (a) Any bill or joint resolution in-
troduced pursuant to section 5(a) at least
forty-five days before the expiration of the
ninety-day pericd specified in sald section
shall be referred to the Committee on For-
elgn Affairs of the House of Representatives
or the Committee on Forelgn Relations of
the Senate, and shall be reported out by
such committee, together with ifts recom-
mendations, not later than thirty days be-
fore the expiration of the ninety-day period
specified in said section.

(b) Any bill or joint resolution so re-
ported shall become the pending business
of the House in question and shall be voted
on within three legislative days thereafter,
unless such House shall otherwise determine
by veas and nays.

(e) Such bill or joint resolution passed by
one House shall be referred to the appropri-

16815

ate colmmittee of the other House and shall
be reported out not later than fifteen days
before the expiration of the ninety-day peri-
od specified in sald section. The bill or joint
resolution so reported shall become the
pending business of the House in guestion
and shall be voted on within three legisla-
tive days after it has been reported, unless
such House shall otherwise determine by
yeas and nays.

Sec. 7. (a) Any joint resolution introduced
pursuant to section 5(b) shall be referred to
the Committee on Armed Services of the
House of Representatives or the Committee
on Armed Services of the Senate, as the case
may be, and shall, if sponsored or cospon-
sored by at least one-fourth of the Members
of the House of Congress in which it is in-
troduced, be reported out by such committee
together with its recommendations within
seven legislative days.

(b) Any joint resolution so reported shall
become the pending business of the House
in question and shall be voted on within
three legislative days thereafter, unless such
House shall otherwise determine by yeas and

v8.

(¢) Buch a joint resolution passed by one
House shall be referred to the appropriate
committee of the other House and shall be
reported out by such committee together
with its recommendations within seven leg-
islative days and shall thereupon become
the pending business of such House and
shall be voted upon within three legislative
days, unless such House shall determine oth-
erwise by yeas and nays.

INTERPRETATION OF ACT

8ec. 8. Nothing in this Act (a) is intended
to alter the constitutional authority of the
Congress or of the President, or the provi-
sions of existing treaties;

(b) Shall be construed to represent con-
gressional acceptance of the proposition that
Executive action alone can satisfy the con-
stitutignal process requirement contained in
the provisions of mutual security treaties to
which the United States is a party; or

(c) Shall be construed as granting any au-
thority to the President with respect to the
use of the Armed Forces of the United States
in hostilities or in situations in which hostil-
itles may be imminent in the territory, air-
space, or waters of a foreign nation which
h!e would not have had in the absence here-
of.

SEPARABILITY CLAUSE

Bec. 9. If any provision of this Act or the
application thereof to any person or circum-
stance is held invallid, the remainder of the
Act and the applications of such provision
to any other person or circumstance shall not
be affected thereby.

EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 8. This Act shall take effect on the

date of enactment.

FEDERAL FIREFIGHTERS WORK-
WEEK BILL REINTRODUCED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Hawaii (Mr. MaTsunsca) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday I reintroduced with 14 cospon-
sors my bill to shorten the workweek of
federally emploved firefighters, origi-
nally designated as HR. 2086.

The legislation is intended to provide
long-delayed relief for Federal firefight-
ers who respond to the call when a fire
breaks out near an ammunition dump or
an Air Force fuel storage tank. They
face the same, if not greater dangers
than their counterparts in muniecipal
fire departments; yet for the past quar-
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ter of a century they have been warking
a T2-hour week—nearly 1'% times as
long as the 50-hour week of the average
municipal firefighter.

To compound the obvious inequity, the
Federal fireman is not even compensated
for his longer working hours by higher
pay. For working approximately 30 per-
cent more hours than his municipal
counterpart, he receives $3,609 less an-
nually—$8,061, compared to $11,670.
Even if he receives maximum premium
pay for holiday and night duty, standby
service and irregular hours, the Federal
fireman can receive no more than
$10,064.

To partially redress this inequity, I
have introduced this legislation o short-
en the Federal firefighter's workweek
from 72 hours to a prudent, but still sub-
stantial, 56 hours. This is still well above
the municipal average, and the bill does
not deal at all with the pay differential.
But it at least moves toward a balance
that would, hopefully, slow losses of
trained Federal personnel to city fire de-
partments, permit stricter adherence to
existing Federal personnel standards,
and attract high quality firefighters to
the Federal force in the future.

I am pleased to be joined today in this
effort by a bipartisan group of 14
cosponsors, who believe in equity for de-
serving Federal employees. I include
their names at this point in the Recorp:

CosPONSORS FOR FEDERAL FIREFIGHTERS

WORKWEEK BILL

Charles Carney, Don Edwards, Michael
Harrington, Augustus Hawkins, Robert Leg-
gett, Edward Madigan, John Melcher.

Joe Moakley, John Moss, Robert Nix, Ber-

tram Podell, Willlam Roy, Willlam White-
hurst, Antonio Won Pat. o

THE ROLE OF THE NEWS MEDIA:
AN INTERVIEW WITH HOWARD X,
SMITH AND PETER LISAGOR

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

Mr. BRADEMAS, Mr. Speaker, every
month I am privileged to moderate a dis-
cussion program, “Washington Insight,”
on television station WSJV-TV, the ABC
affiliate in South Bend-Elkhart, Ind.

I ask unanimous consent to insert at
this point in the Recorp the transcript of
the interview which will be shown today,
March 23, 1973, on the subject of “The
Role of the News Media.”

I was honored to be able, for this edi-
tion of “Washington Insight,” to inter-
view two of the most distinguished jour-
nalists in the United States, Howard K.
Smith of the ABC Evening News, and
Peter Lisagor, Washington bureau chief
of the Chicago Daily News.

The transcript follows:

TRANSCRIPT

Mr., BRaApEMAS., Welcome to another edition
of “Washington Insight”. Our subject today
is the role of the news media in American life
with particular attention to coverage of the

activities of the Federal government in re-
cent weeks. f

As we all know, the television and press
have gained new prominence in the United
Btates, and I am honored to have as my
guests today to discuss the role of the media,
two of the nation’s most distinguished jour-
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nalists, men whose careers in covering the
news span over half a century with more
than half that time spent covering events
here in Washington, D.C.

Peter Lisagor is the Washington Bureau
Chief of the Chicago Daily News. He's also a
former professional baseball player and was
& Neiman fellow at Harvard University. Here
in Washington he is widely respected for his
impartiality and was once Cescribed by a col-
league as a man who can “walk down the
middle of the street and shoot windows out
from both sides.”

Howard K. Smith is the well-known co-
anchorman and commentator on the ABC
Evening News. He has also the distinction of
being a former track star at Tulane Univer-
sity. He won the Paul White Memorial Award
for distinguished reporting, was a Rhodes
scholar at Oxford and has authored several
books; the last aptly entitled “Washington,
DC.”

Gentlemen, we meet at a time when the
role of the press and television, particularly
the national press and television, has been
under extensive gquestioning but also at a
time when the news media are credited with
much of the responsibility for bringing the
Watergate affair to the nation's attention.
But, beginning with you, Mr. Smith, I'd like
to put this question: in view of the evidence,
apparently, that the Administration has been
so long involved in Watergate, why did it
take the nation’s news corps so long to get
around to finding out about it and telling the
nation the news?

WATERGATE: PRESS SHOULDN'T GLOAT

Mr. SmrTH. You've complimented the news
corps. I think, as Dave Broder sald in a
column recently, “The news corps shouldn’t
gloat, the Washington Post did it.” And I
humbly yield to the Post on that. It took so
long on our part because we thought that
the thing was so incredible and ridiculous
that some few people, superpatriots, worried
about the nation, anxious to reelect Nixon,
did it without anybody's knowing about it,
anybody important, That's why we missed it.

Mr. BraDEMAS. What do you think, Mr.
Lisagor?

Mr. Lisacor, Well, I think one of the inter-
esting things about it is that if the Water-
gate burglary had not occurred we might still
not know what was going on in that ex-
tremely secure and quite secluded Adminis-
tration setup in the White House which is
without a doubt the most buttoned-up tight
operation In my experience in Washington
and, one might say, because of a fluke and
two very energetic and responsible police re-
porters hanging tough and following it
through, only because of that fluke do we
now know what we know which is that at
the center of the Nixon Administration was
an effort really to compromise some sensitive
agencles simply in the interest of a political
objective.

Mr. BrapEmas, I don't think that we in
Congress can take very much credit for hav-
ing contributed to these revelations. I think
we also should credit a courageous Repub-
lican judge, Judge John Sirica. In view of
what both of you have said, aren't there
some lessons here about the capacity of the
news media effectively to tell the American
people what's going on? Mr., Smith, what
about that?

U.S. PRESS IS WORLD'S FREEST

Mr. SmrTH. Yes, I think there are but the
lesson to me is that our news system Is a very
good one. Our press s the freest In the world.
I have lived abroad for twenty years in about
14 countries and worked in about 50 or 60
under their press regulations and in no
country. not even the most civilized, is there
such freedom as there is in this country. And
I think only that permitted this to happen.
For example, the Pentagon papers leak could
not happen in Great Britain. The Official
Secrets Act would stop it cold before it hap-
pens.
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Mr. BrapEMAS. Mr. Lisagor, the President
after his Watergate speech, as I understand
it, stopped by to tell you gentlemen that you
should make his life difficult from now on.
Do you think there will be a change in his
attitude toward the media?

Mr. Lisacor. Not really. There is a chasten-
ing effect at the White House now. They are
making overtures to the press, telling us
nothing really, but being a little more civil,
a little less contemptuous, a little less dis-
dainful, just as they are being toward the
Congress and toward the people.

One would hope that one of the con=-
sequences of Watergate is that they would
return to the civilities of three co-equal
branches of government, the recognition of
the press’ role in our open soclety and really
to the resurrection, if you will, of the Cabi-
net, which was dropped through a trap door
in Nixon's first Administration. One would
hope that all that happens. There are signs
that it might. I am very skeptical about it
because I think if they weather this through,
they will return to what is a comfortable
practice and habit for them.

Mr, BrapEMAS. Mr. Smith, because of your
career as a television commentator, I wonder
if you could tell us if you feel that, as dis-
tinguished from newspaper, television has
been at a disadvantage in covering the Water-
gate events?

WAS TELEVISION AT A DISADVANTAGE?

Mr, SmrTH. Television certainly does a less
good Job at Investigative reporting than
newspapers do. In part, in our case especially,
it’s due to the fact that only in the past year
have we acquired and found enough good
men to cover the news from day to day. In-
vestigative reporting requires an investment
of several reporters over several months dur-
ing which they produce nothing, We haven't
been able to afford that yet. We need every
man on the air every day.

Mr. BrapEMAs. What do you think about
Senator Proxmire's comment the other day
that the press was gullty of McCarthyism in
its coverage of the Watergate?

Mr. SmrTH. I think any warning to the
press should be made and I think he should
have made that. I don't think it was justi-
filed but nonetheless I'm glad he said it, be-
cause I'm worried, too, about issuing hearsay
evidence without response from the other
side. But the distinction between this and
the McCarthy allegations is that the other
slde isn't talking. That when Owen Latti-
more was accused of something, you could
go to him and get his side of it; now you
can't get the other side.

BREAKING DOWN CONFLICTING INFORMATION

Mr. BrADEMAS, Mr. Lisagor, have you had
any news on the Watergate leaked to you?

Mr. Lisacor. No, I haven't. I don't think
very much news was leaked. That’s another
aspect of Watergate that's intriguing. The
two reporters developed their sources pains-
takingly and, as I sald earlier, responsibly.
They had nothing leaked to them. This is
literally true by their own evidence. They
went out and dug this stuff up. Now we have
had suspicions for a long time that things
weren't what they ought to be around the
White House, Things were just too tight, too
utterly tight. There was too much power
concentrated there.

And we could suspect a lot of things but
nothing was leaked, and nothing was leaked
to the reporters who broke this story or to
the Washington Post. Once it began to break,
then people ran for the lifeboats and began
to make telephone calls saying, you ought
tg l?ok into this and you ought to look into
that.

For example, I had an experience with one
of the principals in the Watergate case, He
happened to run the Inaugural and I went
down to see him at Fort McNair to talk about
the Inaugural. He sald, “Now, no questions
on Watergate.” I sald, “Fine”. When I got
there, all he wanted to talk about was Water=-
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gate. He did it off the record and he lied to
me, in the light of subsequent events, from
top to bottom and this is what we had to
contend with.

Mr. BrapEMmas, I want to put the Water-
gate event in a rather broader context if I
may and Mr, Smith, I turn to you and ask
about the fundamental gquestion going
through all of this, and I refer, of course,
to the attitude of the Nixon Administration
toward the press in the United States. Now,
I understand that you have said that you
don’t think Vice President Agnew's attacks
have really hurt the press very much. What
about that?

AGNEW HAD A RIGHT TO CRITICIZE, BUT—

Mr. SmarH. I felt that Vice President
Agnew’s original criticism had many points of
justification. Therefore—and I don’t mind
being criticized—I don't think a man loses
his rights of freedom of speech when he be-
comes Vice President. So it was all right with
me. Some of it I disagreed with, but I think
later actions, especially since the landslide
victory and the hostility, have surprised me
and surprised me especially because Nixon
wasn't treated badly by the press in the elec-
tion. I would say McGovern had more to
complain about than Nixon did. But it has
been & hostile line. Clay Whitehead, who
threatened censorship of the local statlons
that carry our news, says we engage in elitist
gossip. I don’t know how, if Harry Reasoner
engages In elitist gossip, how do you turn
him off and do you know whether he has
uttered elitist gossip or not.

Anyhow, it was intimidation, and I became
worried too about the courts putting report-
ers in jail for falling to reveal confidences,
to break confidences in rather minor in-
stances. In some cases, I think reporters
should break confidences but altogether I
found a hostile line growing towards the
press that I couldn't understand.

Mr. Lisacor. I wanted to jump in because
I believe Mr. Agnew had every right in the
world to criticize the press but he chose abso-
Iutely the wrong ground on which to criti-
clze it. Particularly television. That was the
ground on the basie right to dissent. His first
criticism of television was the instant anal-
ysis, criticism of instant analysis which was
not, incidentally, instant analysis.

If he had criticized television because of
an inherent basic distortion in that camera,
and therefore a distortion in what the camera
showed, he would have been on far safer
ground.

ADMINISTRATION INSENSITIVE TO FIRST
AMENDMENT

What Mr. Agnew's criticism showed was an
insensitivity toward the Constitution, par-
ticularly the First Amendment that, as How-
ard points out, ran through the whole of the
Administration. We were aware of this, it was
more than just simply a hostility toward our
function. It really was an Insensitivity to-
wards, you know, the way this soclety must
function. The First Amendment is a weak
reed on which to lean. We in the press have
known the fragility of it, but it's the best reed
we've got and we have to lean on it. They
were just totally insensitive to that.

CONGRESS IS IN THE SAME BOAT

Mr. BRanEmMas. Of course, that's interesting
to me that you make that point about the
fragility of this relationship because many
of us in Congress, I may say, have felt the
Administration has had much the same attl-
tude toward us in our constitutional system
and, rather than quarreling with us, as the
Founding Fathers, in effect, intended, the
Administration has set out really to destroy
us by the various policies and approaches
they've adopted.

Mr. Smith, let me come back with some-
thing you said about Clay Whitehead, who
directs the White House Office of Telecom=-
munications Policy. Do you think that the
Administration is hoping to seduce local tele=-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

vision stations across the country into cen=
soring network news as a tradeoff for a five-
year rather than a three-year renewal of local
television station licenses?

Mr. SmrTH. No, I think it won't affect the
daily news at all. As I say, you can’t tell
whether a man is going to utter elitist gossip
until it's too late. You can’t cut him off then.
Local stations generally do not like to take
controversial documentaries, which don't pay
very much anyhow. Mr. Whitehead has given
them a good excuse and a reward not to take
controversial documentaries, and it's the
controversial documentaries that will be hurt
more than the news.

PRESS COUNCIL WOULD BE INEFFECTIVE

Mr. BrapEMAS. Mr. Lisagor, one of the sub-
jects that has been in part stimulated by all
of the discussion of the role of the press in
the United States is the proposal that there
should be established a Press Council. One
of these, I understand, 1s used in England,
but I wonder if you could explain that and
tell us how you feel about it?

Mr. Lisacor. Well, a Press Council 1s simply
a kind of auditor or monitor of the press and
I don’t think much of it because there is in
this country a number of press assoclations,
The American Soclety of Newspaper Editors
is the one I have in mind when I make this
statement.

No profession, not one, undergoes as much
self-analysis and self-criticism as does the
Amerlcan press. Now, I must hasten to add
little or nothing is done about that self-
analysis and self-criticism. They come to
Washington or some other city and they hold
these meetings and they criticize themselves
to a fair-thee-well and then go back and go
on about their business unfortunately. There
is Sigma Delta Chi; there are other organiza-
tions which constantly undergo self-scrutiny.

Press Councils? You know, I just don't like
in our soclety to have this kind of a Board
of Lords set up overlooking the performance
of the press, I don't think they do that very
well, and besides I've always felt that there
is really enough self-corrective and compe-
titive process in this country to keep us from
going off the deep end.

Mr. BrapEMaAS. Well, now let me press you
on that and let Mr. Smith comment. In terms
of circulation, of readership, probably 90%
or so of the newspapers published in the
country last year endorsed Mr, Nixon. You
speak of the self-corrective; yet we talk about
the shortcomings of the press in finding out
what happened in Watergate. Was that self-
corrective really working?

PRESS SHOULD CORRECT ITSELF

Mr. LisaGor. Let me remind you though, in
the Roosevelt years, 80% of the press op-
posed President Roosevelt and he was elected
by a whopping majority each time. So to clte
the Nixzon experience in 1972, it is not quite
right. But as far as the corrective in the
Watergate is concerned, that isn't a good ex-
ample really.

But if television, for example, were to go
out with something wild or crazy, there would
be people investigating that on the print
side. Similarly, if the print people get out of
line, the television people would tend to
correct it. But that isn't really what I mean.

We have all kinds of magazines and news-
papers with varying philosophies in their ap-
proach to the news. A little lady came up to
me and sald it all. She sald, “I don't belleve
in the media.” I sald, “Why?"

She said, “Because you lie.” I sald, “How
do you know we 1lie?” “I read it,” she said.

Mr. BrapEMAS. What about that, Mr, Smith?

NEWS FPEOPLE AREN'T PERFECT

Mr. Smrre, Well, I think that if you are
saying are we perfect, the answer Is obvious-
1y “no.” No, we have a long way to go, but
I have great faith in the corrective effect of
competition and in fact the number of big
clty newspapers has declined; the number of
newspapers has increased.
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Mr. BRapEMAS. Let me suggest something
that from my point of view is a marvelous
fleld for you to try to be corrective or to
improve in any event.

I refer to the coverage of the activities of
the Members of Congress, Members of the
House of Representatives even more so than
of the Senate. This observation is to some
extent self-serving but, it seems to me, that
given the enormous power that the White
House has to make an impact on the public
which is both understandable and I think
appropriate, that’s political power—and yet
here in the House, given that there are so
many of us, I could count on the fingers
of one hand the really first-class journalists
in Washington who understand the House
of Representatives. In large part, we're sim=
ply ignored. Why doesn’'t the press, why
doesn't television, do a better job of covering
Congress, generally, and the House of Repre-
sentatives particularly?

WHY ISN'T CONGRESS COVERED BETTER?

Mr. SmrrH. Well, first of all because the
President makes decisions, he comes out with
& decision, it's often dramatic, but the House
doesn’'t come out with many—it takes you
a hell of a long time to come to a decision.

When Lyndon Johnson wanted to do some-
thing about raising taxes the first year, he
didn't ask for it because he knew that Wil-
bur Mills wouldn't agree to it. The second
year he had to ask for it but it took Wilbur
Mills another year to agree to it.

It so happens that in that first year the
British had to ralse taxes too. It took them
a month to debate it and pass the bill. It
took you really in fact two years,

Now it's very hard for us to get the public
interested in a process that drags on like
that.

Mr. Lisacor. I may add, 435 disparate
volces versus one strong, powerful, almost
monolithic volce in the President. Secondly,
no discipline whatsoever, no party discipline
in the House of Representatives. You Demo-
crats, if I may say so, go off in a dozen
different directions and so do the Republi-
cans.

Now you know what self-respecting jour-
nalist is golng to waste his time really trying
to piece this thing together? Until you begin
to exercise some discipline yourself, until
you begin to computerize the data on which
you must operate, you are going to have a
hard time getting in the paper, just as Latin
American news does.

OPEN CONGRESS TO TELEVISION

Mr, SmrTH. I'm going to make a proposal to
you. The drama that is inherent in conflict
on the floor, and 1t rarely happens, should
be made clear to the public. T suggest you
set aside a day every week when you let
television cover the House of Representa-
tives. Let your managers decide on bringing
up good issues on those days and I'll bet
you would get an audience.

Mr. BrapEmas. I would have no objectlon
to that whatsoever. I would have to disagree
with both of you, however, in terms of your
defense. Because what you've done is to com-
plain about the nature of the institution
rather than suggest that you yourselves
might correct your institutions to cover the
way in which the American Congress actually
operates.

You've esuggested, for example, Mr. Lisagor,
that we have no party discipline. You've
suggested that the British system, Mr. Smith,
enables decisions by the Parliament or the
government to be made more quickly. But
I respond to you that I think you ought
not to tell us in Congress that we ought to
have a disciplined party system or a parlia-
mentary system of government in order for
the American news media intelligently to
cover our activities. So I would lay my criti-

"eclsm right back on you.

Mr. SmrTH, You're right. I'm shocked, com=
ing from England where the Parliamentary
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correspondents are essayists who write really
fascinating stories every day of the goings on
in Parllament. We don't have anything like
that here. There isn't that Interest in either
House, though the Senate comes off better
than you do for publicity. But I think in
part it is your own fault, in part ours,

Mr. Lisacor. One other thing is that you
have to re-define news really, to subscribe
to your view, but I really would like to see,
as Howard suggests, a kind of theatrical per-
formance which is precisely what it would
be. Every ham in the House would want to
get up there on this given day and I think
you would just get a babble, I don't think
you would get any issues illuminated; I don't
think you would get any issues clarified or
defined, but you would have every hambone
who was running for something up there
dominating the camera. That would be my
suspicion.

Mr. SwmrrH, Don't underestimate the
amount of ham there is already there. Like
Strom Thurmond the other day protesting
that Muskie had Ellsberg there for political
reasons, as though people had politics on
Capitol Hill! Well, the ham is there, and I
would like to see some of it.

Mr. BrapEmas, Well, first of all I would
gladly endorse your proposal to set aside
one day a week or even every day, as far
as that goes, to cover the House and Sen-
ate, but that would put the country to sleep.
But I must say that, speaking of television,
for example, even when we've opened the
Committees, as they have been opened to
television, that for the most part, even when
there are bills where some decisions are be-
ing made, television doesn't come. The same
is true of the working journalists of the
newspapers. There simply aren't encugh of
them, it seems to me. They are very able
but there are just not enough of them on the
Hill for them to cover it effectively.

Let me turn to another subject to which
we've already made some reference, and that
has to do with the protection of news sources

of newsmen. Congress has been considering,
as you know, several proposals to provide for
& press shield and I'd be interested in your
own reaction. Mr. Smith, maybe you could
tell us what you feel about such proposals?

WARY OF PRESS SHIELD

Mr, SmrTH, I'm opposed to any press shield.
I've lived in countrles where Parliament has
issued regulations allegedly to protect the
press and it generally turns out that Parlia-
ment gets mad, too, at the press and changes
the regulations a little. In this country there
are none; there is only the First Amend-
ment. And I would like to speak for that.
I would like to argue every court case just
on the clear, clean First Amendment, I think
a shield law is an almost panic-stricken rush
of some reporters away from the White House,
saylng the White House 1s about to regulate
us, please you regulate us. I say I don't want
either one of you to regulate us.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Lisagor, how do you feel
about it?

Mr, Lisacor. I would take my chances with
the PFirst Amendment, as frail a crutch as
I suggested earlier that it is, Congress can't
take away what is given and I would rather
take my chances on the First Amendment
then I would with shield laws.

Mr. BrapEMAS, I want to turn to a rather
more general question right now and that
has to do with the observation made by Ed-
ward J. Epstein, who wrote a book about
television, published the other day, Mr.
Smith, called “News from Nowhere.” He sald
that the pictures of soclety that are shown on
televislon are largely, though not entirely,
shaped by organizational considerations. Do
you think that in light of that kind of &
charge television news presents an accurate
picture of American life?
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TELEVISION DOESN'T HAVE ENOUGH NEWS TIME

Mr, SmrtH. No, it doesn't. Our imperfec-
tions have always existed and I'm afraid they
will always be there, We try very hard and
conscientlously to do so. But we fail. Some-
times we've got interesting film of an inci-
dent that really isn't as meaningful as the
whole story is.

Let me run down television news for a
while. Television news has thirty minutes, al-
legedly. Take five commercials out of that
and that will give you a good deal less. In
our case, take a commentary out and that's
still a good deal less. In our case also we
run headlines. We don't have much more
than 18 minutes to give to news service so
I would recommend to your viewers here that
they start reading newspapers. I hope we
in televislon provoke them and give them
vivid provocations, but they have to read
newspapers.

Mr, BRapEMAS, You heard that, Mr. Lisagor.
An unsolicited testimoniall

Mr. Lisacor. I think that's a very honest
appralsal of the limitations of that camera
and what can be done with i, I really do.
You have to get a superficial sweep of the
news each evening. It's inescapable, you know,
and people ought to understand it. But un-
fortunately they do not. Despite what the
figures show, 80% of the American people
stlll get the bulk of their news from Howard
K. Smith’s type of evening news cast.

Mr. SmarH. That worries me.

Mr. BRADEMAS. How do you get a sense, Mr,
Lisagor, of whether you are getting through
to people. How do you get some judgment
about your effectiveness as a journalist?

WHAT INTERESTS READERS?

Mr. Lisacor. It's a good question and a
difficult one to answer. I work for a provincial
newspaper, the Chicago Dally News. A good
paper but it's out there west of the Al-
legheny Mountains. My editors reflect to me
something that they feel about the reader-
ship. That's the way we do it. We hope to
get out once in a while and find out what
interests our readers just as you do as a
Congressman.

But as I say, the definitlon of news is such
in this town that we do run as herds, we
do run what we think is the top news story
of the day and it may not Interest you.
It may interest no one out there; they may
be interested in something over in HEW that
crosses their lives each day, not something
that's happening in Congress over a bill that
has to do with defense procurement. It
doesn't come close, doesn't cut them to the
bone. We always have to watch and guard
against this thing but all too often—Howard
spoke of imperfections and this is an imper-
fect society—we are full of imperfections. All
too often, we miss the boat on what really
concerns the American people and ought to
concern them.

Mr, BrRapEMAS. Mr. Smith?

PROBLEMSE OF PACK JOURNALISM

Mr. BmrTH. The advantage we have 1s that
the telephone starts ringing the moment you
get off the air and you get a great deal of mail
every day. After one program I did we got
80,000 letters. Eighty thousand letters would
fill this room up three feet, This is a much
bigger room than these people can see. It
scared the devll out of ABC. We discovered it
was organized, something like what you've
been reading about in the Watergate case, but
still that's a lot of letters. People react
promptly to television. Which is what fright-
ens me a little because they watch us and
whether they say they believe us or not, they
attend to us.

Mr, BrapEmas, What do you think about
what Mr. Lisagor said? I think you've used
the term “vogue news" yourself in describing
the phenomenon of attending to a particular
trend. Anything further to add to that?
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Mr. SmarH. No, I think the herd instinct
expression is one that I would use, too. I
frankly try deliberately to find out which way
the herd is golng and run the other way. I
don’t know whether I succeed but I do get In
lots of trouble as a result. But I think there
is such a tendency.

Mr. Lisacor. I'm not talking so much about
opinion now, Howard, I am talking aboui
what we deflne as the news that is impor-
tant. It's the hard news that I'm talking
about and all too often we define 1t as every-
body else defines 1t instead of thinking, “Now
of what concern is this really to the bulk of
our readership, or your viewership?” and go
define something that really does matter to
them.

Mr. BranEMas. Let me ask each of you as
we conclude our discussion here, if you would
like to sum up in 30 seconds each, how you
see the future of the press and television in
relation to the freedoms of the country? Mr.
Smith?

OPTIMISTIC ABOUT THE PRESS' FUTURE

Mr. SmrTe. Well, I'm extremely optimistic,
but I always have been; I've never had the
worries in even the worst times that my col-
leagues have had because I have had 20 years
of vaccination, Hving in other countries, some
of them allegedly free, where restrictions on
the press are tremendous, In Britaln I won't
expand on It, but the Official Secrets Act is
cruel, and we refused to accept it, inclden-
tally, when I was there.

Mr. Lisacor. We have had a distortion in
recent years because the adversary relation-
ship which I think is wholesome turned into
hostility but I, llke Howard, am very op-
timistic about the press' role. We have to
watch it all the time. We can’t gloat about it;
we can’t feel here an orgy of self-congratula-
tions over Watergate. We've got to stay with
it every day of our lives. It's too Important
really to applaud ourselves about any given
job we do. Its an integral part; it's an or-
ganic necessity, an integral part of this open
soclety we have.

Mr. BrapEmAS, I'm sure you have enjoyed,
even as have I, this opportunity to talk about
the role of the media in American life with
two of the natlon’s most distinguished jour-
nalists, Howard K. Smith of ABC and Peter
Lisagor of the Chlcago Dally News.

This 1s Congressman John Brademas
thanking you for joining us on another edi-
tion of “Washington Insight.”

A LETTER TO RICHARD NIXON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. Aszuc) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Ms. ABZUG, Mr. Speaker, the current
edition of “The New Republic” includes
a letter to President Nixon from Arthur
Bestor, professor of history at the Uni-
versity of Washington.

Professor Bestor’s thoughtful missive
notes that the Watergate incident “was
only one episode in a continuous sequence
of ‘dirty tricks’,” and suggests that even
if Mr. Nixon was unaware of the bur-
glary, the massive White House coverup
which followed it, and the numerous
other questionable activities in which his
associates have engaged, he has demon-
strated a lack of ability to administer the
Government and should resign from
office.

I include at the conclusion of my re-
marks the full text of Professor Bestor’s
eloquent letter and the results of a Time
magazine poll which speak eloquently for
themselves:
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A LETTER T0 RICHARD NIixon: THE PRESIDENT
SHOULD RESIGN

RicHARD M. NIXON,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr PresmeENT Nixon: In the interests of
honor, integrity and decency in American
public life, you, sir, should resign the presi-
dency upon which you have brought unpar-
alleled disgrace.

Whether you had advance knowledge of
the crime perpetrated at Watergate is not
the cruclal question. The persons who have
been implicated in the burglary and the sub-
sequent cover-up were members of your ad-
ministration, chosen and vouched for by you
or by persons appointed by you and acting
under your authorlity. The burglary at Water-
gate, it iz now evident, was only one episode
in a continuous sequence of “dirty tricks"
(the current euphemism for crimes com-
mitted under White House auspices). Many
of the shameful deeds were perpetrated by a
committee the sole purpose of which was to
bring about your reelection. The various
activities that are now becoming known—
ranging from the forgery of documents to
the burning of “sensitive” files, from the
“washing™” of money (thieves' argot) to the
rifling of a psychiatrist’s office—were car-
ried out for your benefit, by persons well
known to you, working in White House of-
fices over which no one but you could or did
exercise supervision and control.

It is exceedingly difficult to believe that all
this was done, over periods measured in
months and even years, without the slightest
inkling reaching you. It is exceedingly diffi-
cult to believe that the whole tone of the
administration was set by subordinates, act-
ing directly contrary to your wishes. It is
exceedingly difficult to believe that the
readiness of your henchmen to violate the
law time after time was the result of their
own innate criminal propensities, and not
the result of an understanding or belief on
their part that you, as the ultimate bene-
ficiary, would approve, alblet in silence and
secrecy.

Even if one suppresses these grave sus-
picions and accepts the view that these vio-
lations of honor, decency and law took place
without the slightest knowledge or indica-
tlon of approval on your part, one cannot
escape the other horn of the dilemma. SBuch
an explanation of what has happened can
only mean that you have proved yourself,
by sheer administrative incapacity, unfit to
hold any post of governmental responsibil-
ity. Two members of your Cabinet, selected
by you, are under indictment; the interim
head of the FBI, appointed by you, has re-
slgned under fire; you yourself have dis-
missed the legal counsel that you appointed
and that you put in charge of the Water~
gate investigation; you have found it neces-
sary to accept the resignations of the two top
members of the White House staff in the
light of mounting evidence of involvement
on their part. To record these facts (at the
same time assuming that you are innocent
of any complicity) is simply to say that you
have proved yourself an utterly incompetent
Judge of men and an utterly incompetent ad-
ministrator. You have lavished high offices
upon unworthy men and you have been un-
able to keep track of, let alone control, the
things going on in the executive offices of
the President, under your immediate control.

The nation faces grave domestic problems,
which can be successfully handled only by
an honest and honorable body of public serv-
ants. You have been unable to maintain
standards of this kind for your immediate,
personally selected staff. How can we trust
you to set the tone for the government as a
whole?

The nation must deal, in foreign affairs,
with the shrewdest of the world's leaders. A
few, at least, may be as devious and under-
handed as the Deans, the Haldemans, the
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Ehrlichmans, the Mitchells, the Magruders,
the Segrettis and the rest, who have (if your
own excuses are to be belleved) hoodwinked
you under your very nose, Can we safely
trust the fate of our country in a danger-
ous world to the management of a man so
blind and so unwary?

To alter slightly the concluding words of
your Checkers-II speech of the 30th of April:
God help Americal

Yours, as in duty bound,
ARTHUR BESTOR.

[From Time magazine, May 28, 1973]
Do PRESIDENT NixoN REaLLY Ewnow?

A nationwide telephone poll of 1,037 voters
conducted for Time last Wednesday, Thurs-
day and Priday by Crossley Surveys, Inc., re-
veals that the American public is evenly di-
vided on whether President Nixon knew of
and approved In advance the Watergate
burglary and bugging. But almost three out
of five people surveyed refuse to believe his
denials that he knew of the cover-up that
followed.*

While only one in four would approve of
impeaching Nixon if he was merely aware
of the cover-up, nearly half belleve that he
should be removed from office if it is shown
that he knew about the plot in advance. Of
the people in the sample, 62¢;, voted for
Nixon in November. The questions:

Do you believe President Nixon knew in ad-
va:?nce of the Watergate bugging and approved
it

Percent

No opinion

Do you belleve President Nixon knew of
the cover-up that followed?

Democrats, who made up 369, of those
polled, and Independents, who accounted
for 38g7, of the sample, were more suspicious
of the President than Republicans, who
totaled 23¢;. Fully 5297, of the Democrats
and 42¢;, of the Independents believed Nixon
knew of the bugging in advance, while only
209, of the Republicans thought so. The op-
position was even more willing to accuse
Nixon of covering up; 689, of Democrats and
62¢, of Independents belleved that he was
aware of efforts to conceal White House in-
volvement; 37¢;, of Republicans felt he knew
about such activities.

If President Nixon knew of the bugging in
advance and approved it, do you think he
should be removed from office through the
process of impeachment?

No opinion....

If President Nixon knew only about the
cover-up that followed, do you think he
should be removed from office through the
process of impeachment?

Democratic and Independent votes out-
numbered Republican ones on the question
of impeaching the President for prior knowl-
edge of the bugging plot. Only 32% of the
Republicans felt that removal from office
would be justified in this instance, but 51 %
of Democrats and 44% of Independents
though so. A majority of all groups agreed
that Impeachment was unjustified if Nixon
merely knew of the cover-up; 77% of Repub-
licans, 54% of Demovrats and 62% of Inde-
pendents voted no.

*The poll was substantially concluded be-
fore the President's latest and strongest de-
nial on Friday.
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Do you think President Nixon is doing
everything possible to get to the bottom of
this scandal?

Which of the following statements best
describes how you think the Watergate scan-
dal compares to other political scandals?

Much more serlous
Somewhat more serious
No difference

Do you think the news media are treating
President Nixon fairly on the Watergate is-

Nixon has clearly lost support among peo=
ple who cast their ballots for him last No-
vember. When asked whether they would
have voted for him if they had known then
what they know now about Watergate, T0%
of the Nixon voters sald yes. While this
change might not by itself have cost Nixon
his victory, given many imponderables, it
would have made the election a squeaker.

ASKS CONFEREES TO SUPPORT SEN-
ATE ON CAMBODIA BOMBING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr., PopeLy), is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, in the past
2 weeks Congress has demonstrated its
intention to end American bombing of
Cambodia and Laos. The House of Rep-
resentatives signaled its determination
by approving Representative Appaseo’s
amendment to the appropriations bill
denying the Defense Department’s re-
quest to transfer funds to pay for the
bombing.

However, the House left a loophole for
the administration. Even before we voted
on the amendment Secretary of Defense
Richardson had informed Congress and
the American people that the request
was one of courtesy only and was not
binding on the administration. He pre-
sented the all too familiar argument that
the President is empowered to do any-
thing he believes necessary to fulfill his
responsibilities to the Nation. Therefore,
Mr. Richardson assured us they would
find the money somewhere.

Fortunately the Senate Appropriations
Committee has acted to close the loop-
hole, by explicitly prohibiting the use
of any appropriated funds whatsoever
for the bombing in Indochina. I doubt
that the administration will be able to
carry on the bombing with voluntary
contributions. I do not believe the Presi-
dent is willing to totally abandon the
law of the United States.

When the choice is clearly before him
to either stop bombing or act berore the
Congress, the American people, and the
world in clear violation of the law and
the Constitution, he will stop the
bombing.

The Senate committee's action pro-
vides the quickest and simplest vehicle
to achieve the goal of Congress. I am
confident the Senate will pass this bill.
I urge my colleagues to support the Sen-
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ate version with regards to the bombing
when the appropriations bill goes to a
conference committee of the two Houses.

The administration is already acting
on shaky constitutional grounds in
bombing Cambodia without congres-
sional authorization. The House version
will increase the shakiness of their posi-
tion but it will not topple it. Any relief
the courts might provide would come too
late. Relief must come now; the bombing
and destruction must finally end.

We are in danger of renewing the cycle
which created the Vietnam war; one of
ever-deepening involvement. Soon there
will be a new group of POWSs captured in
the fighting over Cambodia and Laos.
These new prisoners will provide an op-
portunity for President Nixon to claim
unlimited rights as Commander in Chief
to protect American soldiers. Once again
he will have to “force” Hanoi into sub-
mission by tactics such as mass bombings
or mining Haiphong Harbor. All of us
who hope to avoid this replay must sup-
port the bill passed by the Senate Appro-
priations Committee.

The unanimous vote of the Senate
committee proves this is no longer a par-
tisan issue or a liberal versus conserva-
tive issue. It pits the clear intent of
Congress against the bankrupt position
of the administration. The country will
simply not support any more American
fighting in Southeast Asia.

UNWISE DECISION BY OMB

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

Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
day to condemn a recent unwise decision
by Director Roy Ash of the U.S. Office
Management and Budget which, unfor-
tunately, was concurred in by President
Nixon. i

Mr. Speaker, section 113 of the River
and Harbor Act of 1970 (Public Law 91—~
116) authorized the removal of debris
and the disposal of derelict vessels in
New York Harbor as well as the removal
of deteriorated shore structures.

Mr. Ash unhappily for us decided that
while the cleanup of the harbor was de-
sirable “no justification exists at this
time for assumption by the Federal Gov-
ernment of the financial responsibility of
such a program.” Accordingly, he nixed
a recommendation by the Army Corps of
Engineers that the corps commence work
on the project. Again we have an in-
stance of the “New Federalism” preached
by the present administration. This is a
system where the Federal Government
keeps its money and tells local govern-
ment to get busy doing what it cannot
afford to do. In effect, guaranteeing that
no action will be taken.

This is a classie instance of penny wise
and pound foolish which has marked the
attitude of the Nixon administration.
The rebuilding of the Jersey City and
Hudson County waterfront would vastly
stimulate our local economy, cut the wel-
fare rolls and substantially aid in in-
creasing employment in an area marked
by chronic unemployment. It would re-
vitalize a semidormant part of New York
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Harbor. Obviously its rehabilitation
would bring in millions of tax dollars.

Mr. Speaker, I am at a loss as to why
Mr. Ash has vetoed this badly needed
project.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that OMB
is simply unaware of the constitutional
mandate in regard to navigable waters
and is simply passing the buck to local
government with the full knowledge that
local government simply cannot afford
to do the job that needs doing.

Mr. Speaker, Mayor Paul T. Jordan
of Jersey City has unveiled a compre-
hensive plan for redevelopment of the
Jersey City waterfront. He hopes to make
this long neglected part of our city a
showplace for other waterfront cities
across the Nation. It seems to me that
the Federal Government ought to be
cooperating just a little with his efforts
in this area. I am astounded that despite
all their pious preachings the Nixon ad-
ministration will not cooperate with local
government and local business and local
labor when they are laboring to work
together. Where is the cooperative fed-
eralism we have heard so much about?

ENERGY CRISIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Georgia (Mr. GINN) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GINN. Mr. Speaker, never have I
felt the need for a stronger congressional
role than in the pending energy crisis. A
coordinated government policy is needed
to solve both our immediate and long-
range energy problems. It is time to sep-
arate the facts from the fiction.

Today’s shortage of fuel is a fact. In
Georgia, gasoline rationing has begun,
independent marketers are being forced
out of business and the uncertain avail-
ability of agricultural fuels is alarming
Georgia farmers.

In a letter last week to Secretary of
Agriculture Earl Butz, I urged him to in-
sure that adequate fuel supplies are
made available to all farmers. Citing the
dependency on fuel oil and LP gas of
Georgia tobacco farmers, particularly
during the summer months, I urged him
to insure that the administration’s vol-
untary allocation plan would be sufficient
to meet all farming fuel needs.

The shortage, frightening to the
farmer, has already played havoc on the
independent marketers and distributors,
often the suppliers of agricultural fuels.
Innovators in terms of marketing and
efficiency, these small businessmen pro-
vide the only element of competition in
the industry. Mr. Alan Ward of the FTC
in testimony before a Senate committee
earlier this month said that “any sub-
stantial weakening of the independents

. . would be disastrous for competi-
tion,” and for this reason I am intro-
ducing legislation designed to insure the
independents at least a reasonable
chance of survival.

Last fall, then OEP Director General
Lincoln testified before a Senate com-
mittee that there would be no winter fuel
shortage. OEP was wrong. The informa-
tion, supplied by industry, was wrong.
Ask any New Englander.
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It occurs to me that similar misinfor-
mation might possibly be the basis of
much of the crisis that we are hearing
today. Could there be some credibility to
the theory that this is a PR crisis—a
public relations effort on the part of in-
dustry to convince us of the necessity of
higher prices and lower environmental
standards? Or are they, as their ads
proclaim, merely intent on educating and
alerting the consumer? Whichever, they
are spending a great deal of money.

I think it is time the Congress made
these determinations. Delay can mean
disaster, for the industry, for the farmer,
for the consumer, for our national
security.

We are at least certain of this much.
The days of cheap energy are over. With
our high standard of living and insatiable
appetite for energy we, 6 percent of the
world’s population, consume one-third of
the world’s energy. And our energy de-
mand is doubling every 14 years.

The seriousness of the crisis, I feel is
best reflected in two places—our dollar
drain and our dependency on imported
oil. .

In 1970 the President’s Task Force on
Oil Imports gave assurances that the
question of imports was under control
through 1980. Today, less than 3 years
later our oil imports of 6.1 million barrels
s;g%ay have exceeded that projection for

0.

The cost to us today—g$9 billion dol-
lars. Tomorrow—$30 billion dollars. An
error judgment, a faulty projection just
2 years ago, further strains our weaken-
ing balance of payments.

Equally alarming is the projection that
by 1980 we will import 50 percent of our
domestic oil requirements, most of it
from the volatile Middle East. We have
just seen—this past week in the Libyan
situation—how oil can and will be used
as a political weapon. The situation is
dangerous.

The President’s recent energy message
was a step in the right direction toward
a new national energy policy. One step,
but we need strides.

We need an apollo-type commitment
to solve the long-range energy problems,
and it is up to the Congress to offer the
direction and the resources.

Here in the Congress we can best deal
with our immediate energy problems. We
are closer to the problems of our local
and State governments, closer to the
needs of the people. Industry miscon-
ception, error judgment, an “it can't
happen here” attitude—all have contrib-
uted to a misguided policy of the past. I
think it is time for new direction. Con-
gress must take the initiative.

I, for one, am not going to sit idly by
a.ad let the fuel shortage problem curtail
crop production. While the situation to-
day is serious, the situation during sum-
mers of 1974 and 1975 may be critical. I
pointed out, in a recent letter to Secre-
tary Butz, that “the farmer cannot rely
on redtape to run his tractor and bu-
reaucratic excuses to fire the heaters in
his barns.”

Nor am I going to be content to watch
a fuel shortage bring small businesses
and industries to a standstill. We have
enough difficulty with our national goals
of full employment and reducing our
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welfare rolls without allowing govern-
mental policy to contribute to more of
the same.

Sixty-four Government agencies and
departments have attempted to deal with
our energy problems, but I think a solu-
tion depends on a new, national policy.
Delay is dangerous. Committees of the
Congress have done a thorough job of
analyzing the situation—i* is a good
beginning.

As Members of Congress, it is up to
us—we know the needs at home and we
must provide solutions for the future.

Clearly, “the buck stops here.”

COMMENTS ON THE ITHACA
MEDICAL CENTER

(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, many com-
munities in this country are suffering
unnecessary hardships because of the
poorly operated methadone dispensing
clinics in their neighborhoods. There is
one such clinic on the upper east side in
my district, the Ithaca Medical Center.

This is a clinic that simply dispenses
methadone to addicts; it does not pro-
vide a comprehensive therapy program.
And, it is a center that serves both em-
ployed and unemployed patients. Con-
sequently, many of its patients not only
come to the clinic for their daily metha-
done treatments, but also linger in the
neighborhood harassing its residents.

In early March, the Ithaca Medical
Center was the subject of a drug raid by
the Bureau of Narcotics and the New
York City Police Department. Ten per-
sons were arrested in the clinic for ille-
gally selling methadone. On Monday,
May 21, the center was severely dam-
aged by a fire and for 2 days the patients
queued up in the streets to receive their
“tang” from g van.

Despite the fire, despite the City Ad-
diction Services Agency’s agreement to
assist in the referral of patients to other
clinics, despite the center’s problems in
March, and despite the community’s
strong opposition to its continued oper-
ation, the Ithaca Medical Center was al-
lowed to reopen for business today.

Mr. Speaker, this clinic is receiving
$4.50 a day for each patient from medi-
caid. This means that with some 450
patients it is receiving over $12,000 a
week in medicaid payments. Bear in
mind this is a private practice for profit.
It seems to me that the Federal Govern-
ment has a responsibility for the condi-
tions under which this so-called medical
service is dispensed. If the treatment
at this location involved any persons
other than addicts, the structure would
undoubtedly have been found unsafe for
occupancy.

The Federal Government and a State
licensing such facilities’ operation also
have a responsibility that such clinics
do not create an undue burden and haz-
ard for the neighborhood in which they
are located.

During the past several months I have
pressed the State health department
and the City Addiction Services Agency
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to be more stringent in their demands
and regulations of the operation of such
private clinies. I have also been in com-
munication with the Food and Drug
Administration, and the Bureau of Nar-
cotics and Dangerous Drugs. I have rec-
ommended that a distinction be made
between employed and unemployed
methadone patients, that is, between
stabilized and nonstabilized patients and
that only employed patients be treated
in clinies in residential areas. Finally
I have urged that the number of clinics
located in any neighborhood and the
number of patients per clinic be regu-
lated as well.

The laxity of present regulations al-
lows the Ithaca Medical Center and
many clinics like it to continue to op-
erate at high costs to the taxpayer and
the community in which they are located.
The State attorney general’s office, in
a trial set for May 31, will seek an in-
junction against the continued operation
of the Ithaca Medical Center on the
basis that its present operation con-
stitutes a public nuisance.

As legislators we should not have to
wait for court action. Cities like New
York must provide methadone facilities
to treat its addict population. But, in
doing so, we must strike a balance be-
tween the addicts’ needs and the publie’s
right to protection.

AUTHORIZATION FOR ACTION

(Mrs. MINK asked and was given per-
mission to extend her remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, with the
Honorable Aucustus F. HAWKINS, chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Equal Op-
portunities, and the Honorable WiLLiam
A. STEIGER, the ranking minority mem-
ber of the subcommittee, I have intro-
duced H.R. 7265, the Domestic Volunteer
Service Act of 1973.

The hasic purpose of this legislation is
to provide statutory authorization for
ACTION, the volunteer agency which
came into being on July 1, 1971, as a
result of Reorganization Plan No. 1 of
1971. The reorganization plan consoli-
dated into a single agency a number of
volunfary action programs, including
Volunteers in Service to America—
VISTA—the Peace Corps, the National
Student Volunteer Program, the Foster
Grandparents Program, the Retired Sen-
ior Volunteer Program—RSVP—the
Service Corps of Retired Executives—
SCORE—and Active Corps of Execu-
tives—ACE.

While ACTION has not been author-
ized by statute, the programs under its
administrative control have fallen under
four different pieces of legislation.
VISTA was previously administered by
the Office of Economic Opportunity, and
its authority will end when title VIII of
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964
expires.

The National Student Volunteer Pro-
gram was also under OEO. The Peace
Corps has its own authority. The Foster
Grandparents Program and RSVP have
come under the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, and the SCORE
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and ACE programs were administered
by the Small Business Administration.

The Domestic Volunteer Service Act
supersedes the provisions of Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 1 by providing a 3-year
authorization for the ACTION agency
through positive law. The bill would also
provide for the operation of all domestic
volunteer programs operated by the
ACTION agency for a similar period of
time. The bill does not continue the con-
solidation of the Peace Corps with Do-
mestic programs since it is felt that sepa-
rating these programs from the one
under the jurisdiction of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs will provide for more
expeditious consideration of the legisla-
tion.

Title I of H.R. 7265 extends VISTA,
provides authority for University Year
for Action and similar service-learning
programs on the secondary, the second-
ary vocational, or postsecondary school
levels, and provides the ACTION agency
with demonstration authority to develop
special emphasis programs designed to
strengthen and supplement efforts to
meet a broad range of human, social, and
environmental needs, particularly those
related to poverty.

It also establishes special emphasis
programs to provide alternatives to the
incarceration of youthful law offenders,
promote educational opportunities for
veterans, and provide community-based
peer group outreach and counseling and
outpatient services for drug users.

Title IT provides for the RSVP pro-
gram, the foster grandparent program,
and for new older American community
service programs. It also authorizes the
Director of the agency to carry out pro-
grams similar to Foster Grandparents,
but under the category of Older Ameri-
can Community Service programs. In the
latter new programs, low-income retired
Americans aged 55 and over would work
with underprivileged older persons in the
same manner as Foster Grandparents
work with children.

Title ITI continues the National Volun-
teer programs to assist small businesses
and promote voluntary service by small
business proprietors. These are the
SCORE/ACE programs under which re-
tired businessmen use their knowledge
and experience to assist small business-
men in carrying out successful business
activities.

Title IV is the statutory authority for
ACTION, while title V authorizes appro-
priations of $148 million in fiscal year
1974, $180.5 million in fiscal year 1975,
and $218 million in fiscal year 1976. The
authorizations are earmarked by pro-
gram. Title VI contains miscellaneous
provisions to repeal any existing statu-
tory authority for the programs extended
and make technical amendments to other
laws.

Overall, this comprehensive bill is de-
signed to promote volunteer efforts to
eliminate poverty and social ills in ac-
cordance with the traditional and fun-
damental American ideals of helping
others. This is a sound and conservative
approach toward enlisting the power of
individual citizens in the pursuit of these
goals, rather than relying on a govern-
mental approach. Governmental involve-
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ment is only slight, and for the purpose
of providing direction and support for
the voluntary efforts of individuals. I
believe this legislation deserves the over-
whelming support of my colleagues and
I hope it is adopted as soon as possible.

For the benefit of my colleagues, I
would like to insert at this point an ar-
ticle setting forth the views of the cur-
rent ACTION director as to the goals of
the agency.

The article follows:
[From the Washington Post, May 12, 1873]

ActioN CHIEF Vows EXPANSION
(By Lou Cannon)

The newly appointed director of Action
pledged yesterday that he would expand the
efforts of Vista, Peace Corps and other vol-
unteer programs with the help of labor
unions, service clubs and ethnic fraternal
groups.

“Two years from now this program should
be twice the size it Is right now,” said
Michael P. Balzano. “I was told to bring this
program into every community. A year from
now they're going to know what Action 1s.”

Balzano, a 37-year-old one-time garbage-
man who worked his way from functional
illiteracy to a PhD. at Georgetown, is one of
the few Democrats to head an agency during
the Nixon administration's second term. In
an interview yesterday Balzano sald he had
“no intention of changing party affillation”
and would administer the agency on a non-
partisan basis,

Balzano’s predecessor, Joseph Blatchford,
was the target of political criticism from
some Vista volunteers for serving as a presi-
dential surrogate during the 1972 campalgn.
In the past, some volunteers also have been
criticized for partisan political activity.

Action has several Democrats in key posi-
tlons, and they reportedly were due to be
replaced by Republicans during the Nixon
second term.

Balzano said, however, that no job will be
changed on a political basis.

“I can’t afford to lose good people,” he sald.

Balzano sald the agency will move In two
directions under his leadership. He sald the
agency's 10 regional directors will be given
more authority and that local officlals and
private groups will be consulted extensively
in communities where volunteers serve,

Balzano, an Itallan-American, sald that he
expected heavy support from ethnic groups
who previously have avoided Action pro-

ams,

“The ethnics are not Archie Bunkers,” not
racists,” he sald. “They want to help.”

Balzano belleves that ethnics and others
have stayed away from Action because they
vaguely assoclate the agency's activities with
demonstrations,

“The great problem Is that most people
don't even know what Action is,” he said.
“They think it's OEO, community action. As
& result, the great body of American people
are not volunteering. Most of our people are
under 30 or over 60."

Balzano sald he belleves that President
Nixon strongly supports the goals of the
agency, including the Peace Corps. At a
Jan. 31 press conference Mr. Nixon referred
to Peace Corps service as a “junket” in the
course of opposing amnesty for draft evaders.

But Balzano sald that the Prezident had
talked to him of making the Peace Corps
“an army for peace” that had an important
role to play in “doing the kind of things
that show what is good about America.”

Balzano sald he regards Action as “a con-
servative program that is absolutely tradi-
tlonal.”

“Voluntarism is an American concept,” he
sald. “We were dumped into a wilderness and
had to bulld something. Voluntarism became
a way of life in America, and we've just be-
gun so explore its potential.”
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NEW PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS

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

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, New
York Times columnist Tom Wicker in a
recent editorial raises the interesting
and, I think, important question:

Is there some point at which an election
might be seen as an essential fraud, and
therefore, illegal, even though fraudulent
activity did not in fact make a winner of a
man who would otherwise have been a iuser?

The question, of course, arises with re-
spect to Watergate.

The obvious next question is, If the
1972 Presidential election comes to be
regarded as what Mr. Wicker terms an
“essential fraud,” what can be done about
it? As Mr. Wicker rightly points out, the
Constitution makes no provision for a
fraudulent election to be thrown out and
new elections held. Yet that would ap-
pear to be a reasonable solution.

I have proposed that Congress be em-
powered to call new Presidential =lec-
tions by statute, and I introduced a res-
olution on May 9, 1973, proposing to
amend the Constitution for that purpose.
The resolution, House Joint Resolution
547, would enable the Congress to call
new Presidential elections whenever it
might determine that “the President has
lost the confidence of the people to so
great an extent that he can no longer
effectively perform his responsibilities.”
Presumably, such loss of confidence
would occur in any case where a Presi-
dent or his close associates were found to
have tampered fraudulently with the
election process. Hinging new elections
to a congressional determination of
Presidential inability to govern opens the
way for new elections without having to
determine whether or not election fraud
actually changed the election outcome.

Mr. Speaker, as I stated in my original
statement on this idea, congressional
power to call new Presidential elections
would serve particularly well in cases of
election fraud because, unlike impeach-
ment, it would not turn the White House
over to the Vice President who, even if
personally innocent, would have profited
from the same electoral taint as his
Presidential running mate.

Mr. Speaker, I submit for the Recorp
at this point the article by Tom Wicker
to which I have referred from the May
20, 1973, New York Times:

[From the New York Times, May 20, 1973]
THINKING ABOUT THE UNTHINKABLE
(By Tom Wicker)

In August, 1970, Life magazine published
an article that accused Democratic Sena-
tor Joseph D. Tydings of Maryland of misus-
ing his position to promote the interests of a
company in which he later held stock, Mr.
Tydings repeatedly denied the charge, but
the article almost certainly contributed to

his defeat later that year by J. Glenn Beall
Jr., a Republican.

On Aug. 22, 1970, Ron Ziegler, President
Nixon's press secretary, was asked if the
White House had assisted Life in compiling
its story. “Any suggestion that the White
House would have been involved . . . with Life
regarding the publishing of this story would
be incorrect,” Mr. Ziegler replied in his famil-
iar style, sprinkled with the elusive “would
be" instead of the definite “was.”
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But David Wise, the former Washington
bureau chief of The Herald Tribune, has
written in a fascinating new book, “The Pol-
itics of Lying,” that the White House not
only “would be” but in fact “was" heavily in-
volved in getting the Tydings story into print.

Willlam Lambert, the author of the Life
article, told Mr. Wise that Charles Colson,
then special counsel to the President, even
made a call from his White House office to
the Government official who then became the
source of the story—thus invoking the well-
known power of the White House and the
Presidency to get a plece of investigative
journalism into print.

It was also, of course, a story that served
the White House purpose of putting a Re-
publican in Mr, Tydings' Senate seat; and it
will not be lost upon followers of the tangled
Watergate affalr that Mr. Wise's ironic anec-
dote involves the same inimitable Charles
Colson who egged on E. Howard Hunt, by
the latter’s testimony, to forge a cable pur-
porting to link President EKennedy to the
murder of Ngo Dinh Diem.

David Wise participated last week In a
panel discussion of secrecy in Government
sponsored at New York University by the
Committee for Public Safety. Another par-
ticipant was former Democratic Senator Al-
bert Gore of Tennessee.

During a break in the proceedings, Mr.
Gore talked about his own defeat on the
same election day in 1870 in which Joseph
Tydings was beaten. It appeared to him, he
sald, that some of the tactics used in that
year were early manifestations of the efforts
to subvert the 1872 electlon that are now
being discussed under the symbolic heading
of “Watergate.”

Mr. Gore had specific reference to what he
sald was false and misleading advertising
used agalnst him so massively and so late
in his campalgn that he could not answer it
all—particularly charges that he was “op~
posed to prayer.” The manager of the op-
position campaign was one EKenneth Reitz,
a political technician with good Washington
connections. There is no necessary or dem-
onstrated connection, but the same Kenneth
Reitz resigned quite suddenly on April 24
from a Republican National Committee post,
after having served as director of inaugural
activities and in 1972 as the youth director
of the Committee for the Re-Election of the
President.

Mr, Reitz has been accused by the General
Accounting Office of having been “paymas-
ter” for a $450-a-month operation to infil-
trate “radical groups” in 1972. In his offi-
cial position then, he had a staff of 120 and
a budget of $1 million.

The point here is not to defend Mr, Tydings
or Mr. Gore; it is rather that the false White
House denial of its involvement in one cam-
paign, and the charge of false advertising in
another campaign headed by a man later
linked to the 1972 scandals, tend to support
other suggestions that there was an organized
and on-going national effort, centered among
some of Mr. Nixon’s closest political asso-
ciates, to subvert the political process.

If that should be demonstrated convine-
inly by the Senate Watergate hearings, or in
court, what is to be done about it—not just
to prevent its happening again but to redress
whatever electoral injustices there might
have been?

At what point, if any, could it ever be said
that the 1972 Nixon-McGovern election was
a fraud? Mr. Nixon's margin was so huge that
even the most widespread Iirregularities
might not have changed the fact of the out-
come. But is there some point at which an
election might be seen as an essential fraud,
and therefore illegal, even though fraudu-
lent activity did not in fact make a winner
of a man who would otherwise have been a
loser?

Suppose, for example, it were shown con-
vincingly that although Mr. Nixon defeated
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George McGovern fairly, Watergate tactics
had in fact so influenced the choice of Mr.
McGovern by the Democrats that the year-
long electoral process had been fatally
tainted? Impeachment and removal of the
President would be an insufficient response
to that sad situation, since the Vice Presi-
dent, even if innocent, would have profited
from the same electoral talnt, The Consti-
tution says nothing about a special election,
since it says nothing about such circum-
stances; no doubt the Founding Fathers, un-
like their descendants, could not even imag-
ine the possibility.

AWARD TO ROBERT M. MENAUGH,
OUTSTANDING EMPLOYEE OF
THE HOUSE

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
Robert McFadden Menaugh, superin-
tendent of the House radio-television
gallery, today was presented by former
Speaker John W. McCormack with the
John W. McCormack Award as the out-
standing employee of the House.

On May 20, 1939, then Speaker William
B. Bankhead appointed Bob as the first
superintendent of the House radio gal-
lery, later to be known as the radio-TV
gallery. Bob has now served with five
Speakers.

The establishment of the gallery was
approved by a House resolution a few
weeks prior, crowning a 2-year effort by
a handful of radio journalists. The House
press gallery—which was then over a
hundred years old—had barred member-
ship to radio newsmen.

Shortly after his appointment as House
radio gallery superintendent, Bob was
called on to help set up the Senate radio
gallery and for a while helped run both
galleries.

Mr. Menaugh left the gallery in 1941
to enter the Army. He spent 4 years in
the Pentagon, most of the time as execu-
tive officer of the War Intelligence Divi-
sion of the War Department, Bureau of
Public Relations. He achieved the rank
of major.

After the war, Bob returned to his
duties at the gallery as superintendent,
where he serves today. In his years as
superintendent of the House radio-TV
gallery, Bob Menaugh has not only wit-
nessed a great deal of history, he has
helped make it.

It was under his leadership that tele-
vision news coverage made its early be-
ginnings on the Hill. A notable moment
in this regard was the arrangement made
for the first live televised broadcast of a
State of the Union, joint session event.

In connection with eight inaugurals,
Bob has assisted the joint committee for
that event in planning the stands for the
east front of the Capitol. Five modifica-
tions have been made to the center stand
to accommodate the increasing use of
television and radio.

At the request of both national polit-
jcal parties the executive committee of
the Radio-TV Correspondents’ Galleries
accepted the job of accrediting and issu-
ing credentials to the scores of radio-TV
reporters covering these events. Bob has
headed the staff handling these arrange-
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ments, which included 18 conventions,
beginning in 1940.

Helping Congress understand the needs
and the intricacies of the electronic
media has been a task which Bob
Menaugh has handled with understand-
ing, patience and foresight.

Under his guidance, the House Radio-
TV Gallery has grown from a small room,
now partially occupied by the Rules Com~
mittee, located between the two front ele-
vators in the east front of the Capitol,
to a modern complex of studios and work
rooms just above the House Chamber,
from which correspondents work when
covering the House.

When Bob first took over the opera-
tions of the Gallery, there were 26 re-
porters accredited from a handful of or-
ganizations. Today there are over 500 ac-
credited radio-TV correspondents repre-
senting 115 organizations.

Menaugh was born in southern In-
diana, so far south the small city of
Salem is almost a Louisville suburb. In
1936 he married Miss Helen Hitch of
Indianapolis. They reside in Alexandria,
Va. They are active in the Westminster
Presbyterian Church where Bob has
served as deacon. They have one
daughter, Judy, married and living in
Flint, Mich., where she is director of pub-
lic relations for the Flint Institute of
Art.

PRESIDENT'S STATEMENT ON NA-
TIONAL SECURITY AND WATER-
GATE

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
it is my privilege and pleasure to submit
for the REcorp an important statement
made by the President of the United
States, prefaced by a brief summary of
that statement. The President’s state-
ment is an honest and forthright recol-
lection. I have complete faith in his state-
ment he had no prior knowledge of Wa-
tergate and had no information as to
any alleged coverup.

It is essential that we keep these mat-
ters in context and perspective, and so
I commend this detailed account to your
attention,

THE WHITE HOUSE,
ACCOMPANYING STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

Recent news accounts growing out of testi-
mony in the Watergate investigations have
given grossly misleading impressions of many
of the facts, as they relate both to my own
role and to certain unrelated activities in-
volving national security.

Already, on the basis of second and third-
hand hearsay testimony by persons either
convicted or themselves under investigation
in the case, I have found myself accused of
involvement in activities I never heard of
until I read about them In news accounts.

These impressions could also lead to a
serlous misunderstanding of those national
security activities which, though totally un-
related to Watergate, have become entangled
in the case. They could lead to further com-
promise of sensitive national security
information.

I will not abandon my responsibilities. I
will continue to do the job I was elected to
do.

In the accompanying statement, I have
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set forth the facts as I know them as they
relate to my own role.

With regard to the specific allegations that
have been made, I can and do state cate-
gorically:

1) I had no prior knowledge of the Water-
gate operation.

2) I took no part in, nor was I aware of,
any subsequent efforts that may have been
made to cover up Watergate.

3) At no time did I authorize any offer
of Executive clemency for the Watergate de-
fendants, nor did I know of any such offer.

4) I did not know, until the time of my
own investigation, of any effort to provide
the Watergate defendants with funds.

5) At no time did I attempt, or did I au-
thorize others to attempt, to implicate the
CIA in the Watergate matter.

6) It was not until the time of my own
investigation that I learned of the break-in
at the office of Mr. Ellsberg's psychiatrist, and
I specifically authorized the furnishing of
this information to Judge Byrne.

T7) I neither authorized nor encouraged
subordinates to engage in illegal or improper
campalgn tactics.

In the accompanying statement, I have
sought to provide the background that may
place recent allegations in perspective. I
have specifically stated that Executive privl-
lege will not be invoked as to any testimony
concerning possible criminal conduct or dis-
cussions of possible criminal conduct, in the
matters under investigation. I want the pub-
lic to learn the truth about Watergate, and
those guilty of any illegal actions brought to
justice.

THE WHITE HOUSE.
STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

Allegations surrounding the Watergate af-
fair have so escalated that I feel a further
statement from the President is required at
this time.

A climate of sensationalism has developed
in which even second- or third-hand hear-
say charges are headlined as fact and re-
peated as fact.

Important national security operations
which themselves had no connection with
Watergate have become entangled in the
case.

As a result, some national securlty infor=
mation has already been made publie
through court orders, through the subpoena-
ing of documents and through testimony wit-
nesses have given in judicial and Congres-
slonal proceedings. Other sensitive docu-
ments are now threatened with disclosure.
Continued silence about those operations
would compromise rather than protect them,
and would also serve to perpetuate a grossly
distorted view—which recent partial dis-
closures have given—of the nature and pur-
pose of those operations.

The purpose of this statement is threefold:

First, to set forth the facts about my own
relationship to the Watergate matter.

Second, to place In some perspective some
of the more sensational—and inaccurate—
of the charges that have filled the headlines
in recent days, and also some of the mat-
ters that are currently being discussed in
Senate testimony and elsewhere.

Third, to draw the distinction between
national security operations and the Water-
gate case, To put the other matters in per-
spective, it will be necessary to describe the
national security operations first.

In citing these national security matters,
it 1s not my intention to place a national se-
curity “cover” on Watergate, but rather to
separate them out from Watergate—and at
the same time to explain the context In
which certain actions took place that were
later misconstrued or misused.

Long before the Watergate break-in, three
important national security operations took
place which have subsequently become en-
tangled with the Watergate case.
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The first operation, begun in 1969, was a
program of wiretaps. All were legal, under
the authorities then existing. They were un-
dertaken to find and stop serlous national
security leaks.

The second operation was a reassessment,
which I ordered in 1970, of the adequacy of
internal security measures. This resulted in
& plan and a directive to strengthen our in-
telligence operations, They were protested by
Mr. Hoover, and as a result of his protest
they were not put into effect.

The third operation was the establishment,
In 1971, of a Special Investigations Unit in
the White House. Its primary mission was to
plug leaks of vital security information. I
also directed this group to prepare an ac-
curate history of certain crucial national
security matters which occurred under prior
Administrations, on which the Government’s
records were incomplete.

Here is the background of these three
security operations initiated in my Adminis-
tration.

1969 WIRETAPS

By mid-1969, my Adminlstration had be-
gun a number of highly sensitive foreign
policy initiatives. They were aimed at end-
ing the war in Vietnam, achieving a settle-
ment In the Middle East, limiting nuclear
arms, and establishing new relationships
among the great powers. These involved
highly secret diplomacy. They were closely
Interrelated. Leaks of secret information
about any one could endanger all.

Exactly that happened. News accounts ap-
peared in 1969, which were obviously based
on leaks—some of them extensive and de-
tailed—by people having access to the most
highly classified security materials.

There was no way to carry forward these
diplomatic initiatives unless further leaks
could be prevented. This required finding the
source of the leaks,

In order to do this, a special program of
wiretaps was instituted in mid-1969 and
terminated in February, 1971. Fewer than 20
taps, of varying duration, were involved.
They produced important leads that made
it possible to tighten the security of highly
sensitive materials. I authorized this entire
program. Each individual tap was undertaken
in accordance with procedures legal at the
time and in accord with long-standing prec-
edent.

The persons who were sublect to these
wiretaps were determined through coordina-
tion among the Director of the FBI, my As-
sistant for National Security Affairs, and the
Attorney General. Those wiretapped were se-
lected on the basis of access to the Informa-
tion leaked, material In security files, and
evidence that developed as the Inquiry pro-
ceeded.

Information thus obtained was made avail-
able to senior officfals responsible for national
security matters in order to curtall further
leaks.

THE 1870 INTELLIGENCE PLAN

In the spring and summer of 1970, another
security problem reached critical proportions.
In March a wave of bombings and explosions
struck college campuses and cities. There
were 400 bomb threats In one 24-hour period
in New York City. Rioting and violence on
college campuses reached a new peak after
the Cambodian operation and the tragedies
at Kent State and Jackson State. The 1969-70
school year brought nearly 1,800 campus
demonstrations, and nearly 250 cases of arson
on campus. Many colleges closed. Gun bat-
tles between guerrilla-style groups and police
were taking place. Some of the disruptive ac-
tivities were recelving forelgn support.

Complicating the task of malntaining se-
curity was the fact that, In 1986, certain
types of undercover FBI operations that had
been conducted for many years had been
suspended. This also had substantially im-
paired our ability to collect foreign intelli-
gence information. At the same time, the
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relationships between the FBI and other in-
telligence agencies had been deteriorating.
By May, 1970, FBI Director Hoover shut off
his agency's liaison with the CIA altogether.

On June 5, 1970, I met with the Director
of the FBI (Mr. Hoover), the Director of the
Central Intelligence Agency (Mr. Richard
Helms), the Director of the Defense Intel-
ligence Agency (General Donald V. Bennett),
and the Director of the Natlonal Security
Agency (Admiral Noel Gayler), We discussed
the urgent need for better intelligence op-
erations. I appointed Director Hoover as
chairman of an interagency committee to
prepare recommendations.

On June 25, the committee submitted a
report which included specific options for
expanded Intelligence operations, and on
July 23 the agencies were notified by memo-
randum of the options approved. After re-
consideration, however, prompted by the op-
position of Director Hoover, the agencies
were notified five days later, on July 28, that
the approval had been rescinded. The options
initiaily approved had included resumption
of certaln intelligence operations which had
been suspended in 1966. These in turn had
included authorization for surreptitious en-
try—breaking and entering, in effect—on
specified categories of targets in specified
situations related to national security.

Because the approval was withdrawn before
it had been implemented, the net result was
that the plan for expanded intelligence ac-
tivities never went into effect.

The documents spelling out this 1870 plan
are extremely sensitive. They include—and
are based upon—assessments of certain for-
elgn intelligence capablilities and procedures,
which of course must remain secret, It was
this unused plan and related documents that
John Dean removed from the White House
and placed in a safe deposit box, giving the
keys to Judge Sirica. The same plan, still
unused, is being headlined today.

Coordination among our intelligence agen-
cies continued to fall short of our national
security needs. In July, 1970, having earlier
discontinued the FBI's llalson with the CIA,
Director Hoover ended the FBI's normal liai-
son with all other agencies except the White
House. To help remedy this, an Intelligence
Evaluation Committee was created in De-
cember, 1970. Its members included repre-
sentatives of the White House, CIA, FBI,
NSA, the Departments of Justice, Treasury,
and Defense, and the Secret Service.

The Intelligence Evaluation Committee
and its staff were instructed to improve co-
ordination .among the intelligence com-
munity and to prepare evaluations and esti-
mates of domestic intelligence. I understand
that its activities are now under investiga-
tion. I did not authorize nor do I have any
knowledge of any illegal activity by this
Committee. If it went beyond its charter and
did engage in any illegal activities, it was
totally without my knowledge or authority.

THE SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS UNIT

On Sunday, June 13, 1971, The New York
Times published the first installment of what
came to be known as ‘“The Pentagon Papers."
Not until a few hours before publication did
any responsible Government official know
that they had been stolen. Most officials did
not know they existed. No senior official
of the Government had read them or knew
with certainty what they contained.

All the Government knew, at first, was that
the papers comprised 47 volumes and some
7,000 pages, which had been taken from the
most sensitive files of the Departments of
State and Defense and the CIA, covering mili-
tary and diplomatic moves in a war that was
still going on.

Moreover, a majority of the documents
published with the first three installments in
The Times had not been included in the 47-
volume study—raising serlous questions
about what and how much else might have
been taken.
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There was every reason to believe this was
a securlty leak of unprecedented proportions.

It created a situation in which the ability
of the Government to carry on forelgn rela-
tions even in the best of circumstances could
have been severely compromised. Other gov=-
ernments no longer knew whether they could
deal with the United States in confidence.
Again the background of the delicate nego-
tiations the United States was then involved
in on a number of fronts—with regard to
Vietnam, China, the Middle East, nuclear
arms limitations, U.S.-Soviet relations, and
others—in which the utmost degree of con-
fidentiality was vital, it posed a threat so
grave as to require extraordinary actions.

Therefore during the week following the
Pentagon Papers publication, I approved the
creation of a Speclal Investigations Unit
within the White House—which later came
to be known as the “plumbers.” This was a
small group at the White House whose prin-
cipal purpose was to stop securlty leaks and
to Investigate other sensitive security mat-
ters. I looked to John Ehrlichman for the
supervision of this group.

Egil Erogh, Mr, Ehrlichman’s assistant, was
put in charge. David Young was added to
this unit, as were E. Howard Hunt and G.
Gordon Liddy.

The unit operated under extremely tight
security rules. Its existence and function
were known only to a very few persons at
the White House. These included Messrs. Hal-
deman, Ehrlichman and Dean.

At about that time the unit was created,
Daniel Ellsberg was identified as the person
who had given the Pentagon Papers to The
New York Times. I told Mr. Krogh that as a
matter of first priority, the unit should find
out all it could about Mr. Ellsberg's asso-
clates and his motives. Because of the extreme
gravity of the situation, and not then know-
ing what additional national secrets Mr. Ells-
berg might disclose, I did impress upon Mr.
Erogh the vital importance to the national
security of his assignment. I did not authorize
and had no knowledge of any illegal means
to be used to achieve this goal.

However, because of the emphasis I put on
the crucial importance of protecting the na-
tional security, I can understand how highly
motivated individuals could have felt jus-
tified in engaging in specific activities that
I would have disapproved had they been
brought to my attention.

Consequently, as President, I must and do
assume responsibility for such actions despite
the fact that I, at no time approved or had
knowledge of them.

I also assigned the unit a number of other
investigatory matters, dealing in part with
compiling an accurate record of events re-
lated to the Vietnam War, on which the
Government’s records were inadequate (many
previous records having been removed with
the change of Administrations) and which
bore directly on the negotlations then In
progress. Additional assignments included
tracing down other natlonal security leaks,
including one that seriously compromised the
U.S. negotiating position in the SALT talks.

The work of the unit tapered off around
the end of 1971. The nature of its work was
such that it involved matters that, from a
national security standpoint, were highly sen-
sitive then and remalin so today.

These Intelligence activities had no con-
nection with the break-in of the Democratic
headquarters, or the aftermath.

I considered it my responsibility to see
that the Watergate investigation did not
impinge adversely upon the national security
area. For example, on April 18th, 1973, when
I learned that Mr. Hunt, a former member
of the Special Investigations Unit at the
White House, was to be questioned by the
U.S. Attorney, I directed Assistant Attorney
General Petersen to pursue every issue in-
volving Watergate but to confine his in-
vestigation to Watergate and related matters
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and to stay out of national security matters.
Subsequently, on April 25, 1973, Attorney
General Kleindienst informed me that be-
cause the Government had clear evidence
that Mr. Hunt was Involved in the break-in
of the office of the psychiatrist who had
treated Mr. Ellsberg, he, the Attorney Gen-
eral, believed that despite the fact that no
evidence had been obtained from Hunt's
acts, a report should nevertheless be made to
the court trylng the Ellsberg case. I con-
curred, and directed that the Information be
transmitted to Judge Byrne immediately.

WATERGATE

The burglary and bugging of the Demo-
cratic National Committee headquarters
came as a complete surprise to me. I had no
inkling that any such illegal activities had
been planned by persons assoclated with my
campalign; if I had known, I would not have
permitted it. My immediate reaction was that
those guilty should be brought to justice
and, with the five burglars themselves al-
ready in custody, I assumed that they would
be

Within a few days, however, I was advised
that there was a possibility of CIA involve-
ment in some way.

It did seem to me possible that, because
of the involvement of former CIA personnel,
and because of some of thelr apparent as-
soclations, the Investigation could lead to
the uncovering of covert CIA operations
totally unrelated to the Watergate break-in,

In addition, by this time, the name of
Mr. Hunt had surfaced in connection with
Watergate, and I was alerted to the fact
that he had previously been a member of the
Special Investigations TUnit in the White
House. Therefore, I was also concerned that
the Watergate investigation might well lead
to an inquiry into the activities of the Spe-
clal Investigations Unit {tself,

In this area, I felt it was important to
avold disclosure of the detalls of the national
security matters with which the group was
concerned. I knew that once the existence
of the group became known, it would lead
inexorably to a discussion of these matters,
some of which remain, even today, highly
sensltive.

I wanted justice done with regard to Water-
gate; but in the scale of national priorities
with which I had to deal—and not at that
time having any ldea of the extent of political
abuse which Watergate reflected—I also had
to be deeply concerned with ensuring that
neither the covert operations of the CIA
nor the operations of the Special Investiga-
tions Unit should be compromised. There-
fore, I instructed Mr. Haldeman and Mr.
Ehrlichman to ensure that the investigation
of the break-in not expose either an unre-
lated covert operation of the CIA or the
activities of the White House investigations
unit—and to see that this was personally
coordinated between General Walters, the
Deputy Director of the CIA, and Mr. Gray of
the FBI. It was certainly not my intent, nor
my wish, that the investigation of the Water-
gate break-in or of related acts be Impeded
in any way.

On July 6, 1972, I telephoned the Acting
Director of the FBI, L. Patrick Gray, to con-
gratulate him on his successful handling of
the hijacking of a Pacific Southwest Airlines
plane the previous day. During the conversa-
tion Mr. Gray discussed with me the progress
of the Watergate investigation, and I asked
him whether he had talked with General
Walters. Mr. Gray sald that he had, and that
General Walters had assured him that the
CIA was not involved. In the discussion, Mr.
Gray suggested that the matter of Watergate
might lead higher. I told him to press ahead
with his investigation.

It now seems that later, through whatever
complex of individual motives and possible
misunderstandings, there were apparently
wide-ranging efforts to limit the investiga-
tlon or to conceal the possible involvement
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of members of the Administration and the
campaign committee.

I was not aware of any such efforts at the
time. Neither, until after I began my own
investigation, was I aware of any fund rais-
ing for defendants convicted of the break-in
at Democratic headquarters, much less au-
thorize any such fund ralsing. Nor did I
authorize any offer of Executive clemency
for any of the defendants.

In the weeks and months that followed
Watergate, I asked for, and received, re-
peated assurance that Mr. Dean's own in-
vestigation (which included reviewing files
and sitting in on FBI interviews with White
House personnel) had cleared everyone then
employed by the White House of involvement.

In summary, then:

(1) Ihad no prior knowledge of the Water-
gate bugging operation, or of any illegal
survelllance activities for political p B

(2) Long prior to the 1972 campaign, I did
set in motion certain internal security meas-
ures, Including legal wiretaps, which I felt
were necessary from a natlonal security
standpoint and, in the climate then prevail-
ing, also necessary from a domestic security
standpoint.

(3) People who had been Involved in the
national security operations later, without
my knowledge or approval, undertook illegal
activities in the political campaign of 1972.

(4) Elements of the early post-Watergate
reports led me to suspect, incorrectly, that
the CIA had been in some way involved, They
also led me to surmise, correctly, that since
persons originally recruited for covert na-
tlonal security activities had participated in
Watergate, an unrestricted investigation of
Watergate might lead to and expose those
covert natlonal security operations.

(5) I sought to prevent the exposure of
these covert national security activities,
while encouraging those conducting the in-
vestigation to pursue their inquiry into the
Watergate itself. I so instructed my staff,
the Attorney General and the Acting Direc-
tor of the FBI.

(6) I also specifically instructed Mr. Hal-
deman and Mr. Ehrlichman to ensure that
the FBI would not carry its investigation
into areas that might compromise these
covert national security activities, or those
of the CIA.

(7) At no time did I authorize or know
about any offer of Executive clemency for
the Watergate defendants. Nelther did T
know until the time of my own investiga-
tion, of any efforts to provide them with
funds.

With hindsight, it is apparent that I
should have glven more heed to the warn-
ing signals I received along the way about a
Watergate cover-up and less to the reassur-
ances,

With hindsight, several other things also
become clear:

With respect to campalgn practices, and
also with respect to campalgn finances, it
should now be obvious that no campaign in
history has ever been subjected to the kind
of intensive and searching Inquiry that has
been focused on the campaign waged In my
behalf in 1972.

It is clear that unethical, as well as illegal,
activities took place in the course of that
campalgn,

None of these took place with my specific
approval or knowledge. To the extent that I
may in any way have contributed to the cli-
mate in which they took place, I did not
intend to; to the extent that I falled to pre-
vent them, I should have been more vigilant.

It was to help ensure against any repeti-
tlon of this in the future that last week
I proposed the establishment of a top-level,
bipartisan, Independent commission to rec-
ommend a comprehensive reform of cam-
paign laws and practices. Given the priority
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I believe it deserves, such reform should be
possible before the next Congressional elec-
tlons in 1974.

It now appears that there were persons
who may have gone beyond my directives,
and sought to expand on my efforts to pro-
tect the national security operations in or-
der to cover up any involvement they or
certain others might have had in Watergate.
The extent to which this is true, and who
may have participated and to what degree,
are questions that it would not be proper
to address here. The proper forum for set-
tling these matters is in the courts.

To the extent that I have been able to
determine what probably happened in the
tangled course of this affair, on the basis of
my own recollections and of the conflicting
accounts and evidence that I have seen, it
would appear that one factor at work was
that at critical points various people, each
with his own perspective and his own re-
sponsibilities, saw the same situation with
different eyes and heard the same words
with different ears. What might have seemed
insignificant to one seemed significant to an-
other: what one saw in terms of public re-
sponsibility, another saw in terms of polit-
feal opportunity; and mixed through it all,
I am sure, was a concern on the part of many
that the Watergate scandal should not be
allowed to get in the way of what the Ad-
ministration sought to achieve.

The truth about Watergate should be
brought out—in an orderly way, recognizing
that the safeguards of judicial procedure
are designed to find the truth, not to hide
the truth.

With his selection of Archibald Cox—who
served both President Eennedy and Presi-
dent Johnson as Solicitor General—as the
special supervisory prosecutor for matters
related to the case, Attorney General-desig-
nate Richardson has demonstrated his own
determination to see the truth brought out.
In this effort he has my full support.

Considering the number of persons in-
volved in this case whose testimony might
be subject o a claim of Executive privilege,
I recognize that a clear definition of that
clailm has become central to the effort to
arrive at the truth.

Accordingly, Executive privilege will not
be invoked as to any testimony concerning
possible criminal conduct or discussions of
possible criminal conduct, in the matters
presently under investigation, including the
Watergate affalr and the alleged cover-up.

I want to emphasize that this statement
is limited to my own recollections of what
I said and did relating to security and to the
Watergate. I have specifically avoided any
attempt to explaln what other parties may
have sald and done. My own information on
those other matters is fragmentary, and to
some extent contradictory. Additional in-
formation may be forthcoming of which I
am unaware. It is also my understanding
that the information which has been con-
veyed to me has also become available to
those prosecuting these matters. Under such
circumstances, it would be prejudicial and
unfair of me to render my opinions on the
activities of others; those judgments must be
left to the judiclal process, our best hope
for achleving the just result that we all
seek.

As more information 1s developed, I have
no doubt that more questions will be raised,
To the extent that I am able, I shall also
seek to set forth the facts as known to me
with respect to those questions.

MRS. WALTER SANFORD, SHER-
BURNE, N.Y.

(Mr. HANLEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this

point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)
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Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like, at this time, to bring to the atten-
tion of my colleagues the attainment of
a rare record of service by one of my con-
stituents, Mrs. Walter Sanford of Sher-
burne, N.Y.

Some 56 years ago the Chenango Coun-
ty chapter of the American Red Cross
was founded primarily through the ef-
forts of Mrs. Sanford. During the ensu-
ing years she has given unselfishly to the
advancement of this great organization.
Mrs. Sanford served in an executive ca-
pacity for the Chenango chapter first as
vice chairman and board member for
many years. She consequently took on
the duties of general chairman for her
community, a post she held until 1966.

Mrs. Sanford continues to be an in-
valuable volunteer to the Red Cross and
continues to serve as a life member of the
board of directors. At 91 years of age Mrs.
Sanford is the only living charter mem-
ber of the Chenango County chapter of
the American Red Cross.

I am sure my fellow members join me
in congratulating Mrs. Sanford in com-
piling such a record of lifelong service
to the alleviation of human suffering and
the betterment of mankind.

PROMOTION OF SUBSTITUTE EM-
PLOYEES IN POSTAL FIELD SERV-
ICE

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

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have in-
troduced today legislation to repeal sec-
tion 3364 of title 5 of the United States
Code, which relates to the procedures
for promotion of substitute employees
in the postal field service.

While it would seem that this section
of title 5 is no longer operable, as a result
of the Postal Reorganization Act of 1970,
it remains on the books. I object to the
paragraph in section 3364 which would
appear to authorize sex discrimination
in the promotion of substitute em-
ployees to the regular postal force.

I believe that this language should be
struck from the United States Code so
that there can be no mistake about the
fact that the U.S. Postal Service does
not sanction sex discrimination in the
promotion of its employees,

Further, I feel that the language
should be removed by an affirmative act
of Congress rather than by a court deci-
sion or by the editors of the United States
Code.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted fo:

Mrs. HansEn of Washington, for May
24 and May 29, on account of official dis-
trict business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive prozram and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. HoLTt) to revise and extend
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their remarks and include extraneous
matter:)

Mr. RoBison of New York, for 15 min-
utes, May 24.

Mr. Hoecan, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. VE¥sEY, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr, AnpersoN of Illinois, for 15 min-
utes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. THorNTON) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. MaTsuNAcaA, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. BrapEmas, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. Aszug, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Brown of California, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. PopeLL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Dominick V. DanteLs, for 10 min-
utes, today.

Mr. Ginn, for 5 minutes, today.

Miss Horrzman, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PoweLL of Ohio) to revise
and extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)
24Mr. GoLpwaTER, for 30 minutes, May

Mrs. HEckLER of Massachusetts, for 5
minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
ae)ﬁse and extend remarks was granted

Mr. Don H. CLAUSEN.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee, notwithstand-
ing the fact that it exceeds two pages of
the Recorp, and is estimated by the Pub-
lic Printer to cost $552.50.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. Hort) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. Stercer of Arizona in two in-
stances.

Mr. Rowncarro of New York in two in-
stances.

Mr. RosrsoN of New York.

Mr, ZWACH.

Mr. Hocax in two instances.

Mr. Wyman in two instances.

Mr. Gross.

Mr. McCroryY in two instances.

Mr, Kemp in two instances.

Mr. FrEY.

Mr. ToweLL of Nevada.

Mr. Gupk in five instances.

Mr. PeTT1S in six instances.

Mr. SeRIVER in two instances.

Mr. MicHEL in five instances.

Mr. Huser in three instances.

Mr. KuYKENDALL in two instances.

Mr, TrREEN in two instances.

Mr. THONE.

Mr. WYATT.

Mr. AnpErson of Illinois.

Mr. CoLrLIns in four instances.

Mr. BROTZMAN.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. THORNTON) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. HOWARD,

Mr. BrapEMAS in eight instances.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. JoNES of Alabama in five instances.

Mr, Gonzarez in three instances.

Mr. MacponaLp in three instances.

Mr. Fraser in five instances.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS.
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Ms. Aszuc in five instances.

Mr. O’NELL in fwo instances.

Mr, Hanna in six instances.

Mr. WaLDIE in two instances.

Mr, BURTON.

Mr. COTTER.

Mr. HUNGATE.

Mr. Ginn in two instances.

Mr. Nepz1 in three instances.

Mr. DoMiNICK V., DANIELS,

Mr. DuLskI in six instances.

Mr. S1SK.

Mr. MaTsUNAGA in six instances.

Mr, CAareY of New York.

Mr. ReEs in three instances.

Mr. BOWEN.

Mr. BrRownN of California in 10 in-
stances.

Mr. Biager in five instances.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 514. An act to amend the act of June
27, 1960 (74 Stat. 220), relating to the pres-
ervation of historical and archeological
data; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs,

8. 1016. An act to provide a more demo-
cratic and effective method for the distribu-
tion of funds appropriated by the Congress
to pay certain judgments of the Indian
Claims Commission and the Court of Claims,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

8. 1201. An act to amend the act of October
15, 1868 (80 Stat. 915), as amended, estab-
lishing a program for the preservation of
additional historic properties throughout the
Nation, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interlor and Insular Affairs.

S. 1385. An act to amend section 2 of the
act of June 30, 1954, as amended, providing
for the continuance of civil government for
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs,

8. 1697. An act to require the President to
furnish predisaster assistance In order to
avert or lessen the eflects of a major disaster
in the counties of Alameda and Contra Costa
in California; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

SENATE ENROLLED JOINT RESOLU-
TION SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled joint resolution of the
Senate of the following title:

8.J. Res. 112. Joint resolution to amend
section 1319 of the Housing and Urban De-
velopment Act of 1968 to increase the limita-~
tion on the face amount of flood insurance
coverage authorized to be outstanding.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; according-
ly (at 5 o’clock and 22 minutes p.m.)
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Thursday, May
24, 1973, at 11 o’clock a.m.

XECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker's table and referred as follows:
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053, A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting proposed
amendments to the request for appropria-
tions in the budget for fiscal year 1974 (H.
Doc. No. 83-104); to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and ordered to be printed.

954. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) trans-
mitting a report of the value of property,
supplies, and commodities provided by the
Berlin Magistrate, and under German Offset
Agreement for the quarter ended March 31,
1973, pursuant to section 720 of Public Law
82-570; to the Committee on Appropriations.

955. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Becretary of the Interior transmitting a copy
of a proposed contract with FMC Corp., San
Jose, Calif., for a research project entitled
“Improved BSensors and Fire Control Sys-
tems—Long Term Validation Testing,” pur-
suant to Public Law 89-872; to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

9568. A letter from the Director, Adminis-
trative Office of the U.S. Courts, transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation to amend
title 28, United States Code, to provide in
civil cases for jurles of six persons, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judieciary.

8957. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation to exempt from duty certain equip-
ment and repairs for vessels operated by or
for any agency of the United States where
the entries were made in connection with
vessels arriving before January 6, 1971; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

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. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce. HR. 7357. A bill to
amend section 65(1) (1) of the Rallroad Re-
tirement Act of 1937 to simplify administra-
tion of the act; and to amend section 226(e)
of the Soclal Security Act to extend kidney
disease medicare coverage to rallroad em-
ployees, thelr spouses, and their dependent
children; and for other purposes; with
amendment (Rept. No. 93-222). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. HAYS: Committee on Foreign Affairs,
H.R. 7645. A bill to authorize appropriations
for the Department of State, and for other
purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 93-
223). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr., STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce. HR. 7724. A bill to
amend the Public Health Service Act to estab-
lish a national program of blomedical re-
search fellowships, traineeships, and train-
ing to assure the continued excellence of
biomedical research in the United States,
and for other purposes; (Rept. No. 93-224).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADDABBO:

H.R. 8062, A bill to prohibit the unauthor-
ized disclosure of checks, drafts, or similar
instruments by financial institutions, unless
required by court order, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. ANDERSON of California:

H.R. 8063, A bill to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 18965 to as-
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sist school districts to carry out locally ap-
proved school security plans to reduce crime
against children, employees, and facllitles
of their schoels; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

H.R. B064. A bill to authorlze a study of
the feasibility and desirability of establish-
ing a Channel Islands National Park in the
State of California; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 8065. A bill to discourage the use of
painful devices in the trapping of animals
and birds; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisherles.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois:

H.R. 8066. A bill to provide a procedure for
the exercise of congressional and executive
powers over the use of any Armed Forces of
the United States in military hostilities, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. ASPIN (for himself, Mr. Apams,
and Mr. WOLFF) :

H.ER. B067. A bill to amend the National
Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966
to authorize safety design standards for
schoolbuses, to require certain safety stand-
ards be established for schoolbuses, to re-
quire the investigation of certaln schoolbus
accidents, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. ASPIN (for himself, Mrs. CH18-
HoOLM, Mr. EpwaArps of California,
Mr. MirceEELL of Maryland, Mr.,
VANIE, Mr. WALDIE, Mr. CORMAN, and
Mr, DELLUMS) :

H.R. 8068. A bill to provide for the con-
tinued sale of gasoline to independent gaso-
line retallers; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BERGLAND:

H.R. B069. A bill to authorize and direct
the establishment and maintenance of re-
serve supplies of soybeans corn, grain, sor-
ghum, barley, oats, and wheat for national se-
curity and to protect domestic consumers
against an inadequate supply of such com-
modities, such reserve to be lsolated from
normal marketing channels and withheld
from the market except as herein provided;
and to protect producers of such commodi-
ties against an unfair loss of income result-
ing from excess production following a pe-
riod of exceptionally high demand, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. BRADEMAS (for himself, Mr.
PErxIns, Mr. HanseN of Idaho, and
Mr, PEYSER) :

H.R. 8070. A bill to authorize grants for
vocational rehabilitation services and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

By Mr. BREAUX:

H.R. 8071, A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to clarify the circum-
stances under which the Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs may pay for care and treat-
ment rendered to veterans by private hospi-
tals in emergencies; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 8072. A bill to establish a task force
within the Veterans' Administration to ad-
vise and assist In connection with, to con-
sult on, and to coordinate all programs per-
taining to veterans of the Vietnam era; to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. BROTZMAN:

H.R. 8073. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to make it clear that civil serv-
ice survivor annuities are exempt from State
inheritance taxes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Clvil Service.

By Mr. CAMP:

H.R. 8074. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interlor to engage in a feasibillty in-
vestigation of certain potential water re-
source developments; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.
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By Mr. CLARK:

H.R. 8075. A bill to provide a penalty for
the robbery or attempted robbery of any
narcotic drug from any pharmacy; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CRONIN:

H.R. 8076. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide payment
under the supplementary medical insurance
program for optometrists’ services and eye-
glasses; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. FULTON:

H.R. B077. A bill to amend section 1903 of
the Social Security Act to remove limits on
payments for skilled nursing homes and In-
termediate care facilities; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. GRIFFITHS (for herself, Mr.
CormaN, Mr, Dicgs, and Mr,
STOKES) :

H.R. 8087. A Dbill to create a national sys-
tem of health security; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. GUDE (for himself, Mrs. HoLT,
Mr. HoGAN, Mr. BroYHILL of Vir-
ginia, and Mr. PaARRIs) :

H.R. 8079. A bill to make permanent the
temporary provisions of law under which
assistance is provided for the construction
and operation of schools in federally impact-
ed areas; to the Committee on Education
and Labor,

By Mr. GUDE:

H.R. 8080. A bill to amend the Gun Control
Act of 1968; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HANLEY:

H.R. 8081. A bill to repeal section 3364,
title 56 United States Code, relating to promo-
tion of substitute employees in the postal
field service; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, Mr.
BAKER, and Mr. CoCHRAN) ;

H.R. 8082. A bill to provide for disaster
assistance, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia:

H.R. 8083. A bill to amend the Federal Meat
Inspection Act to prohibit the sale for human
consumption of meat from horses, mules, and
other equines; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. HOGAN:

H.R. 8084. A bill to authorize voluntary
withholding of Maryland and Virginia income
taxes In the case of officers and employees
of the Architect of the Capitol; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. HORTON (for himself and
Mr. CLEVELAND) :

H.R.8085. A bill to amend section 552 of
title 6 of the United States Code to limit
exemptlons to disclosure of information, to
establish a Freedom of Information Commis-
sion, and to further amend the Freedom of
Information Act; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment. Operations,

By Mr, HORTON (for himself, Mr.
Brown of California, Mr. HiNsHAW,
Mr. Roy, and Mr. TALCOTT) :

H.R. 8086. A bill to limit the sale or distri-
bution of mailing lists by Federal agencies;
to the Committee on Government Opera-
tions.

By Mr. JONES of Tennessee:

H.R. 8087. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938 with respect to pea-
nuts; to the Committee on Agriculture,

By Mr. EEMP (for himself, Mr.
FRENZEL, Mr. KEATING, Mr. BUTLER,
Mr. BURGENER, Mr., HASTINGS, Mr.
FreY, Mr. BrRowN of Ohio, and Mr.
Harvey) :

HR. 8088, A bill to amend the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 to establish
& Federal Elections Commission; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

By Mr, MACDONALD (for himself, Mr.
BaprLro, Mr. St GErRMAIN, Mr. VAN
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DEERLIN, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr, STRAT-
TON, Mr, DrRinawN, Mr., YaTrRON, Mr
Roe, Mr. Osgy, Mr, PopeLn, Mr.
GoNzZALEZ, Mr, CRONIN, Mr. BOLAND,
Mr. MurpEY of Illinols, Mr. Pep-
PER, Mr, Yates, Mr. DoNOHUE, Mr.
TraOMPSON Of New Jersey, Mr. BURKE
of Massachusetts, Mr. EcCKHARDT,
Mr. Anwuwzio, Mr, Bern, Mr. Mc-
CorMACE, and Mr. HARRINGTON) :

H.R.8089. A bill to provide for the con-
tinued supply of petroleum products to inde-
pendent oil marketers; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. MACDONALD (for himself, Mr,
Moss, Mr. Stupps, Mr, STARK, Mr.
SarBINES, Mr. MoAxLEY, Mr, Haw-
KI1Ns, Mr. RiecLe, Mr. HARVEY, Mr.
MuorrHY of New York, Mr. McCLORY,
Mr. Howarp, Mr, BRECKINRIDGE, Mrs.
HeckrLEr of Massachusetts, and Mr.
CoOTTER) :

HR.8080. A bill to provide for the con-
tinued supply of petroleum products to inde-
pendent oil marketers; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PEPPER:

H.R.8091. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564 to provide income tax
simplification, reform, and relief for small
business; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. REID:

H.R. 8092, A bill to reduce street crime in
the United States by substantially increasing
police manpower and by providing emergency
narcotics treatment in areas designated as
high narcotics-related crime areas; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. RONCALLO of New York:

HR.8093. A bill to permit State and local
governments to prescribe curfews and other
alrport noise regulations for airports in thelr
Jurisdictions, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce.

By Mr. RUNNELS:

H.R. 8094, A bill to direct the Secretary of
Interior to redesignate the Alamogordo Res-
ervolr, N. Mex., as Lake Sumner; to the Com-~
mittee on Public Works.

By Mr. BIKES:

H.R. 8095. A bill to prohibit most-favored-
nation treatment and commercial and guar-
antee agreements with respect to any non-
.market economy country which denies to its
citizens the right to emigrate or which im-
poses more than nomir al fees upon its citi-
zens as a condition to emigration; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr, SISK:

H.R. 8096. A bill to grant a child adopted
by a single U.S. citizen the same Immigrant
status as a child adopted by a U.8. citizen
and his spouse, and to permit a U.8. citizen
to flle for immediate relative status for
more than two adopted children; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. SULLIVAN (for herself, Mr.
Crark, Mr. DowNING, Mr. JoNEs of
North Carolina, Mr. Grover, Mr.
MAILLIARD, Mr. MosHER, and Mr.
PRITCHARD) :

HR. 8007. A bill to amend the Shipping
Act, 1916, in order to facilitate intermodal
transportation, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisherles.

By Mr. SYMINGTON (for himself, Mr.
CoveHLIN, Mr. RiwNarpo, and Mr,
CuaArRLES H. Wirson of California):

H.R. 8088. A Dbill to protect the public
health and safety by assisting local fire pro-
tection districts and departments maintain
and improve their firefighting and rescue op-
erations; to the Committee on Sclence and
Astronautics.

By Mr. SYMMS (for himself, Mr. Ba-
FALIS, Mr. Byrow, Mr., Yatrown, Mr.
Rarice, Mr, EercHUM, Mr. HAWKINS,
Mr, PoweLL of Ohlo, Mr, HaLEy, Mr.

RoBeErRT W. DaANIEL, JR.,, Mr. BLACK~-
BURN, Mr. TowerrL of Nevada, Mr.
Howarp, Mr. GUNTER, Mr. BREAUX,
Mr. ScHERLE, Mr. CrRANE, Mr. FISHER,
Mr., CoLLINs, Mr. ROUSSELOT, Mr.
Pagris, Mr. ASHBROOK, and Mr, Con-
LAN) :

H.R. 8099. A bill to prohibit the United
States from furnishing any assistance to
North Vietnam; to the Committee on Foreign
Affalrs,

By Mr. VEYSEY:

H.R. 8100. A bill to establish a Farm Labor
Relations Board to prescribe and protect the
collective~bargaining rights of agricultural
employees and agricultural employers, so as
to avold disruptive labor disputes in agricul-
ture; fo the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. WALDIE:

H.R. 8101. A bill to authorize the SBecretary
of Transportation and the Becretary of De-
fense to detall certain personnel and equip-
ment to the Fish and Wildlife Service; to
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. WIDNALL:

H.R. 8102. A bill to amend the U.S. Housing
Act of 1937 to improve the financial condi-
tion of low-rent housing projects by estab-
lishing a more realistic formula for the
determination of rentals, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. WILLIAMS (for himself, Mr,
Aspin, Mr, CHAPPELL, Mr, CRONIN,
Mr. FisHErR, Mrs. Grasso, Mr., Har-
RINGTON, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. PREY-
ER, Mr. WiNN, and Mr. YATRON) :

H.R. 8103. A bill to establish the American
Revolution Bicentennial Administration and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. YOUNG of Illinois:

H.R. 8104, A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act so as to remove the
limitation on the amou ' of outside Income
which an individual may <arn while receiving
benefits thereunder; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 8105. A bill to amend the Soclial Se-
curity Act to make certain that recipients of
ald or assistance under the various Federal-
State public assistance and medicaid pro-
grams (and recipients of assistance or
benefits under the veterans' pension and
compensation programs and certain other
Federal and federally assisted programs) will
not have the amount of such ald, assistance,
or benefits reduced because of increases in
monthly social security benefits; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ANNUNZIO:

H.R. 8106. A bill to provide for the con-
tinued supply of petroleum products to inde~
pendent oil marketers; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BROWN of Ohlo:

H.R. 8107. A bill to provide, in cooperation
with the States, benefits to Individuals who
are totally disabled due to employment-
related respiratory disease and to the sur-
viving dependents of individuals whose death
was due to such disease or who were totally
disabled by such disease at the time of their
deaths; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. FLYNT:

H.R. 8108, A bill to deal with the current
energy crisis and the serious shortages of
petroleum products facing the Nation and
to authorize construction of the trans-
Alaska pipeline; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. GRAY:

H.R. 8109. A bill to provide for loans for
the establishment and/or construction of
municipal, low-cost, nonprofit clinics for the
spaying and neutering of dogs and cats, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

May 23, 1973

By Mr. FINDLEY (for himself, Mr.
ARENDS, Mr. Ramssack, and Mr,
MADIGAN) ©

H.J. Res. 570. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to proclaim the week begin-
ning August 18, 1973, as “National Soybean
Week"; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BADILLO:

H.J, Res. 571. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to declare the third calendar
week In September of each year as “National
Cystic Fibrosis Week'; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. HARSHA:

H.J. Res. 572. Joint resolution requesting
the President of the United States to declare
the week beginning August 5, 1973, National
Junior Classical League Week; to the Com-
mitteee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SYMINGTON:

H.J. Res. 573. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim the week beginning
on the second Monday in November each
year as “Youth Appreciation Week"; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. YOUNG of Florida:

H.J. Res. 574. Joint resolution to establish
a nonpartisan commission on political cam-
palgn reform; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. ZWACH:

H.J. Res. 575. Joint resolution to establish
& nonpartisan commission on political cam-
palgn reform; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. GUNTER:

H. Con. Res. 222, Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the opposition of the Congress to
certaln measures for the curtailment of
benefits under the medicare and medicald
programs; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texzas (for him-
self and Mr. FuqQua) :

H. Con. Res. 223. Concurrent resolution
requesting the President to proclaim the 7-
day period of July 16 through 22 of each year
as “U.5. Space Week"”; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, me-
morials, were presented and referred as
follows:

222. By the SPEAKER: A memorial of the
Leglislature of the State of Utah, relative to
the rallroad retirement system; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

223. Also, memorial of the Senate of the
State of Oklahoma, relative to the election
of James D. Fellers as president-elect nomi-
nee of the American Bar Association; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BRASCO:

8110. A bill for the rellef of Anthony M.

Daleo; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia (by re-
quest) :

H.R. 8111. A bill for the relief of Santokh
Singh; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,

222. The SPEAKER presented a petition
of the board of trustees of the Metropolitan
Sanitary District of Greater Chicago, Il
relative to the sale of household detergents
containing phosphates; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.
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