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resume its consideration of the unfinish-
ed business, S. 1888.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR MONTOYA ON FRIDAY,
JUNE 8, 1973

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on Fri-
day, immediately after the remarks of
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. Proxmire), the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. MonN-
ToYA) be recognized for not to exceed
15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, would
the Senator withhold that suggestion?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I withhold my suggestion.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll. .

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PRESI-
DENT TO PROCLAIM JUNE 17, 1973,
AS A DAY OF COMMEMORATION
OF THE OPENING OF THE UPPER
MISSISSIPPI RIVER

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Chair
lay before the Senate a message from
the House of Representatives on House
Joint Resolution 533. I do this at the re-
quest of the distinguished Senator from
Iowa (Mr. HUGHES) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GrAVEL) laid before the Senate H.J. Res.
533, a joint resolution authorizing the
President to proclaim June 17, 1973, as
a day of commemoration of the opening
of the upper Mississippi River by Jac-
ques Marquette and Louis Jolliet in 1673,
which was read twice by its title.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent for the
immediate consideration of the joint
resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
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objection to the consideration of the
joint resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the joint resolu-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint
resolution is open to amendment. If there
be no amendment to be offered, the ques-
tion is on the third reading of the joint
resolution.

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 533)
was read the third time.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I am informed by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Iowa that this matter has been
cleared with Senators EASTLAND, HRUSKA,
and McCLELLAN,

I have discussed it with the distin-
guished assistant Republican leader
today.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, may I
say that Father Marauette was especially
prominent in the early pioneer days in
such areas as Michigan. In fact, he died
in Michigan. I am very happy that the
joint resolution is being considered and
will be passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Joint
resolution having been read the third
time, the question is, Shall it pass?

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 533)
was passed.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
11:30 AM.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in adjournment until 11:30 a.m.
tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the program is as follows:

The Senate will convene at 11:30 a.m.
tomorrow. After the two leaders or their
designees have been recognized under
the standing order, the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON)
will be recognized for not to exceed 15
minutes; after which there will be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business for not to extend be-
yond the hour of 12 noon; during which
time the statements will be limited to 3
minutes.

At the hour of 12 o'clock noon, the
Senate will resume its consideration of
the unfinished business, the farm bill,
S, 1888. The pending question at that
time will be on the Buckley amendment
No. 188.
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I am sure that there will be a rollcall
vote thereon. There will be yea-and-nay
votes tomorrow on the bill. If the hill
is not passed tomorrow, of course, action
thereon will continue on Friday.

ADJOURNMENT TO 11:30 A.M.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
if there be no further business to come
before the Senate, I move in accordance
with the previous order that the Senate
stand in adjournment until the hour of
11:30 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and at 6:45
p.m., the Senate adjourned until tomor-
row, Thursday, June 7, 1973, at 11:30
a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate June 6, 1973:
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Malcolm R. Currie, of Callfornia, to be
Director of Defense Research and Engineer-
ing, vice John 8. Foster, resigning.

CONFIRMATIONS

Effective nominations confirmed by the

Senate June 6, 1973:
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

David H. Popper, of New York, a Foreign
Service Officer of the class of Career Minister,
to be an Assistant Secretary of State.

INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND

William B. Dale, of Maryland, to be U.8.
Executive Director of the International Mone-
tary Fund for a term of 2 years.

Charles R. Harley, of Maryland, to be U.S.
Alternate Executive Director of the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund for a term of 2 years.

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Matthew J. Harvey, of Maryland, to be an
Assistant Administrator of the Agency for In-
ternational Development.

INTER-AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK

Eenneth A. Guenther, of Maryland, to be
Alternate Executive Director of the Inter-
American Development Bank.

U.S. ApviSORY COMMISSION ON INFORMATION

The following-named persons to be mem-
bers of the U.S. Advisory Commission on In-
formation for a term explring January 27,
1976: Hobart Lewls, of New York. J. Leonard
Reinsch, of Georgia.

INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY

Gerald F. Tape, of Maryland, to be the rep-
resentative of the United States of America
to the International Atomic Energy Agency,
with the rank of Ambassador.

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

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, June 6, 1973

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

God is spirit; and they that worship
Him must worship Him in spirit and in
truth.—John 4: 24.

O God of grace and glory who with
each new morning spreads the mantle
of light about us, with grateful hearts we
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lift our spirits unto Thee seeking light
upon our way and strength for this new
day.

Sustain us, we pray Thee, as we carry
our share of the burden that leads men
upward to Thy kingdom of love and
peace and support us as we endeavor to
make truth and good will reign in our life
together as a free nation.

“Spirit of life, in this new dawn,
Give us the faith that follows on,
Letting Thine all-pervading power
Fulfill the dream of this high hour.

“Spirit creative, give us light,
Lifting the raveled mists of night,
Touch Thou our dust with spirit hand
And make us souls that understand.”

Amen.
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THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day’s
proceedings 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. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate agrees to the amendments of
the House to a bill of the Senate of the
following title:

S. 1136. An act to extend the expiring au-
thorities in the Publiq Health Service Act
and the Community Mental Health Centers
Act.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the House to the bill (S. 38) en-
titled “An act to amend the Airport and
Airway Development Act of 1970, as
amended, to increase the United States
share of allowable project costs under
such act, to amend the Federal Aviation
Act of 1958, as amended, to prohibit cer-
tain State taxation of persons in air com-
merce, and for other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House to the bill (8. 504) entitled
“An act to amend the Public Health
Service Act to provide assistance and en-
couragement for the development of
comprehensive area emergency medical

services systems,” requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr, WiLLIAMS, Mr. NELSON,

Mr. EacrLeETOoN, Mr. CrANSTON, Mr.
HucgHes, Mr. PerLn, Mr. MoNDALE, Mr.
ScHWEIKER, Mr. Javirs, Mr. DoMINICK,
Mr. BearL, and Mr. Tarr to be the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

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

S. 396. An act for the relief of Harold C.
and Vera L. Adler, dolng business as the Ad-
ler Construction Co.

SOYBEAN PRICE SEPIRAL MUST
BE BROKEN

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

Mr. COTTER. Mr. Speaker, unless
steps are taken now to break the soybean
price spiral the United States is going to
face a protein food crisis of major pro-
portions within a very short time.

Egg and broiler producers are cutting
back their flocks because they can no
longer afford soybean meal mix. What
eggs are produced will be selling for $1
a dozen in September.

Hog farmers who had been expected to
expand production 6 to 8 percent this
year are now selling breeding stock for
slaughter. The same situation prevails
in the cattle industry.
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Even more ominous is the very real
possibility that soybean stocks will be ex-
hausted this September before the new
crop—already weeks behind in planting—
is harvested.

The Agriculture Department acknowl-
edges a 10-percent increase in food costs
this year. Unofficially I understand in-
ternal figures show a 13- to 15-percent
increase. And former Agriculture Under
Secretary John Schnitker predicts a 20-
percent increase.

The time for action is now. Last Friday
I wrote to the administration urging tem-
porary export controls on the balance of
the 1972 soybean crop.

I urge my colleagues to join me in call-
ing upon the administration to impose
the provisions of the Export Administra-
tion Act on soybean and soybean meal.

To delay, let alone not to act, I predict,
is courting disaster.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, on June 4,
on rollcall No. 174, I was present and
voted “yea” by electronic device. In
searching the Recorp yesterday I noticed
I was recorded as not voting. I ask unan-
imous consent that the Recorp be cor-
rected.

The SPEAKER. The Chair cannot en-
tertain any such reguest. The gentle-
man can state how he did vote or in-
tended to vote, but the Chair cannot go
beyond that.

The gentleman’s statement will appear
in the REcorb.

Mr. GIAIMO. I thank the Speaker.

MAJORITY LEADER THOMAS P.
O’NEILL, JR., SAYS DEVALUATION
REFLECTS INTERNATIONAL LACK
OF CONFIDENCE IN THE NIXON
ADMINISTRATION

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

Mr. O’'NEILL. Mr, Speaker, the Pres-
ident of France this morning was quoted
as saying that the United States is about
to devalue the dollar again.

That would be the third devaluation
in a year and a half. If such an action
is imminent, the President of the United
States should say so. Congress and the
American people should not have to read
about it secondhand coming from the
President of France.

This continued run on the dollar is the
most conspicuous demonstration of the
world's lack of confidence in the Nixon
administration’s ability to manage the
American economy.

It now takes $126 to buy an ounce of
gold in the European exchanges. That is
three times the official price now con-
templated in legislation before this Con-
gress.

If this trend continues, the American
consumer can expect to pay even higher
retail prices for imported goods. The
Government will take a substantially
weaker bargaining position into the
trade negotiations next fall—especially
since we will be arrayed against the eco-
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nomic might of the European Common
Market and our other trading partners.

If this is what the President means by
1973 being “the year of Europe,” he can
have it.

ANNIVERSARY OF ALLIED INVASION

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

Mr, GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, on this
anniversary of the Allied invasion of
France which led to the liberation of
that country—this is the anniversary of
D-day—the newspapers are reporting
that the French President is lecturing
the United States on its monetary poli-
cies.

In fact, this morning’s paper in Wash-
ington said that the United States, in
effect, was in its third devaluation.

I say to M. Pompidou, only the Con-
gress can do that, and we will send a
copy of the American Constitution to
him and also to some of our administra-
tive officials. The irony is overwhelming,
however. I doubt that any country has
more benefited from the aid of the United
States than France. This country has
financed French misadventures, aided
the reconstruction of France, and ig-
nored French debts. It has twice rescued
that country from the perils of war and
capture; all in this 20th century, which
has not yet three-quarters gone.

Mr. Speaker, it takes a new peak in ar-
rogance and ingratitude for the Presi-
dent of France to tell this country how its
affairs should be run. M. Pompidou only
helps the speculators by his injudicious
remarks.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 5610,
AMENDING FOREIGN SERVICE
BUILDINGS ACT

Mr. HAYS submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (H.R. 5610) to amend the Foreign
Service Buildings Act, 1926, to authorize
additional appropriations, and for other
purposes:

ConrFERENCE REFORT (H. REPT. NO. 93-260)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (HR.
5610) to amend the Foreign Service Bulldings
Act, 1926, to authorize additional appropria-
tions, and for other purposes, having met,
after full and free conference, have agreed
to recommend and do recommend to their
respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10,
11, 12, 13, 14, 15 and 186.

WaynNE L. Havs,

THoMAS E. MORGAN,

CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI,

W. 8. MAILLIARD,

VernoN W. THOMSON,
Managers on the Part of the House.

J. W. FULBRIGHT,

JOHN SPARKMAN,

FraNKE CHURCH,

G. D. AIKEN,

CrwrForp P. Cask,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
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JoiNT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
5610) to amend the Foreign Service Bulld-
ings Act, 1926, to authorize additional
appropriations, and for other purposes, sub-
mit the following joint statement to the
House and the Senate in explanation of the
effect of the action agreed upon by the
managers and recommended in the accom-
panying conference report:

ACQUISITION OF SITES AND BUILDINGS IN
FOREIGN COUNTRIES

The House bill authorized specific
amounts for the acquisition of sites and
buildings in foreign countries for each of
several geographic areas. With respect to
each of such areas the House bill limited
the amount which could be appropriated for
the fiscal year 1974. Any amount not appro-
priated for fiscal year 1974 could be appro-
priated for any subsequent fiscal year.

As noted below, the Senate amendments
authorized a specific amount for each geo-
graphic area for fiscal year 1974 only. Funds
for subsequent fiscal years would require
additional authorizations.

AFRICA

Amendments Nos. 1 and 2: The House bill
authorized $2.19 million for use in Africa
and provided that not more than $580,000
could be appropriated for the fiscal year
1974. Senate amendments nos. 1 and 2 have
the effect of authorizing an appropriation
of not more than $590,000 for use in Africa
for the fiscal year 1974 only.

The Senate recedes.

AMERICAN REPUBLICS

Amendments Nos, 3 and 4: The House bill
authorized an appropriation of $375,000 for
use in the American Republics and pro-
vided that not more than $240,000 could be
appropriated for the fiscal year 1974.

Senate amendments Nos. 3 and 4 have the
effect of authorizing an appropriation of not
more than $240,000 for use in the American
Republic for the fiscal year 1974 only.

The Senate recedes.

EUROPE

Amendments Nos. 5 and 6: The House bill
authorized an appropriation of $4.78 million
for use In Europe and provided that not more
than $160,000 could be appropriated for the
fiscal year 1974. Senate amendments Nos. 5
and 6 have the effect of authorizing an appro-
priation of not more than $160,000 for use in
Europe for the fiscal year 1974 only.

The Senate recedes.

EAST ASIA

Amendments Nos, 7 and 8: The House bill
authorized an appropriation of $2,685,000 for
use in East Asia and provided that not more
than #985,000 could be appropriated for the
fiscal year 1974. Senate amendments Nos. 7
and 8 have the effect of authorizing an ap-
propriation of not more than $985,000 for
use in East Asla for the fiscal year 1974 only.

The Senate recedes.

NEAR EAST AND SOUTH ASIA

Amendments Nos. 9 and 10: The House bill
authorized an appropriation of $3,518,000 for
use in the Near East and South Asia and pro-
vided that not more than #2,218,000 could be
appropriated for the fiscal year 1974. Senate
amendments Nos. 9 and 10 have the effect of
authorizing an appropriation of more than
$2,218,000 for such use for the fiscal year 1974
only.

The Senate recedes.

UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY

Amendment No. 11: The House blll au-
thorized an appropriation of not more than
$45,000 for use beginning in the fiscal year
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1976 for facilities for the United States In-
formation Agency. Senate amendment No. 11
strikes out this provision of the bill.

The Senate recedes.

AGRICULTURAL AND DEFENSE ATTACHE
HOUSING

Amendment No. 12: The House bill author-
ized an appropriation of not more than $318,-
000 for use beginning in the fiscal year 1974
for facilities for agricultural and defense at-
taché housing. Senate amendment No. 12
merely makes a technical change in the sub-
paragraph designation to conform to the dele-
tion of the provision relating to United States
Information Agency facilities.

The Senate recedes.

OPERATING ACCOUNT

Amendments Nos. 13 and 14: The House
bill authorized an appropriation of $45.8 mil-
lion for fiscal years 1974 and 18756 for the
operating account of the Foreign BService
buildings programs, which covers the costs
of minor improvements and also includes re-
curring rent payments on long-term leases
and expenses such as utility costs, custodial
services, and supplies. The House bill also
provided that not more than $21.7 million
could be appropriated for such purposes for
the fiscal year 1974, Senate amendments Nos.
13 and 14 have the effect of authorizing an
appropriation of not more than $21.7 million
for such purposes for the fiscal year 1974
only.

The Senate recedes.

AUTHORIZATION FOR ADDITIONAL OR SUPPLEMEN-
TAL AMOUNTS

Amendments Nos. 15 and 16: The House
bill contained a permanent authorization for
the appropriation of additional or supple-
mental amounts for increases in salary, pay,
retirement, or other employee benefits au-
thorized by law. Senate amendment No. 15
limited this authorization to the fiscal year
1974 only. Senate amendment No. 16 ex-
panded the authorization to Include other
nondiscretionary costs, such as those result-
ing from exchange rate reallgnments.

The Senate recedes,

WAYNE L. Hays,

THoMAS E, MORGAN,

CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI,

W. 8. MAILLIARD,

VERNON W. THOMSON,
Managers on the Part of the House,

J. W. FULBRIGHT,

JOHN SPARKMAN,

FraNK CHURCH,

G. D. AIKEN,

CLIFFORD P, CASE,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 5293,
PEACE CORPS AUTHORIZATION

Mr. MORGAN submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (H.R. 5293) authorizing additional
appropriations for the Peace Corps:
ConNFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 93-261)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
smendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
5293) authorizing additional appropriations
for the Peace Corps, having met, after full
and free conference, have agreed to recom-
mend and do recommend to their respective
Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 3 and 4.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 2, and agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 1: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be
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stricken out by the Senate amendment strike
out the following: “and for the fiscal year
1975 not to exceed $80,000,000;” and the
Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate to the
title of the bill, and agree to the same.

THoMAs E. MORGAN,
CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI,
WaYNE L. Havs,
DANTE B. FASCELL,
W. 5. MAILLIARD,
Perer H. B. FRELINGHUYSEN,
WiLLiaM BROOMFIELD,
Managers on the Part of the House.

J. W. FULBRIGHT,
JOHN SPARKMAN,
FrRaNK CHURCH,
GEORGE S. MCcGOVERN,
G. D. AIKEN,
CLIFFORD &, CASE,
Jacos K. JaviTs,
Managers on the Part of the Senate,

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (HR.
5203) authorizing additional appropriations
for the Peace Corps, submit the following
joint statement to the House and the Senate
in explanation of the effect of the action
agreed upon by the managers and recoms-
mended in the accompanying conference re-
port:

AUTHORIZATION

Amendment No. 1: The House bill author-
ized an appropriation of not more than
$80,000,000 for the fiscal year 1975 to carry
out the Peace Corps Act. Senate amendment
No. 1 strikes out this authorization.

The House recedes with a technical amend-
ment to make clear that the authorization
remaining for fiscal year 1974 is to carry out
the Peace Corps Act.

FEDERAL PROCUREMENT PROCEDURES

Amendment No. 2: Senate amendment No.
2 added to the House bill a section amending
section 10(d) of the Peace Corps Act to place
the Peace Corps under existing Federal pro-
curement law. At the present time, the Peace
Corps has statutory authority to waive formal
advertising requirements and the procure-
ment policy established under existing Fed-
eral procurement law. This amendment, while
bringing the Peace Corps contracting policy
in line with other Federal agencles, would
still provide the necessary flexibility to pro-
cure services and supplies abroad under the
provisions of section 302(c) of the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949,

The House recedes.

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Amendment No. 3: This Senate amend-
ment added a section to the House bill limit-
ing the Peace Corps overall administrative
expenses to 256% of amounts appropriated for
such agency for each fiscal year and requir-
ing the agency to include in its annual re-
port information concerning all administra-
tive expenses (including compensation of of-
ficers and employees). This amendment was
effective beginning with the fiscal year 1975.

The Senate recedes.

FOREIGN SERVICE PERSONNEL

Amendment No. 4: This Senate amend-
ment added a section to the House bill to
prevent the utilization of Foreign Service
personnel and Peace Corps funds for work
which is primarily domestic. This amend-
ment—

(1) requires all Forelgn Service employees
of ACTION working within the offices desig-
nated as combined support operations to
spend & substantial portion of their working
time on strictly Peace Corps functions; and
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(2) limits the number of Foreign Service is the way it came about. The plan to

employees that may work In the combined
support programs to a figure equal to the
ratio used to establish the Peace Corps share
of the combined support costs.

ACTION is now in the process of convert-
ing its support program Foreign Service ap-
pointments to general schedule positions in
order to conform with the support program’s
allocation formula ratio.

The Senate recedes.

AMENDMENT TO THE TITLE

The Senate amended the title of the House
bill so as to read: “An Act to authorize addi-
tional appropriations to carry out the Peace
Corps Act, and for other purposes.”.

The House recedes.

THOMAS E. MORGAN,
CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI,
WayNE L. Havs,
DanTE B. FASCELL,
W. S. MAILLIARD,
PeETER H. B. FRELINGHUYSEN,
WiLLIAM BROOMFIELD,
Managers on the Part of the House.
J. W. FULBRIGHT,
JOHN SPARKMAN,
FraNK CHURCH,
GEORGE S. McGOVERN,
G. D. AIKEN,
CLIFFORD P. CASE,
Jacos K, JAVITS,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GUNTER. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day I was necessarily absent from the
House of Representatives for a brief
time because my presence was required
for official business with a group of con-
stituents. Had I been here, I would have
voted “yea” on rollcall vote No. 176.

TRANSFERRING AUTHORITY TO
SET ASSESSMENT RATES, DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMEIA

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

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I am in-
troducing legislation today which will
transfer authority to set assessment
rates from the Department of Revenue
and Finance to the District of Colum-
bia Council. The Council presently has
authority to set tax rates, and both of
these functions rightfully should be as-
signed to the city's legislative body
rather than to an administrative depart-
ment.

This bill also provides that the 120,000
single family homes in the District will
be assessed at 100 percent of true mar-
ket value in fiscal 1974 and in each year
thereafter. At the same time, the Council
would have authority to lower the tax
rate so that homeowners would pay no
higher tax than they are paying right
now.

This past Monday, we became aware
of a practice by the Revenue Depart-
ment to increase assessments in the Dis-
trict over the past 5 years from 55 per-
cent to 65 percent. In fact, this amounts
to an 18-percent jump in real estate
taxes, even if the tax rate and the actual
value of the homes remain at the same
level.

Mr. Speaker, not only is the increase a
staggering one, but even more appalling

increase assessments was conceived in
bureaucratic sccrecy, without public
notice, without hearings of any kind. I do
not believe that decisions to increase
taxes should be made by someone hid-
ing in the hierarchy. Both legally and
trad:tionally, the taxes we pay at all
levels of government are debated and
determined by an elected legislative body
in a proper open forum. We may not
always agree with the decisions, but at
least they are made in full public view.
To adopt any other procedure is to flaunt
the legislative process.

Mr. Speaker, because of the impact
the planned assessments will have on
residents of the Distriet, I urge my col-
leagues today to take speedy action on
this bill.

DEVALUATION OF THE DOLLAR

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

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I was in-
trigued by the remarks of my colleague
from Texas (Mr. GonNzALEZ) about only
Congress being ahle to devalue the dol-
lar. The last two devaluations we had
were announced by the administration,
and I do not know if they even told any-
body in Congress about it.

I realize that it does not become offi-
cial until it is passed up here, but to all
intents and purposes devaluation was
accomplished.

If Members think Mr. Pompidou was
wrong in saying there is a third devalua-
tion of the dollar, let them try to buy
foreign exchange with dollars, to see
how much they pay for it.

To show the arrogance of the admin-
istration, Mr. Shultz was making state-
ments all over town last week that he
or the administration was going to raise
the tax on gasoline 5 to 10 cents a gal-
lon. They did not say anything about the
Congress doing it.

I realize that is one thing they can-
not get away with without having it pass
the Congress; but it is the stupid poli-
cies they have adopted which have effec-
tively, Mr. GonzaLgz, devalued the dol-
lar, whether we like it or not. It is de-
valued because of the economic policies
of this administration.

As I said earlier, if anyone does not
believe it let him take some dollars and
try to buy some foreign currency on
any foreign exchange.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
I was meeting with Mayor Washington
and President Tolbert of the Republic of
Liberia when the vote on final passage
of H.R. 8070, the Rehabilitation Act of
1973, was taken. When I returned to the
floor, the final vote had already been
announced, but had I been present to
vote on rolleall No. 176, I would have
voted “yea.”

HOW TO IMPROVE THE CONGRESS

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

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I asked
for this time to call the attention of this
House to an editorial which appeared in
one of my local papers over the weekend.
I will read the caption of this editorial,
which I believe will prove to the Mem-
bers here today the importance of read-
ing it. The caption is, “How To Improve
the Congress: Let’s Abolish the House.”

This editorial was written by one Pat-
rick Owens. Who one Patrick Owens is I
?0 not know, and frankly I could care
ess.

I am going to insert the editorial in to-
day’s REcorp under the Extension of Re-
marks section. As I say, I believe this is
“must” reading for every Member.

In my introductory remarks I have a
few very kind words to say for Mr. Owens.
iﬁgmmend this to the Members’ reading

WHO OUTLAWED GOLD?

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I was in-
trigued by the statement of the gentle-
man from Massachusetts, the distin-
guished majority leader (Mr. O’'NemL),
with respect to the price of gold going to
more than $126 an ounce on the London
Exchange yesterday.

Let me remind the gentleman from
Massachusetts that it was a Democrat
President and a Democrat Congress that
outlawed the use of gold in this country
as a medium of exchange, as a common
medium of exchange, so that Americans
today cannot buy, own, or sell gold except
for ornamental and other restricted pur-
poses.

The situation of this country, at home
and abroad, probably would be far dif-
ferent today had a Democrat President
and a Democrat Congress not taken this
country off the gold standard and prohib-
ited its use as legal tender.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, on May
29, 30, and 31, I was absent on official
business and was unable to be present on
the House floor during consideration of
several pieces of legislation.

For the record, had I been present, I
would have voted in the following man-
ner:

Rollcall No. 160, H.R. 6912, the Par
Value Modification Act, the rule under
which the bill was considered, I would
have voted “yea’;

Rollcall No. 161, H.R. 6912, the Par
Value Modification Act, an amendment
that sought to permit private purchase,
sale, and ownership of gold after Decem-
ber 31, 1973, I would have voted “no”:

Rolleall No. 162, HR. 6912, the Par
Value Modification Act, an amendment
that sought to strike out language that
provides for Presidential determination
and approval of private gold ownership, I
would have voted “no”;

Rollcall No. 163, HR. 6912, the Par
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Value Modification Act, passage, I would
have voted “yea”;

Rollecall No. 166, H.R. 5857, amending
the National Visitors Center Facilities
Act of 1968, I would have voted “yea”;

Rollcall No. 167, H.R. 5858, authorizing
further appropriations for the John F.
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts,
I would have voted “yea”;

Rollecall No. 169, H.R. 7806, extending
through fiscal year 1974 certain expiring
appropriations authorizations in the
Public Health Service Act, the Commu-
nity Mental Health Centers Act, and the
Developmental Disabilities Services and
Facilities Construction Act, I would have
voted “yea’”;

Rollcall No. 170, HR. 7724, biomedical
research, an amendment prohibiting live
fetus research, I would have voted “yea”;

Rollcall No. 171, HR. 7724, the Na-
tional Biomedical Research Fellowship,
Traineeship, and Training Act of 1973,
I would have voted “yea”; and

Rollecall No. 172, H.R. 6458, the Emer-
gency Medical Services Act of 1973, I
would have voted “yea.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SARASIN. Mr. Speaker, on June 4,
1973, I was necessarily absent from the
House of Representatives because I was
attending a pension roundtable at the
American University. Had I been here, I
would have voted “aye” on House Reso-
lution 398, supervisory positions, U.S.
Capitol Police Force. I ask that the per-
manent Recorp so indicate.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman’s

statement will appear in the REcorb.

TRIBUTE TO HON. JOHN J. ROONEY
ON HIS 29TH ANNIVERSARY AS A
MEMBER OF THE HOUSE

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

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, 29 years
ago today Jomwn J. RoonEy, the senior
Member of the New York delegation was
sworn into Congress.

Mr. RooNEY has achieved an enviable
record. At the present time he is chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Appropria-
tions for State, Justice, Commerce, the
Judiciary, and related agencies. His serv-
ice as chairman has been recognized by
every student of Government. No Mem-
ber ever knew his subject better than
JOHN ROONEY.

Besides that, he served as chairman
of the Democratic caucus in the 84th
Congress. As a member of the Commit-
tee on Military Affairs he visited west-
ern and Italian fronts in 1944, and was
an official observer at the Japanese Peace
Conference in 1951.

The Speaker has informed me that he
spoke with Joun this morning and he is
well on the way to recovery. He ex-
pressed to all Members here that he will
be back just as active as ever. We look
forward with anticipation to his return,
and extend to him our very best wishes
for a speedy and permanent recovery.
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CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
make the point of order that a quorum
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:

[Roll. No. 178]
Harsha

Hébert

Horton
Hudnut

Ichord

Kemp

Lent

Mallary

Minish

Badillo Patman

Pepper

Rooney, N.Y.
Sandman
Sikes

Sisk

Stokes

Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Fraser Mink Towell, Nev.
Gray Minshall, Ohio Wydler

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 399
Members have recorded their presence by
electronic device, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

Boggs
Brown, Ohio
Burgener
Carter

Clark

Diggs
Fisher
Forsythe

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
WAYS AND MEANS TO FILE RE-
PORT ON H.R. 8410 UNTIL MID-
NIGHT FRIDAY

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means may have
until midnight Friday of this week to
file a committee report to accompany
H.R. 8410.

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

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr,
Speaker, I was entering the Chamber
when the time stopped, and I missed the
quorum call by approximately 2 seconds.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, on May 23
I was unavoidably absent for two rollcall
votes. Had I been present, I would have
voted “no” on roll No. 158, and “yea’” on
roll No. 159.

June 4 I was detained in my district,
and would like to state my position in
favor of House Resolution 398. I would
have voted “yea” on roll No. 174.

WAEKAYAMA PREFECTURE SEEES
HELP IN UNITED STATES-JAPA-
NESE FRIENDSHIP PROJECT

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

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, Com-
modore Perry’s historic visit to Japan
in 1853 is widely believed to have been
the first official contact between the
United States and Japan. Evidence
which has recently come to light, how-
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ever, indicates that some 62 years be-
fore the Perry visit, two American
merchant vessels—the Lady Washing-
ton and the Grace called at the Port
of Oshima in Japan's Wakayama Pre-
fecture in search of trade.

To commemorate the visit of the
Lady Washinglion and the Grace, and in
tribute to United States-Japanese
friendship, the government of Waka-
vama Prefecture is building a beauti-
ful memorial hall in the Yoshino EKu-
mano National Park, overlooking the
Pacific Ocean, near Oshima. The me-
morial will house historic documents
and records related to the visit of the
Lady Washington and the Grace, scale
models of the two ships, original paint-
ings by Japanese artists depicting United
States-Japanese friendship, and other
articles of historical importance.

The task of locating historic docu-
ments—ships’ records, letters, et cetera—
is a massive one. Two representatives of
Wakayama Prefecture have been sent
to the United States specifically for the
purpose of locating and obtaining such
documents. Citizens of our country who
may have access to such documents and
who are interested in contributing to
United States-Japanese friendship are
asked to communicate with the Gov-
ernor of Wakayama Prefecture, the
Honorable Masao Ohashi. Letters to
the Governor may be addressed to him
in care of the Wakayama Prefectural
Government, 1,1-Chome, Komatsubara-
Dori, Wakayama City, Japan.

FAIR LABOR STANDARDS AMEND-
MENTS OF 1973

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the further considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 7935) to amend the
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 to in-
crease the minimum wage rates under
that act, to expand the coverage of that
act and for other purposes.

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

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. 7935, with
Mr. Borring in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday the Clerk had read
through section 1, ending on page 2, line
2 of the bill.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN) .
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE

OFFERED BY MR. ERLENBORN

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment in the nature of a
substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. ERLENBORN: Strike out all after

the enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof
the following:
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SHORT TITLE

SecTioN 1. This Act may be cited as the
“Falr Labor Standards Amendments of 1973".

TITLE I—INCREASES IN MINIMUM WAGE
RATES
INCREASE IN MINIMUM WAGE RATE FOR EM-
PLOYEES COVERED BEFORE 1986

Sec, 101. Section 6(a) (1) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 (20 U.S.C. 206(a) (1))
is amended to read as follows:

(1) not less than $1.90 an hour during
the first year from the effective date of the
Falr Labor Standards Amendments of 1973,
not less than $2.10 an hour during the second
year from such date, and not less than $2.20
an hour thereafter, except as otherwise pro-
vided in this section;”.

INCREASE IN MINIMUM WAGE RATE FOR NON=-
AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYEES COVERED IN 1966

Sec. 102. Section 6(b) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 206(b)) is
amended by striking out paragraphs (1)
through (5) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“(1) not less than $1.80 an hour during
the first year from the effective date of the
Fair Labor Standards Amendments of 1973,

“(2) not less than $2.00 an hour during
the second year from such date,

“(3) not less than $2.10 an hour during
the third year from such date, and

“(4) not less than $2.20 an hour there-
after.”

INCREASE IN MINIMUM WAGE RATE FOR
AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYEES

Sec. 103. Section 6(a) (6) of the Falr Labor
Standards Act of 1938 (28 U.8.C. 206(a) (5))
is amended to read as follows:

“(5) If such employee is employed in
agriculture, not less than $1.50 an hour
during the first year from the effective date
of the Fair Labor Standards Amendments
of 1973, not less than $1.70 an hour during
the second year from such date, not less
than $1.85 an hour during the third year
from such date, and not less than $2.00 an
hour thereafter.”

INCREASES IN MINIMUM WAGE RATES FOR EM-
PLOYEES IN PUERTO RICO AND THE VIRGIN
ISLANDS

SEec. 104. (a) Effectlve on the date of the
enactment of the Fair Labor Standards
Amendments of 1973, subsection (¢) of sec-
tion 6 of such Act is amended by striking
out paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following:

“(2) (A) In the case of any such employee
who is covered by such a wage order and
to whom the rate or rates prescribed by
subsection (a) would otherwise apply, the
following rates shall apply (unless super-
seded by a wage order issued under para-
graph (5) and except as otherwise provided
by paragraph (7)):

“(1) Effective as prescribed in subpara-
graph (B), the employee’'s base rate, In-
creased by 18.75 per centum.

"“(ii) Effective one year after the appli-
cable effective date of the increase prescribed
by clause (i), not less than the highest rate
applicable to the employee on the day before
the effective date of the increase prescribed
by this clause, increased by an amount equal
to 12.5 per centum of the employee’s base
rate.

“(ii1) Effective one year after the appli-
cable effective date of the increase prescribed
by clause (ii), not less than the highest rate
applicable to the employee on the day before
the effective date of the Increase prescribed
by this clause, increased by an amount equal
to 6.25 per centum of the employee’s base
rate.

“(B) The effective date of the increase
prescribed by subparagraph (A) (1) shall be
the sixtieth day following the effective date
of the Falr Labor Standards Amendments of
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1973 or one year from the effective date of
the most recent wage order applicable to
the employee which the Secretary issued be-
fore the effective date of the Falr Labor
Standards Amendments of 1973 pursuant to
the recommendations of a speclal industry
committee appointed under section 5, which-
ever Is later.

“(C) For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘base rate’ means the rate applicable
to an employee under the most recent wage
order issued by the Secretary before the
effective date of the Fair Labor Standards
Amendments of 1973 pursuant to the recom-
mendations of a speclal industry commit-
tee appointed pursuant to section 5.

“(3) (A) In the case of an employee em-
ployed in agriculture who is covered by a
wage order issued by the Secretary pursuant
to the recommendations of a speclal industry
committee appointed pursuant to section &
and to whom the rate or rates prescribed by
subsection (a)(56) would otherwise apply,
the following rates shall apply (unless super-
seded by a wage order isued under paragraph
(5) and except as otherwise provided in sub-
paragraph (B) or paragraph (7)):

‘“(1) Effective as prescribed in subparagraph
(C), the employee's base rate, increased by
15.4 per centum.

“(11) Effective one year after the applicable
effective date of the increase prescribed by
clause (i), not less than the highest rate
applicable to the employee on the day before
the effective date of the Increase prescribed
by this clause, increased by an amount equal
to 16.4 per centum of the employee's base
rate.

“(ii1) Effective one year after the applicable
effective date of tne Increase prescribed by
clause (ii), not less than the highest rate
applicable to the employee on the day before
the effective date of the increase prescribed
by this clause, increased by an amount equal
to 11.5 per centum of the employee's base
rate.

“(iv) Effective one year after the applicable
effective date of the increase prescribed by
clause (iil), not less than the highest rate
applicable to the employee on the day before
the effective date of the Increase prescribed
by this clause, Increased by an amount equal
to 11.5 per centum of the employee's base
rate.

“(B) Notwlithstanding subparagraph (A)
of this paragraph, in the case of any employee
employed in agriculture who is covered by &
wage order issued by the Secretary pursuant
to the recommendations of a special industry
committee appointed pursuant to section 5,
to whom the rate or rates prescribed by sub-
section (a)(5) would otherwise apply, and
whose hourly wage is Increased above the
wage rate prescribed by such wage order by
a subsidy (or income supplement) paid, in
whole or in part, by the government of Puerto
Rico, the following rates shall apply (unless
superseded by a wage order issued under para-
graph (5) and except as otherwlse provided
in this subparagraph and in paragraph (7)) :

“(1) Effective as prescribed in subparagraph
(C), the employee's base rate, increased by
(I) the amount by which the employee’s
hourly wage rate is increased above his base
rate by the subsidy (or income supplement),
and (II) 154 per centum of the sum of the
employee’s base rate and the amount re-
ferred to in subclause (I).

“(ii) Effective one year after the applicable
effectlve date of the increase prescribed by
clause (i), not less than the highest rate
applicable to the employee on the day before
the effective date of the increase prescribed
by this clause, increased by an amount egual
to 1564 per centum of the sum of the em-
ployee’s base rate and the amount referred
to in subeclause (I) of clause (1).

“(111) Effective one year after the appli-
cable effective date of the increase prescribed
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by clause (i1), not less than the highest rate
applicable to the employee on the day before
the effective date of the increase prescribed
by this clause, increased by an amount
equal to 11.6 per centum of the sum of the
employee's base rate and the amount referred
to in subclause (1) of clause (i).

“(lv) Effective one year after the appli-

cable effective date of the increase prescribed
by clause (iii), not less than the highest
rate applicable to the employee on the day
before the effective date of the increase
prescribed by this clause, increased by an
amount equal to 11,5 per centum of the
sum of the employee’s base rate and the
amount referred to in subclause (I) of clause
().
Notwithstanding clause (i), (i), (iii), or
(iv) of this subparagraph, the minimum
wage rate for any employee described in this
subparagraph shall not be increased under
such clause (1), (ii), (ii1), or (iv) to a rate
which exceeds the minimum wage rate in
effect under subsection (a) (5).

“(C) The effective date of the increase
prescribed by subparagraphs (A) (1) and (B)
(1) shall be the sixtieth day following the
effective date of the Fair Labor Standards
Amendments of 1973 or one year from the
effective date of the most recent wage order
applicable to the employee which the Secre-
tary issued before the effective date of the
Fair Labor Standards Amendments of 1973
pursuant to the recommendations of a special
industry committee appointed under section
5, whichever is later.

“(4) (A) In the case of any employee who
is covered by a wage order issued by the
Secretary pursuant to the recommendations
of a special industry committee appointed
pursuant to section 6 and to whom this
section was made applicable by the amend-
ments made to this Act by the Fair Labor
Standards Amendments of 1966, the follow-
ing rates shall apply (unless superseded by
a wage order issued under paragraph (5)
and except as otherwise provided by para-
graph (7)) :

*“(1) Effective as prescribed in subpara-
graph (B), the employee's base rate. in-
creased by 12.5 per centum.

“(11) Effective one year after the applicable
effective date of the increase prescribed by
clause (1), not less than the highest rate
applicable to the employee on the day before
the effective date of the increase prescribed
by this clause, increased by an amount equal
to 12,5 per centum of the employee's base
rate.

“(iil) Effective one year after the effective
date of the increase prescribed by clause (ii),
not less than the highest rate applicable to
the employee on the day before the effective
date of the increase prescribed by this clause,
increased by an amount equal to 6.25 per
centum of the employee’s base rate.

“(iv) Effective one year after the effective
date of the increase prescribed by clause (iii),
not less'than the highest rate applicable to
the employee on the day before the effective
date of the Increase prescribed by this clause,
increased by an amount equal to 6.35 per
centum of the employee's base rate.

“(B) The eflective date of the increase
prescribed by subparagraph (A) (1) shall be
the sixtieth day following the effective date
of the Fair Labor Standards Amendments of
1973 or one year from the effective date of
the most recent wage order applicable to
the employee which the Secretary lssued be-
fore the effective date of the Falr Labor
Standards Amendments of 1973 pursuant to
the recommendations of a special industry
committee appointed under section 5, which-
ever is later.

“(5) (A) Any employer, or group of em-
ployers, employing a majority of the em-
ployees in an industry in PuertogRico or the
Virgin Islands for whom wage rate increases




18338

are prescribed by paragraph (2), (3), or (4)
may apply to the Secretary in writing for
the appointment of a special industry com-
mittee to recommend the minimum wage
rate or rates to be paid such employees
in lleu of the rate or rates prescribed by
paragraph (2), (3), or (4), whichever is
gppucable. Any such application shall be
led—

“(i) In the case of the first of such in-
creases, not less than thirty days following
the date of enactment of the Fair Labor
Standards Amendments of 1973, and

“(i1) in the case of each succeeding in-
crease, not more than one hundred and
twenty days and not less than sixty days
prior to the effectlve date of such increase.

“(B) The Secretary shall promptly con-
slder any application duly filed under sub-
paragraph (A) of this paragraph for appoint-
ment of a special industry committee and
may appoint such a special industry commit-
tee if he has a reasonable cause to believe,
on the basis of financial and other informa-
tion contained in the application, that com-
pliance with any applicable rate or rates
prescribed by paragraph (2), (8), or (4), as
the case may be, will substantially curtail
employment in the industry with respect to
which the application was filed. The Secre-
tary's decision upon any such application
shall be final. In appointing a special in-
dustry committee pursuant to this para-
graph the Secretary shall, to the extent pos-
sible, appoint persons who were members
of the speclal industry committee most re-
cently convened under section 8 for such
industry. Any wage order issued pursuant to
the recommendations of a special industry
committee appointed under this paragraph
shall take effect on the applicable effective
date provided in paragraph (2), (3), or (4),
as the case may be. If a wage order has not
been issued pursuant to the recommendation
of a special industry committee appointed
under this paragraph prior to the applicable
eflective date under paragraph (2), (3), or
(4), the applicable percentage increase pro-
vided by paragraph (2), (3), or (4) shall take
effect on the effective date prescribed therein,
except with respect to the employees of an
employer who filed an application for ap-
pointment under this paragraph of a special
industry committee and who files with the
Secretary an undertaking with a surety or
sureties satisfactory to the Secretary for pay-
ment to his employees of an amount suf-
ficient to compensate such employees for the
difference between the wages they actually
receive and the wages to which they are en-
titled under this subsection. The Secretary
shall be empowered to enforce such under-
taking and any sums recovered by him shall
be held in a special deposit account and
shall be paid, on order of the Secretary,
directly to the employee or employees affect-
ed. Any such sum not pald to an employee
because of inability to do so within a period
of three years shall be covered into the
Treasury of the United States as miscel-
laneous receipts,

*“(C) The provisions of section 5 and sec-
tion 8, relating to special industry commit-
tees, shall be applicable to special industry
committees appointed under this paragraph.
The appointment of a special industry com-
mittee under this paragraph shall be in addi-
tion to and not in lieu of any special industry
committee required to be convened pursuant
to section 8(a), except that no special in-
dustry committee convened under that sec-
tion shall hold any hearing within one year
after a minimum wage rate or rates for such
industry shall have been recommended to the
Secretary, by a special Industry committee
appointed under this paragraph, to be pald
in lieu of the rate or rates prescribed by
paragraph ‘2). (3), or (4), as the case
may be.

“(6) The minimum wage rate or rates pre-
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scribed by this subsection shall be in effect
only for so long as and insofar as such
minimum wage rate or rates have not been
superseded by a wage order fixing a high-
er minimum wage rate or rates (but not in
excess of the applicable rate prescribed in
subsection (a) or (b)) hereafter issued by
the Secretary pursuant to the recommenda-
tion of a special industry committee ap-
pointed under section 5.

*“(7) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this subsection, the wage rate of any em-
ployee in Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands
which is subject to increase under paragraph
(2), (3), or (4) of this subsection shall, on
and after the effective date of the first wage
increase under the paragraph which applies
to the employee’s wage rate, be not less
than 60 per centum of the wage rate that
(but for this subsection) would be applicable
to such employee under subsection (a) or
(b) of this section.”

(b) The third sentence of section 10(a)
of such Aet (20 U.B.C. 210(a)) is amended
by inserting *“(including provision for the
payment of an appropriate minimum wage
rate)"” after “modify".

EXCLUSION OF EMPLOYEES IN THE CANAL ZONE
FROM INCREASES IN MINIMUM WAGE

Sec. 105. Section 13(f) of the Falr Labor
Standards Act of 1938 (20 U.S.C. 213(f)) 1s
amended (1) by inserting “(1)" Immediate-
ly after “'(f)"”, and (2) by adding at the
end thereof the following new paragraph:

*“(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), the
increases in the minimum wage rates pre-
scribed by the Fair Labor Standards Amend-
ments of 1973 shall not apply to the mini-
mum wage rates applicable under this Act to
employees employed in the Canal Zone.”

TITLE II—REVISION OF EXEMPTIONS
SALES AND MANAGERIAL PERSONNEL

Bec. 201. Sectlon 7 of the Falr Labor
Standards Act of 1938 (20 U.S.C. 207) is
amended by adding after subsection (]) the
following new subsection:

“{k) For a period or perlods of not more
than seven workweeks in the aggregate In
any calendar year, the requirements of sub-
section (a) of this section shall not apply
with respect to the employment of any em-
ployee (not otherwise exempted from such
subsection by subsection (i) or section 13
(a) (1)) In a retail or service establish-
ment if—

**(1) such employee is employed In a bona
fide sales capacity in, or as manager of, such
establishment;

“(2) such employee's regular rate of pay
is not less than twice the wage rate in ef-
fect under section 6(a) (1); and

“(3) for employment in such establish-
ment in excess of forty-eight hours in any
workweek during such period or perlods,
such employee recelves compensation at a
rate not less than one and one-half times
the regular rate at which he is employed
in such establishment.”

NEWSPAPER DELIVERY EMPLOYEES

Sec. 202. Section 13(d) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1838 (20 U.8.C. 213(d)) is
amended by inserting after “newspapers”
the following: “or shopping news (including
shopping guides, handbills, or other types of
advertising material)”.

HOUSEPARENTS FOR ORPHANS

Sec. 203. Section 13(a) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 213(a)) is
amended by striking out the period at the
end of paragraph (14) and inserting in lleu
thereof “; or” and by adding after that para-
graph the following:

“(15) any employee who 1s employed with
his spouse by a nonprofit educational insti-
tution to serve as the parents of children—

“(A) who are orphans or one of whose
natural parents is deceased, and
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“(B) who are enrolled in such institution
and reside in residential facilities of the
institution,

while such children are in residence at such
institution, if such employee and his spouse
reside in such facilities, receive, without
cost, board and lodging from such institu-
tion, and are together compensated, on a
cash basis, at an annual rate of not less
than $10,000."

TITLE III—EXPANDING EMPLOYMENT

OPPORTUNITIES FOR YOUTHS

SPECIAL MINIMUM WAGES FOR EMPLOYEES UNDER
EIGHTEEN AND STUDENTS

Sec. 301. Section 14 of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 (20 US.C. 214) s
amended (1) by striking out subsections (b)
and (c), (2) by redesignating subsection (d)
as subsection (c), and (3) by adding after
subsection (a) the following:

“(b) (1) Subject to paragraph (2) and to
such standards and requirements as may be
required by the Secretary under paragraph
(4), any employer may, in compliance with
applicable child labor laws, employ, at the
special minimum wage rate prescribed in
paragraph (3), any employee—

“(A) to whom the minimum wage rate
required by section 6(a) or 6(b) would apply
in such employment but for this subsection,
and

“(B) who 1s under the age of eighteen or
is a fulltime student.

“(2) No employer may employ for a period
in excess of one hundred and eighty days any
employee who 1s under the age of elghteen
and is not a full-time student at the spe-
cial minimum wage rate authorized by this
subsection.

“(3) The special minimum wage rate au-
thorized by this subsection is a wage rate
which is not less than the higher of—

“{A) 80 per centum of the otherwise ap-
plicable minimum wage rate prescribed by
section 6(a) or 6(b), or

“(B) $1.30 an hour in the case of employ-
ment in agriculture or $1.60 an hour in the
case of other employment.

“(4) The Becretary shall by regulation: pre-
scribe standards and requirements to Insure
that this subsection will not create a sub-
stantial probability of reducing the full-time
employment opportunities of persons other
than those to whom the minimum wage
rate authorized by this subsection is appli-
cable.

“(5) For purposes of sections 16(b) and
16(c)—

“(A) any employer who employs any em-
ployee under this subsection at a wage rate
which is less than the minimum wage rate
prescribed by paragraph (3) shall be con-
sidered to have violated the provisions of
section 6 in his employment of the employee,
and the liability of the employer for unpaid
wages and overtime compensation shall be
determined on the basis of the otherwise ap-
plicable minimum wage rate under sectlon
6; and

“(B) any employer who employs any em-
ployee under this subsection for a period in
excess of the period authorized by paragraph
(2) shall be considered to have violated the
provisions of section 6 in his employment
of the employee during the period in excess
of the authorized period.”

TITLE IV—CONFORMING AMENDMENTS;
EFFECTIVE DATE; AND REGULATIONS
CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

SEec. 401. Bection 8 of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 208) is amended
(1) by striking out “the minimum wage
prescribed in paragraph (1) of sectlon 6(a)
in each such industry” in the first sentence
of subsection (a) and Inserting in Ilieu
thereof “the minimum wage rate which
would apply in each such industry under
paragraph (1) or (5) of section 6(a) but for
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section 6(e¢)", (2) by striking out “the mini-
mum wage rate prescribed in paragraph (1)
of section 6(a)" in the last sentence of sub-
section (a) and inserting in lieu thereof
“the otherwise applicable minimum wage
rate in effect under paragraph (1) or (5) of
section 6(a)”, and (3) by striking out *'pre-
scribed in paragraph (1) of section 6(a)” in
subsection (¢) and inserting in lleu thereof
“in effect under paragraph (1) or (5) of sec-
tion 6(a) (as the case may be)".
EFFECTIVE DATE AND REGULATIONS

Sec. 402. (a) Except as provided in section
104(a), the effective date of this Act and the
amendments made by this Act is the first
day of the second full month which begins
after the date of its enactment.

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), on
and after the date of the enactment of this
Act the Secretary of Labor is authorized to
prescribe necessary rules, regulations, and
orders with regard to the amendments made
by this Act.

Mr. ERLENBORN (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent to dispense with further reading
of the amendment and that it be printed
in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
have offered now the amendment in the
nature of a substitute that was rather
thoroughly debated yesterday during
general debate and it has of course been
available to the Members since it was
introduced last week.

As we explained when we introduced
the text of this amendment last week,
this, except for wage rates, is identical
to the bill that was introduced earlier

this year with bipartisan support by me,

the gentleman irom Florida (Mr.
Fugua), the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. WAGcoNNER), the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. Quie), and the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON).

This follows quite generally what the
House approved in the way of a mini-
mum wage bill last year. The only
change from our earlier bill that was
made in the bill as introduced last week
and as is now being offered as the sub-
stitute is a change in the wage rate
structure. What we have in the substi-
tute before us is the wage rate structure
that was recommended by Secretary
Brennan with the exception of the last
year, the last step, so that the effect of
this substitute would be to raise the non-
agricultural minimum wage rates to the
same level as in the committee bill.
However, it would take two additional
steps and would reach $2.20 in 1976,
rather than next year as would be done
by the committee bill.

As to agricultural labor, we do not
go as high as the committee bill. We
would raise the agricultural minimum
wage rates to $2. This would be done
in four steps. The present wage rate is
$1.30. The substitute bill would raise,
immediately upon its enactment, that
wage rate to $1.50; next year, $1.70; the
following year, $1.85; and finally, $2 in
1976. At that point there would be a 20-
cent differential between agricultural and
nonagricultural wage rates.

This would be a lesser percentage and
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a lesser cents difference between agri-
cultural and nonagricultural than exists
today. At the present time, there is a
30-cent differential, agriculture being
$1.30; nonagricultural being $1.60.

Mr. Chairman, as I pointed out in the
debate yesterday, the House showed its
preference last year, for step increases
that could be absorbed by our economy
without doing it harm. This substitute
bill will provide those reasonable step
increases, taking into account the neces-
sity for increasing minimum wage rates
because of inflation, and also taking into
account the need to go about this in a
reasonable fashion because of further
inflation that could be caused by unwar-
ranted steep in increasing the wage rates.

Probably the most important issue that
has divided us on this question of the
minimum wage is the question of the
yvouth differential. I put in the record
yesterday, and I hope the members have
had a chance to read, the comments of
those who have carefully studied the im-
pact of increases of the minimum wage
rates on youth unemployment.

Almost without exception, the finding
has been that there is an adverse impact
on youth every time we increase the
minimum wage rates. We find that most
of those who have studied this problem
suggest that there be a differential be-
tween youth and adult minimum wage
rates to take into account the difficulties
that youth have in finding employment.

How can this country; how can the
majority on our committee live with
unemployment rates among black teen-
agers of 35 percent without doing some-
thing about it? The committee bill does
not address itself to the question of youth
differential. As I pointed out yesterday,
it has only an unworkable student dif-
ferential. We in our substitute bill have
a real, workable youth differential that
would help to alleviate the unemploy-
ment existing among youth generally,
and in particular the minority youth who
suffer the greatest amount of unemploy-
ment.

Lastly, the committee bill would extend
the coverage of the act into areas that
we think it should not be extended, such
as State and local employment, coverage
of Federal employees.

I should take note at this point of a
letter that was sent by the chairman of
our committee to the members stating
that I had misinformed them. If I have,
I am sorry.

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

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr, Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that I be per-
mitted to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Illineis is recognized for 5 additional
minutes.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
have prepared and had made available at
the two desks of the majority and minori-
ty side, and sent to all of the members, a
“Dear Colleague” letter of my own, in
which I point out that the report of the
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committee itself does state that both
minimum wage and overtime coverage is
being extended to Federal employees.
Then, in the next paragraph, the com-
mittee report states that there is, how-
ever, an exception for certain Federal
employees; all of those Federal employees
that were not covered by the 1966 amend-
ments.

Then, Mr. DenT in his letter stated that
no Federal employees were being covered
for overtime. I can only say that this is
confusing. It did confuse me, and if I
have added to the confusion, I am sorry.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that the mem-
bers of this committee will do as the
House did last year, and that is to realize
the importance of adjusting for inflation
and doing it in a responsible manner, not
extend coverage to areas that ought not
be covered, maintain the overtime ex-
emptions that are presently in the act
and address the plaguing problem of
youth unemployment in a meaningful
way.

This can be done if the Committee of
the Whole House will adopt the substitute
that is being offered.

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

Mr. Chairman, when we talk about
responsibility, from where do we meas-
ure? Do we measure responsibility from
the position taken today, or do we meas-
sure responsibility from the position
taken yesterday—'‘yesterday” being all
the days that have gone before?

My worthy colleague on the other side,
the sponsor of this substitute, talks about
a gradual escalation into a wage scale,
and says that it inhibits inflation. Let
us just take a look at things.

One year after this House voted with
the gentleman on his substitute last year,
he offers a wage rate 10 cents less than
he offered last year. The Erlenborn bill
of last year came up with a $2 base rate
in 1972.

Even Mr. AnpErsoN, who reduced the
Erlenborn proposal to $1.80 for 1972,
would today be at the point I am asking
Members to be at, in a consistent move
to reach these people all of us admit need
the help the most. The Anderson amend-
ment would have given us, right at this
moment, $2 an hour. That is what we
are asking for the pre-1966 coverage.

In the post 1966 coverage the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN) of-
fered $1.80 last year and $2 this year.
That is exactly what we are offering now.
We are offering $1.80 this year and $2
next year. And we are going on to the
third step simply because, I believe, in
the year the minimum wage bill would
come up again, it being an election year,
it would confuse the issue far and be-
yond trying to operate in an area of
calmness and understanding of the prob-
lems these people have.

The Anderson amendment was beyond
my amendment on agriculture, identical
with the Erlenborn amendment on agri-
culture, and identical with the position
they have taken this year.

Responsibility? The only responsibil-
ity is that which can be sold, at the re-
quest of the lobby: conspiracy, to the
membership of this House.

So far as the wage rate is concerned, I
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have had not one single remonstrance
against the position of the Dent bill. In
fact, the only remonstrance I have had
is from the agriculture Members of this
Congress, who have said that I am going
too slow to reach parity, and an amend-
ment will be offered by a Member of this
Congress later on to accelerate the pace
of the increases in agriculture to bring
them to that point.

Mr. Chairman, I want at this point, in
speaking of agriculture, to tell this House
that one of the Members of this House
came to me this morning and said that
he was called from his native State and
was told by one of the chief lobbyists
against this bill of mine that my bill
covered agriculture on overtime.

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

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

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, that, like
many other things that have been said
about this legislation, is a deliberate
attempt to mislead, and the kindest thing
I can say about individuals who peddle
that nonsense is that the truth is not
in them.

Yes, for several months, the gentleman
from Illinois is right, we have tried to
compromise; we have tried to work out
a solution. But you cannot work out a
solution when all of the employer repre-
sentatives of 47 million Americans cov-
ered by the minimum wage bill have been
converging on this Hill and have been
for the last 7 months joined in a pact
and shaking hands and saying, “Unless
we all get what we want, we stand against
these people.”

Mr. Chairman, the employers we dis-
cuss have no lobby. We are the lobby. No
one else is the lobby for these workers.
It has been that way since 1938.

There has always been opposition;
there always will be. This is the kind of
legislation that breeds opposition. It is
bread-and-butter legislation, and we are
the only persons in America, the only
ones who can bring some measure of
justice in the differentials between the
wages paid under organized labor con-
tracts and the wages paid these unor-
ganized workers in America.

Mr, Chairman, they are our wards in
a sense.

Yesterday the argument was made
throwing the blame for the high cost
of health care on minimum wages.
Can anyone in this room imagine a mini-
mum wage worker getting any of the
benefits of health care from his wages?

Has any Member stopped at a hospital
or nursing home and looked over their
charges?

We talk about youth labor. This is not
youth labor.

Mr. Chairman, if we pass the so-called
Erlenborn teenage job rate that he is
asking for, and the allowance he is ask-
ing for, we could not even put the kids
to work if we wanted to. Why is that?

He opens it up to that list of haz-
ardous jobs that are contained in the
Child Labor Act and in the contract
signed by employers with insurance com-
panies,

You could not put a youth to work
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under the Erlenborn amendment in the
city of Washington, D.C.,, for two reasons:
workmen's compensation disallows it,
and the private insurance policies dis-
allow it.

This committee did not blindly throw
something together; we worked. We
worked for 4% years on this legislation.
We started to work on it after the last
increase went into effect for the $1.60
workers in 1968. If those workers had
received the wages that we had approved
and this and past administrations handed
out, then this worker making $1.60 an
hour since 1968 would now be drawing
$2.39 an hour.

Are we asking for that amount? Have
we a regard for the payment of these
amounts? Have we an understanding of
the economics of creating payrolls? The
argument yesterday was that we did not
understand. If we did not understand,
would we come up with a $2 bill today?
‘We would not. It would propose increases
far in excess of what we seek to provide.

Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, on the days when this
House has debated the welfare bills and
poverty bills this Chamber rings with
fervent speeches about the work ethic.
Yesterday and today it has echoed with
warnings about inflation. What I would
like to know, is when are the Members of
this House going to apply the same stand-
ards to the working poor as they do to
themselves?

If we are going to talk about the work
ethic we ought to be talking about fair
compensation for work performed. If we
are going to talk about inflation caused
by wage increases we ought to look not
at the workers at the bottom, but at our-
selves and at the other high priced work-
ers whose 5-percent cost-of-living in-
creases frequently exceed the actual in-
come of the workers who are seeking
coverage by the Fair Labor Standards
Act today.

There are currently 16 million Ameri-
can workers who are not covered by the
minimum wage legislation. HR. 7935
would provide for the extension of bene-
fits to only 6 million additional workers.
Although I would like to see all workers
covered by at least a minimum wage,
this bill is a start in the right direction.

As for the inflation argument, even the
representative of the Chamber of Com-
merce, which is opposing this bill, con-
ceded in testimony before the Senate
Subcommittee on Labor, that the mini-
mum wage is not inflationary. And for-
mer Secretary of Labor Hodgson also
stated in January of 1971 that—

It is doubtful that changes in the mini-
mum had any substantial impact on wage,
price, or employment trends.

Inflation has, however, had a terrific
impact on the ability of the working poor
to survive. There has been a 34-percent
increase in the cost of living since 1966
when this Congress last extended the
minimum wage. While this rise in prices
has put a severe strain on the family
budget for all citizens, its impact on the
working poor has been devastating.

In presenting his substitute bill before
the House today, Mr. Erlenborn has con-
ceded that there is a need to raise the
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minimum wage for the 45 million work-
ers already covered because of the in-
crease in the cost of living since 1966.
If he concedes this is the case for those
who are already covered by the Fair
Labor Standards Act, I do not under-
stand why he is opposed to the exten-
sion of coverage to the 6 million workers
who are not currently covered. They are
not even receiving the minimum wage.
Surely it is plain that their need is even
greater than that of the workers now
covered by the act.

Let us get down to cases. As a black
and as a woman, I am especially con-
cerned about the extension of coverage
to domestic workers. My own mother was
a domestic, so I speak from personal ex-
perience.

Right now when the Federal minimum
stands at $1.60 an hour the average pay
for a domestic is $1.34 a hour.

Almost one-third' of these workers
were paid less than 70 cents an hour in
cash wages; almost half were paid less
than $1 an hour; two-thirds less than
$1.50 an hour; and almost 90 percent less
than $2 an hour.

The figures for year-round wages are
even more graphic. The median income
for a domestic worker is $1,800. Even in
my own State of New York, which gen-
erally pays higher wages than in the
rest of the country, the median income
for a woman working 50 to 52 weeks a
vear is $2,689. In Alaska, which has the
lowest median income for domestics, the
figure stands at $803 a year.

This is a sorry record any way you look
at it, but what makes the situation even
more serious is the fact that such a large
portion of these women are heads of
households.

According to the 1970 census 11 per-
cent of all American households are
headed by women.

Among black families, 28 percent are
headed by women.

Among the families listed under the
poverty line, 40 percent are headed by
women.

And over 50 percent of the poor black
families are headed by women.

Of the 25.5 million poor—1970 cen-
sus—only 21.5 percent or about one-fifth
are on welfare.

Of these poor female heads of house-
holds who work, over half worked as
maids in 1970 and had incomes under the
poyerty line.

These women are struggling to make
ends meet and keep their families to-
gether. They are proud, hard workers
who are doing their darndest to stay off
the welfare rolls and are getting precious
little help for their efforts.

This bill would not provide the vaca-
tions with pay, health benefits or retire-
ment henefits, which most American
workers take for granted.

All it would do would be to insure that
at least these women were paid the mini-
muin wage.

There are those who argue that if we
extend coverage to domestics there will
be a loss of jobs and an increase in un-
employment. This argument has been
used since the inception of minimum
wage legislation in 1938 and in spite of
all the dire predictions, the Republic still
stands and few jobs have been lost.
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Indeed, with regard to the employ-
ment of domestics an increase in the
wages paid will probably improve the
job market. The drop in the number of
household workers, which the Labor De-
partment puts at 70,000 from 1960 to
1970 has resulted chiefly from the fact
that it is an undesirable job, precisely
because the pay is so low.

Indeed, due to the tremendous in-
crease in the number of working women,
the need for domestic help has increased
rather than decreased. If the job is made
more attractive and more rewarding fi-
nancially, a larger number of women
would be interested in household work.

Finally, there are those who argue that
the justification for a Federal Fair Labor
Standards Act, is that those employed
are engaged in interstate commerce be-
cause the goods they produce cross State
lines, and that domestic workers do not
qualify for inclusion under the FLSA be-
cause they are not engaged in interstate
commerce.

This is a specious argument designed
to provide a flimsy excuse for denying
coverage to domestics. Unless the Mem-
bers of the House are planning to man-
date a return to homemade soap and
prohibition against the use of tools such
as vacuum cleaners, it is clear that every
household product utilized by a domes-
tic from Handy-Andy to a Hoover is a
product which has moved in interstate
commerce,

Finally, it has been argued that house-
wives have no business knowledge, and
would, therefore, be unable to keep the
tax, social security, and other records
related to employing a household worker.
This may come as a shock to the Mem-
bers of this House, but in most homes it
is the wife who handles the family budg-
et, and bookkeeping. She can tell you
how much you owe at the bank, on the
car loan, the charges run up on her credit
cards, and in these days of spiraling
food prices, she has been doing plenty of
fancy figuring about base prices and
unit prices at the grocery store. To sug-
gest that women do not know how to
add and subtract is an insult to women
and totally contrary to all existing evi-
dence.

Women, especially black women, sim-
ply have not had a fair shake in the job
market. It is time that they were given
their due. If the extension of the mini-
mum wage for domestics is excluded
from the Fair Labor Standards Act
amendments today, it will mean that all
the talk about the “work ethic” and
“helping those who help themselves” is
nothing but sham and hypocrisy. And
all that rhetoric about welfare cheaters
and loafers is nothing but a lot of hot
air because you never meant for people
to be able to work and earn a wage ade-
quate to support themselves.

A newspaper article entitled “To Do-
mestics, a Minimum Wage Is a Raise,”
follows:

[From the New York Times]
To DoMeSTICS, A MmNIMouM WAGE Is A Raise
(By Philip Shabecofl)

AuBURN, Ara.—Queen Esther Parker, who
worked as a housemaid here until * * * a
quite sure—Ilike many other Americans—
what the minimum wage ls these days.
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She hadn’t heard a thing about proposals
to include domestic workers for the first time
under the minimum wage provision in an
amendment to the Fair Labor Standards Act,
which is scheduled to come to the floor of
Congress very soon.

But Mrs. Parker knows that she is not
pald enough money—not for the kind of
hard work and long hours she puts in and
not enough to live decently.

Until recently, she worked for a family in
Auburn as a general household worker, clean=
ing, taking care of young children, doing er-
rands and other odd jobs. She worked 5 days
a week starting at 7:30 in the morning and
ending at 5:30 or 5:46 In the evening.

For this work she was pald 8356 a week.

The current basic minimum wage is $1.60
an hour and that is less than the poverty
level established by the Federal Office of
Management and Budget. Mrs. Parker, of
course, was earning considerably less than
$1.00 an hour.

MEDICAL, PROBLEMS

But she i1s no longer working as a do-
mestic. She went into the hospital recently
and the doctor discovered that she had dia-
betes and other complications. They told her
she could no longer do heavy household
work.

Mrs. Parker did not get pald for the days
she was in the hospital since as a domestic,
she was not covered by any kind of medi-
cal insurance or workmen’'s compensation. In
fact she never got any vacation or holiday
pay either.

Household workers have always been short-
changed In these areas and will continue
to be so even if they are included in the
coverage of the minimum wage law. More~
over, even in the new minimum wage law
amendments domestics will continue to be
excluded from overtime pay provisions.

Now she has no income at all, Her hus-
band earns $130 a week as an eguipment
man for the Auburn University football
team, While in the hospital she ran up a
bill of nearly $400. She needs two injections
a week costing $25. With food prices going
up and three children to feed and rent of
$74 a month, she could not afford the loss
of her take-home pay.

“I don't know how we will keep going,”
she worried aloud to an interviewer.

However, Mrs. Parker would have quit her
last job even if she had been well enough to
work. She felt that her employers did not
treat her with enough respect. “They called
me ‘Queen Esther' but made me call them
‘Mr. and Mrs.' I had to go in the back door
when I came in the morning. And they didn’t
drive me to and from work. I had to pay
& man with a car 83 a week to take me to
work and pick me up.”

GENERAL WAGE PATTERN

Even If Mrs. Parker had taken another
job, the odds are her wages would have been
considerably less than $1.60 an hour. Al-
though reliable statistics are not available,
most authorities say that, except in metro-
politan areas such as New York and Wash-
ington, household workers are generally paild
substantially less than the minimum wage.

In blg-clty areas, household workers gen-
erally command higher wages because there
are a greater number of afluent people seek-
ing household help. Also wage scales in these
areas are generally higher for nonskilled
labor.

Three states, New York, Wisconsin and
Massachusetts, have their own minimum
wage laws covering domestic workers.

“Domestic workers,” commented a staff
official in the House Labor Committee, “are
the most depressed and disadvantaged group
of workers in the United States.”

Other observers have commented that typ-
ical household workers are disadvantaged
on three counts: They are poor, they are
black and they are women.
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The new fair labor standards legislation
now coming before both houses of Congress
could work significant changes in the eco-
nomic position of household workers. It
would, first of all, require that domestlcs
be pald the statutory minimum, The mini-
mum for most workers would go to $2.00 an
hour next year under Democratic versions of
the bill in the two houses.

Proponents of minimum wage coverage for
domestics argue that in addition to these
workers, it would also reverse the trend in
which over one milllon workers have left this
sector of the labor market in the last 10
years.

The average age of domestic workers is re-
portedly 10 years higher than the average
wage of the work force as a whole,

EARLIER EFFORTS FAILED

However, unsuccessful efforts have been
made in the past in Congress to amend the
minimum wage law to include domestics. One
such effort falled only a year ago. This year
substitute bills, including provisions that
would agaln exclude domestics, have been
prepared by Republicans in both houses.

Senator Robert Taft Jr., Republican of
Ohio who is one of the sponsors of the sub-
stitute bill, has asserted that including do-
mestic workers under the minimum wage
law would not be workable.

He belleves that many “marginal” jobs
would be lost because households would no
longer be able to afford help.

Benator Taft also thinks that the require-
ments for keeping tax, Soclal Security and
other records for domestics if they are in-
cluded under the labor standards law makes
such coverage impractical. He belleves that
housewives, who have no business knowl-
edge, would not be able to maintain such
records. The result, he sald, would be large-
scale violatlons of the law.

Senator Taft is also troubled by the con-
stitutional issue of whether household work
is interstate commerce and thus subject to
Federal regulation. Another problem often
cited is how to include domestic workers if
businesses with sales under $250,000 a year
are exempt in many cases.

Many of these same arguments have been
used for many years against the whole con-
cept of the minimum wage itself. For exam-
ple, the early opponents of the minimum
warned that it would lead to wide unem-
ployment of marginal workers. These predic-
tions never came true.

Efforts are being made to achieve social
and economic justice for household workers
through self-help. The National Committee
on Household Employment is trying to orga-
nize domestic workers so they can demand
rights collectlively.

Here in Alabama, where wages for domestics
are depressed and working conditions often
poor, the household technicians of Auburn, a
local affiliate of a national nonprofit group
in the field, are training workers in cleaning,
cooking, child care, first aid, and other skills.
“We are doing this so that household workers
have something to bargain with," explained
Mrs. Jessie Williams, director of the group.

After workers have finished the course, the
organization finds jobs for them and demands
they be pald at least the current minimum
of $1.60 an hour. Some household workers
in the area are now earning only 50 cents
an hour, Mrs. Williams said.

“Also very important is that we are trying
to change the attitude of workers,” she
said. Many employers still tend to maintain
the old white superiority-black inferiority
relationship in what should be & neutral em-
ployer-employee relationship, she explained.
This shows up when the housewlfe calls her
domestic worker by her first name while ex-
pecting the worker to say Mrs. or Ma’am.

The household technicians try to discour-
age use of the word “malid" which, they say,
is a relic of slavery.
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“The technicians we place must be given
respect,” Mrs. Willlams declared. “We won't
go in the back door any more. We won't be
told to eat scraps in the kitchen and stay
out of the living room except when we are
sweeping."

“We feel domestic work is just as profes-
slonal as any other job,” she insisted. “If
people go on making it degrading, there won't
be any workers doing it much longer.”

The search for dignity is a tangible cur-
rent running among household workers.

But Lena McGray, a 61-year-old domestic
in Auburn who earns §1 an hour and works
hard for it, told an interviewer, "I would
like my job & whole lot better if they paid
me the minimum wage."”

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

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the
Erlenborn amendment known as a sub-
stitute. I would like to point out to the
Members that at the present time wages
are really competing with welfare. For
anybody in this Congress to vote against
a minimum wage for a domestic worker is
to say to that woman, “Be our guest; go
on welfare.”

That is exactly what they do. In a
recent survey, I want to make it clear
to this Congress, I pointed out that a
woman today with four children, under
five programs in some States, who goes
to work at $3 an hour is really only earn-
ing 75 cents. We are not going to change
these setups very rapidly. But for us to
sit here today and to deny a domestic
worker even $2 an hour is the height of
the ridiculous.

What the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
ERLENBORN) is really asking is for the
taxpayers to support her not working.

For 5 years I spent my time in the
Committee on Ways and Means every
time we had a tax bill trying to get it
set up so that one could deduct the wages
he paid to domestic workers. To fail to
deduct those wages is in itself a sexist
discrimination. What the gentleman
really is saying is what that woman does
in a home is of no worth. I should like
to differ with him. What she does in that
home is a thing that makes life livable.
She is entitled to a decent wage, and her
employer, whether it is the gentleman or
his wife, is entitled to deduct that before
he pays his taxes. For anyone now at this
late time in history, who knows some-
thing about how the welfare system
works, to come in and say, “Let them
work for nothing; they are not entitled
to a minimum wage;” is a sort of sex
discrimination that is beyond my imagi-
nation.

But there is in addition to that a real
diserimination against the American
taxpayer. Personally, I think they are fed
up with paying taxes for these things.

I think the gentleman from Illinois
ought to withdraw his substitute.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. ERLENBORN. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding. The gentlewoman is
suggesting that there ought to be a tax
deduction for wages paid to domestic
employees. Was the gentlewoman aware
that Mr. Dent had such a provision in
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the bill and voluntarily withdrew it be-
fore the bill was reported?

Mrs, GRIFFITHS. I am very well
aware of why he withdrew it. I sat on
the Committee on Ways and Means, and
the Committee on Ways and Means was
going to make a point of order against
that. That will have to be determined in
the Committee on Ways and Means. But
I hope that the gentleman will put forth
a little time and effort to try to convince
his people on the Committee on Ways
and Means that wages to the domestic
should be deductible.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. DENT. I thank the gentlewoman
for yielding. I think the gentlewoman
knows full well, as I explained it to the
full committee in detail, that I had had
discussions with the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means, and that
he and my staff got together and pre-
pared the proper language. We put it in
my bill for the purpose of acquainting
everybody in the Congress with the fact
that this was the intention of the spon-
sor of the bill. Then upon agreement be-
tween myself and the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means, which
was also transmitted to the full Commit-
tee on Education and Labor, the chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means said that he would take up that
particular subject matter immediately in
the tax bill. I have every reason to be-
lieve that the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means is sincere
and that his word is good and that he
will do it, and we will have a tax deduec-
tion. On its own volition, the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means gives tax credit
for babysitters and gives tax credit for
child ecare. I see no reason, no valid rea-
son, why domestic help should not have
the same consideration.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman it is
entirely possible that if the gentleman
from Illinois spent his time with the
Illinois Legislature trying to get them to
ratify the equal rights amendment, we
could get some of these things.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

I should like to ask the sponsor of the
amendment a few questions, if I may. Is
there anything in the gentleman’s
amendment that specifies that women
should receive a lower minimum wage?
When we talk about domestics, are we
talking about household help, which
might be men or women, or is there some-
thing that specifies women? :

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

Mr. McCLORY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

There is nothing in my bill concerning
domestics and the provisions in the com-
mittee bill does not specify any differ-
ent wage for men and women. Many men
consider this an honorable way of earn-
ing a living, to work in the domestic serv-
ice either within or outside the house-
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hold, so I see nothing very sexist about
the provision at all.

Mr. McCLORY. One of the reasons for
supporting the gentleman’s amendment
and a further reason for questioning the
wisdom of this entire legislation is that
from my personal contact with school
administrators and others who are in-
volved in the problem of securing em-
ployment for students—and particularly
students from among the minority
groups—is that raising the minimum
wage increases their unemployment. I
have a high school district in my con-
gressional district with a large number of
black students, the student counselor
there advises me that increasing the
minimum wages which must be paid to
these students does nothing except to de-
prive these young students of the oppor-
tunity for employment—an employment
which is good for them and good for the
school and good for their families and
community.

I am sure that the gentleman recog-
nizes that the differential in minimum
wages required to be paid to students and
that of adult workers is put into the bill
so that we can give more opportunities
to these young people to have useful and
gainful employment. It seems to me that
in this way we are getting the private
economy to support or to partially sup-
port these individuals and we are not im-
posing any burden on the taxpayers as
represented here earlier today.

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

Mr. McCLORY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, does the
gentleman know this equal employment
has been in the legislation since 1961
and approved in 1966? We have equal
employment. There is not anything new
in the amendment the gentleman is talk-
ing about, except that he wants to em-
ploy teenagers in the full-time labor
market at a subminimum wage. He is
trying to put youth in competition with
adults in the full labor market. We re-
strict that to school students.

Mr. McCLORY. I understand the gen-
tleman’s amendment and I listened to
the gentleman in his 10-minutes’ debate
on this subject, but I know we are not
going to legislate jobs in this legislation.
What we are going to do is to legislate
people out of jobs by this bill. We are
doing it all the time. The more we in-
crease the minimum wage, the more we
deprive these people at the lower-eco-
nomic levels of the opportunity to work.

I understand that among black stu-
dents the unemployment rate now is
about 37 percent. Without this meddle-
some and harmful legislation opportuni-
ties for working at lower wages, consist-
ent with their talents and abilities,
or, on a part-time basis or during sum-
mer vacations or on weekends would be
greatly increased. We ought to offer
them the opportunity. To legislate them
out of those jobs is about the most
absurd legislative action we can take
here today.

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

Mr. McCLORY, I yield to the gentle-
man.
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Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Illinois.

I think he has highlighted an impor-
tant aspect of the issue before us. It is
our hope each of these sections would
be extensively discussed and debated on
its merits, rather than this omnibus,
all-up-or-all-down proposal. So with the
gentleman's concern for a thoughtful
process, I would hope that he would con-
clude that statement of his position
would be better made when the omnibus
substitute is turned down, so that we can
discuss in particular each of the in-
dividual sections.

Mr. McCLORY. I thank the gentleman
for the suggestion. I might adopt that
suggestion as well as my decision to sup-
port the amendment of the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN). I believe
it will bring my decision to vote against
this whole bill, whatever its final form
may be because I am basically against
the principle of minimum wage legisla-
tion. Increasing wages artificially or leg-
islating jobs is something we are not
going to be able to do on this floor fo-
day. That is my position.

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

Mr. McCLORY. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I was
concerned about the rate of unemploy-
ment amongst the blacks in my district
and indeed throughout the Nation. If I
understand the gentleman’s question
correctly, is he stating the lower the wage
the closer we will be coming to full em-
ployment of students or of black stu-
dents?

Mr. McCLORY. No, what I am saying
is that according to my advice, when we
increase the minimum wage, we deprive
these black youths of many jobs which
otherwise would be offered to them. I
am not saying it would give people full-
time jobs. I am just saying partial em-
ployment and part-time jobs encour-
ages these young people to become part
of our private economic system. It pro-
vides incentives—and motivates them to
move ahead.

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

I would like further to see whether or
not this logically follows: Is the gentle-
man saying that if we were to lower the
wage to youngsters, we might have more
of them employed?

Mr. McCLORY. No, I am saying that if
we lower the minimum wage for students
particularly, just retain a lower mini-
mum wage, I think we would provide
more opportunities and advantages, par-
ticularly for young people and young mi-
nority people.

I am confident that it is true. The lit-
erature I read convinces me it is true,
and the individuals dealing day by day
with these particular individuals con-
vinces me that what I am saying is true.
We are not discussing the nonpayment of
wages or lowering wages. Nor can it be
said that a $2 minimum is a nomi-
nal wage for an unskilled student em-
ployee. Nor by measuring minimum
wages in this bill are we assuring a job
for a single individual. On the contrary,
I think we will increase unemployment
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among those who are most in need of
jobs.

Mr. RANGEL. I do not know about that
statistical data, but it seems to me that if
one is going to believe that the lower the
wage, the more employment we will get
among black youngsters, one might sug-
gest that slavery would take care of full
employment among American black
youths.

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

Mr. RANGEL. I yield to the chairman
of the committee, Mr. DENT.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, it is an old
saying that if one finds a lie to be useful,
he will repeat it to the point where he
believes it himself.

Every time this legislation comes up,
the bugaboo about risking a number of
jobs by passage of a higher minimum
wage comes up.

Our own Department of Labor has,
year after year after year, made studies
and reports to us. It is just like the state-
ment made by my opponent on three dif-
ferent occasions after he knew and was
told that was an untruth. We were put-
ting the employees in his office under
overtime pay. It is not true. Yesterday he
admitted it was not true, but he ad-
mitted it was not true after he twice re-
peated it in 24 hours and after it was told
to him in my presence, in answer to a
guestion in the Committee on Rules. He
went right out and repeated it on the
floor and in a letter to the Members of
this House.

Let us see what the Department of
Labor has said:

Not one of the local offices of the Employ-
ment Service (ES) cited the recent hike in
the minimum wage or the extension of cov-
erage under the Federal Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act as responsible for the change be-
tween June 1966 and June 1569 in the total
number of nonfarm jJob openings avallable
to teenagers, or which specified a minimum
age of 16-19 years of age or 20 years old or
over.

In nearly all of the States covered by the
study, differential minimum wage rates ap-
plicable to youth, including exemptions, ap-
pear to have little impact on the employment
of youth in 1969.

On the basis of our examination (with re-
spect to foreign experianca) however, it ap-
pears reasonable to conclude that wage dif-
ferentials are less important factors than
rapid economic growth, structural and tech-
nologlcal shifts, national full employment,
relatively low mobllity rates, and the rela-
tive shortage of young workers. A similar con-
fluence of these factors in the American
economy might well have similar effects on
youth employment regardless of the wage
structure.

These are the reports of our Govern-
ment. Year after year after year it is the
same story about rippling effects. Here
again, rippling effects have been an-
swered by our own department year
after year affer year, but we keep re-
peating the lie to where we believe it.
It is a technique often used to deprive
people of the use of their commonsense.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of the
Erlenborn substitute and am particu-
larly concerned that we recognize the
need for a youth differential wage if we
are ever going to reverse the odds which
we have stacked against youth in the
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labor market in the past. We are debat-
ing this bill at a time when teenage un-
employment is over three times the
national average—and the mnational
average has stagnated at an unaccept-
able high level of 5 percent in the past
6 months. Once upon a time, before
minimum wage laws were on the books,
teenage unemployment was only 114
times the national average. But the ratio
has steadily creeped upward and I hesi-
tate to think how high it could climb if
Congress blindly pushes through another
minimum wage increase without reflect-
ing on the consequences of that action
for youthful jobseekers.

There was a misleading article in the
New York Times this morning which
sketched the history of minimum wage
legislation. In one part of that article I
found an interesting assertion:

For example, the early opponents of mini-
mum wage warned that it would lead to wide
unemployment of marginal workers, These
predictions never came true.

Now I find that a somewhat astound-
ing conclusion in light of all the evi-
dence available.

The unemployment rate of black
youths is over 35 percent. Overall teen-
age unemployment is over 15 percent
and has not dropped below 10 percent
since 1953. In light of that clear evidence,
how can it be concluded that the mini-
mum wage has not had an adverse ef-
fect on teenage unemployment? How can
my colleagues on the majority side of the
Eduecation and Labor Committee con-
clude that remedial steps—a youth dif-
ferential rate—are not necessary?

Let me say that support for the youth
minimum is not limited solely to this
side of the aisle or such groups as the
Chamber of Commerce. Just last week
the columnist, Milton Viorst, hardly a
right wing reactionary, wrote that—

When the minimum wage is the same for
teenage and mature workers, an employer
will pick the adult every time, and maybe
for overtime, while the teenager walks the
street.

Andrew Brimmer, one of our most re-
spected Federal Reserve Board gover-
nors, and the Nation’s leading black
economist, warned last March that youth
unemployment is being aggravated by
minimum wage legislation and that a
youth differential minimum wage was
sorely needed. Nobel Prize winner Paul
Samuelson has asked: “What good does
it do a black youth to know that an em-
ployer must pay him $1.60 an hour, or
$2, if the fact that he must be paid that
amount keeps him from getting a job?”

The massive Kosters and Welsh study
covering the years 1954 to 1968 con-
cluded that—

Evidence indicates that increases in the
effective minimum wage have had a signif-
icant impact on employment patterns. Mini-
mum wage legislation has had the effect of
decreasing the share of normal employ-
ment ... of the group most marginal to
the work force—teenagers. Thus, as a re-
sult of increased minimum wages, teenagers
are able to obtain fewer jobs and their jobs
are less secure.

They estimated that 565,000 teenagers

would not get jobs that they might other-
wise have had if the minimum wage
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were raised to $2 in 1971. Yet there are
those here today who are advocating a
raise to $2.20 an hour and claiming that
there will be no impact on youth.

Since 1950, when the minimum wage
was only 75 cents an hour, the labor
force participation rates for black teen-
agers 16 and 17 plummeted from 59.8
to 34.8 percent and the rates for black
18- and 19-year-olds dropped from 77.8
to 61.8 percent. Clearly the minimum
wage laws are discouraging these young
workers from even entering the labor
market.

The Columbia University economist,
Jacob Mincer, has found that most teen-
age workers are now actually employed
at below minimum wages. It is simplistic
to assume that raising the minimum will
automatically help them out. Clearly,
some will benefit. But if we are to be
objective, we must also recognize that
many will be hurt as well. It never ceases
to amaze me that those who so ardently
appeal for more funds for Neighborhood
Youth Corps and other Federal aid pro-
grams designed to improve youth em-
ployability are at the same time so eager
to throw huge obstacles in the way of
such individuals and all but guarantee
that they will never be able to help
themselves, but instead, will have to rely
on Government aid.

A cynic might suspect that Congress
was deliberately building walls simply
to keep itself busy by tearing them down.
I am not so cynical. But I do wonder
sometimes what goes on in the minds
of my colleagues who, when confronted
with the overwhelming evidence that
minimum wages will surely increase
youth unemployment still proceed to vote
as if it did not matter. Well, it does mat-
ter, for there are limits to congressional
power. We may make laws as we please,
but let us not forget that economic laws
cannot be broken with impunity. It
would be nice if everyone could get $2.20
an hour without the danger of unem-
ployment, but this is a dream, and not
reality. I hope that the wisdom of the
House has not diminished since last year
when we passed the Erlenborn substitute
and stood fast against those who could
not distinguish between fact and fiction.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON) has
expired.

(On request of Mr. BurToN and by
unanimous consent, Mr. ANpErsoN of Il-
linois was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield

Mr. ANDERSON of Ilinois. I am
pleased to yield to the gentleman from
California (Mr. BURTON) .

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to commend my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON) for
his calm, dispassionate statement.

I would like to note that of the many,
many sections of this bill the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON) and
virtually all of the speakers have ad-
dressed themselves to one section about
which there is admitted controversy.
Therefore, I would resubmit that all of
this thoughtful discussion and debate
would best serve the purposes of con-
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structive decisionmaking on behalf of all
of us if the committee position was sus-
tained and the up-and-down, take-it-or
leave-it substitute was rejected and then
we had an opportunity, section by sec-
tion, to discuss each of those sections
which are in issue, and then it will be
recognized by all of us that this partic-
ular section is one about which there is
the most difference of opinion, and then
we would reserve discussion on those im-
portant matiers.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I would simply say in reply to the
gentleman from California (Mr. Bur-
ToN), that we do not seem to have any
great amount of difficulty in discussing
in, I hope, the calm dispassionate man-
ner with which he has credited me the
most important issues in this bill.

If we are talking about black teen-
age unemployment rates of 35 percent
or, as the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
McCrory) has said, 37 percent, what
would be more important to focus on in
this entire debate than that single issue?

Mr. Chairman, I submit that we ought
to adopt the substitute that will make it
possible to zero in on that very im-
portant issue.

Mr. BURTON. If the gentleman will
yield.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

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

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. Per-
KINS) yield to me? -

Mr. PERKINS. Briefly, yes, I will yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. DENT) .

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, the
peculiar thing is that we are supposed
to be doing something for the youth.
They say there are 530-some thousand
youth without jobs; there are 414 to 5
million adults without jobs.

I do not believe there are fulltime
jobs floating around in the marketplace
that are not being occupied. I do not
think those who have work to be done,
production to be made, and foodstuffs
to be gathered are letting the foodstuffs
rot or the production be not produced
because they are waiting for us to pass a
20-percent wage cut for youth.

What is youth? Is youth child labor?
One would think we have no program
for youth.

Mr. Chairman, we have the best pro-
gram for youth ever devised. Why? Be-
cause we are trying to stop dropouts.
And where they do drop out, it is for
many reasons:

Their own peculiar personalities, their
own peculiar ways; perhaps they want
to drop out. We have made provisions
for those.

This provision talks about youth for
6 months in the labor market. Under the
provision devised in this particular sub-
stitute they want to give a 20-percent
discount for 6 months. During the 6
months he has dropped out of school; he
has been let out of his job. Historically,
the textile industry proves that beyond
any doubt. New kids are brought in, and
these kids are on the streets. We spend
millions of dollars trying to put them
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back in school or trying to put them in
training.

But what do we do? We say that when
a kid drops out of school, he is no longer
entitled to a discount wage except when
he goes into an apprentice program, or
if he goes into a learner’s job or if he
takes a job in a messenger capacity.

Have we provided for the drop out in
a legitimate and intelligent manner?
Have we tried to train him so that he
can become something and stay in the
labor market and join the economic
bloodstream of our country?

Here is the answer to your youth prob-
lem. The entire youth movement and
all of its organizations have sent you
their ideas on what it means. They have
put their finger on the culprit in this
situation. Since when has it just now
become a very serious matter? We have
always had a problem with regard to
youth labor, but now the problem deals
with adult labor and it is in a full labor
market.

Do not tell the kid who may be driv-
ing a motorcycle or something in his 3
months of vacation that when he is
through working there he will be work-
ing full time. They are working as stu-
dents. Do not hold over them another 5
percent discount and say “Quit school,
but you can only keep it for 6 months.”
I do not think any of the youth of Amer-
ica know that they have only a 6-month
opportunity to work and that then they
have to work full time at full pay.

Do you mean to tell me you do not
have respect for youth? I know you have
respect for youth, and so do I. I started
to work full time when I was 11 years of
age. I know what it is, and I know
exactly what it is. It took me many, many
vears laying before the fireplace to even
learn to read and write.

Do not tell me what youth labor is.
You have to taste it, and it is no pleas-
ure working in a slag plant or in a coal
mine at the age of 11 or 12.

We passed the child labor legislation,
and they fought that bitterly. That is
what this is all about—to put the youth
in hazardous jobs as cheap labor.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
EKentucky has consumed 4 minutes.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 5
additional minutes.

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

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I object.

The CHATRMAN. Objection is heard.
The gentleman from Kentucky is recog-
nized for the remaining 1 minute.

Mr., SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
in the well be allowed to proceed for an
additional 5 minutes.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Kentucky is recognized for 6 minutes.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, the
arguments made against the committee
bill are the same arguments that have
been made against every minimum wage
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bill brought to this floor since 1938.
Those arguments carry no more weight
today than they did before. I am sure the
House of Representatives will once again
ignore them and pass a meaningful bill—
the committee bill.

If you look at the two bills, you see
that with respect to minimum wages, the
bills are really not very far apart. Both
bills would eventually raise the minimum
wage of covered employees to $2.20 per
hour. The committee bill would have
covered employees reach that level earlier
thar the substitute and, of course, the
committee bill covers employees excluded
by the substitute, but, with respect to the
need to raise the applicable minimum
the bills are reasonably close together.

The differences lie mainly elsewhere.

I want to clarify, now, some mistaken
impressions about the impact of this bill
on agriculture. The minimum wage pro-
visions of the Fair Labor Standards Act
apply only to employers who use 500
man-days of agricultural labor during
any quarter of the previous year. The
committee bill does not modify or enlarge
upon that coverage in any way. Ninety-
seven percent of the farms in America are
totally exempt from the minimum wage
provisions of the law.

Furthermore, nowhere in the commit-
tee bill do we remove the overtime ex-
emptions applicable to farm production.
I call these facts to my colleagues’ at-
tention to correct some misunderstand-
ings I have found to exist among them.

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to
address myself to the so-called youth
differential in this bill.

As a youngster, when I was 14 or 15
years of age, I worked at many jobs.
When I was out there doing a man’s
work I felt as though I should receive
a man’s pay—even though I was only
15 or 16 years old. And I did. Right in
the heart of Appalachia I received a
man’s pay during the summer months
when I was out of school and doing a
man’s work. And that was only fair. If
we adopt the substitute we will be un-
fair.

Furthermore, if we adopt the substi-
tute we will encourage students to leave
school—to miss out on the education
they so badly need. We will encourage
them to compete at lower wages for jobs
needed by adult breadwinners and heads
of households. We will replace youth un-
employment with adult unemployment.
That will be the result of the substitute
bill, the Erlenborn substitute. We are
going to increase the dropout rate of
students by doing this.

We have a high unemployment rate
among students, and something should
be done about that. We should be in-
creasing the Neighborhood Youth Corps,
- the Job Corps, and manpower work and
training programs helping youth. As for
the committee bill we have a differential
for students to help them remain in
school and that should be maintained.
And that the committee bill does. Stu-
dents can presently work part-time and
on vacations in retail and service insti-
tutions and in agriculture, at 85 percent
of the applicable minimum. Their em-
ployment at that wage rate is made now
possible by the committee bill in all em-
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ployments that are nonhazardous. The
student differential makes sense. It en-
courages young people to stay in school,
and helps them to do so. It does not put
young people into unfair competition for
jobs with unemployed adults.

The committee bill may not be per-
fect. If there are some inequities, after
we vote down the substitute offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ERLEN-
BORN), we can deal with them. But, the
substitute should be voted down—be-
cause the committee bill is much better
and much more equitable. The people
that we endeavor to cover under the
committee bill, the “working poor” of
America, certainly deserve its protection.
They need the protection and the wage
which the committee bill would estab-
lish. It is fair, it is reasonable.

The committee bill will not put people
out of work, it is not infiationary. We do
expand coverage in a few areas to peo-
ple who need it and we provide a mini-
mum wage that is fair and reasonable.

I certainly hope, Mr. Chairman, that
the committee bill will be adopted.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Erlenborn substitute.

Mr. Chairman, there are some impor-
tant differences of opinion on this bill.
We do gain the impression from the ar-
guments so far that youth differential is
the only real difference, but there are
some other substantive differences as
well. One of them is the speed at which
the minimum is increased. For anybody
who has watched labor-management
negotiations, even though they agree
about the extent to which their wages
will be increased, one of the questions
involved is the period over which they
take in order to reach that increase.
What the Erlenborn substitute does is to
take a longer period of time.

Let me refer to what happened in the
Minnesota State Legislature, For the first
time in history the Minnesota State Sen-
ate has been controlled by the Demo-
cratic Farmer Labor Party, so both bodies
and the governorship are held by that
party. A minimum wage bill at $2 an
hour was attempted this year. That is
the one bill that the Legislature did not
agree on with the proponents. The legis-
lature passed $1.80 minimum wage in
Minnesota and for a youth differential.
Evidently they saw the merit of not mov-
ing too fast on increasing the minimum
wage and the merit of youth dfferential.

I do not think there was anyone there
who was opposed to a poor person getting
as high a wage as possible. But we are not
sitting here as managers of a business;
we are sitting here as a legislative body
trying to legislate for the entire country,
looking at not only the needs of the poor
workers but the economic impact it will
have on the Nation.

What the Erlenborn substitute does is
take another year to reach $2.20 an hour,
stretch it out a little bit so we will not
have an unfavorable impact on the econ-
omy and begin at $1.90 an hour.

I should also point out that on the
youth differential, this is of tremendous
necessity because we have already heard
some of the testimony—and I could read
additional testimony—that has proven
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out that the youth unemployment goes
up during that 6-month period after the
minimum wage is increased. It usually
happens, and it is certainly going to hap-
pen this time unless we provide for an
adequate youth differential.

Why is not the youth differential in
the committee bill adequate. First, it pro-
vides that the students over 18 who re-
ceive the subminimum wage cannot work
in employment that is deemed to be
hazardous for young people under 18.
However, if they get a minimum wage,
they can work there. Why in the world is
$1.60 an hour hazardous and $2 an hour
nonhazardous? It does not make sense at
all.

Another reason why it is not adequate
is that it provides that if the employer
hires more than four young people, then
he has to have prior certification, and
what has proven out to be the case is
that it has prevented the employer from
taking part in this program and provid-
ing the additional employment for young
people that they ought do. Young people
need that kind of employment.

The third reason why it is not adequate
is it does not provide anything for the
16- and 17-year-olds not in school. Six~
teen- and 17-year-olds—by and large
most of them—do not have people de-
pendent upon them. They are dependent.
Some just cannot stand school for some
reason or another. It happens in every
State. Minnesota is the best State to pre-
vent dropouts of any State in the union,
but still 7 percent of those starting ninth
grade do not finish twelfth grade. They
drop out. Young people, if they cannot
get jobs, may be the ones who have
caused so much of the problems we have
in this country. We have seen it. The in-
crease in crime has come mostly from
among young people. We have seen the
drug problem. A person needs some self-
satisfaction that he is doing something
worthwhile for himself, for his family,
and for the community, and a job pro-
vides that. That is why we need an ade-
quate youth differential, as provided in
the Erlenborn substitute.

I am convinced that if we are going to
make our education system operate well,
where we want young people to stay in
school, we need the chance for them to be
employed while they are in school.

Years ago it was possible for those who
could not secure an adequate education,
or who did not have the interest, to go
ahead and find unskilled employment. In
some places now cooperative education
programs exist.

It has been shown there that it is im-
portant for the young people who just
cannot see the value of their courses they
are studying for getting a job some place.
We have seen the cooperative education
program, where these young men and
women work for a period of time and go
to school for a period of time during the
day. They suddenly realize the im-
portance of their math to the program
they are working in or they suddenly
realize how some of the civics courses
they should be taking relate to the job
and their interest in the community. Re-
sponsibility is developed.

Now if we require that all the schools
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when they work out these programs have
to see that every child gets $2 an hour
rather than a differential, we are going
to cut those programs out right and left
and deny the young people the type of
education they need. The youth differ-
ential will permit such program to con-
tinue and expand. That is the reason why
we should support the Erlenborn substi-
tute.

Let me go now to the question of the
domestics, which has been raised. I do
not believe anyone here does not want
the domestics to receive the minimum
wage. But here is the difficulty.

It is in enforcing the payment of the
minimum. The domestics are not em-
ployed just by a few wealthy people who
employ them full time. Most of the do-
mestics are working where they spend 1
day on one job and another day on an-
other job. They probably have five or six
employers they are working for. We can
imagine, as difficult as it is now for the
Department of Labor to enforce the Fair
Labor Standards Act, how difficult it will
be for them to go out to every home
throughout the country to try to get
that enforced.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. DeENT), the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, had a feature which many of my
colleagues did not like but which I hap-
pened to like, and that was to provide
for a tax deduction and then later a
tax credit, which probably will be a little
fairer, for the wages of those who are
employed as domestics because then it
would be self-policing, and it is impor-
tant that a program be self-policing be-
cause there is no way we can put the
enforcement on the Department of Labor
where they can police it themselves.

If the Members will notice, the Derit
bill does not propose to make certain
that everybody who works for the farmer
will be covered by minimum wage. They
stay with and still use 500 man-hours
per quarter as the cutoff point. We do
not use this for everyone even who em-
ploys a person for a few days a month or
a year on the farm. We cannot use the
Department of Agriculture or the De-
partment of Labor to go out to each
home to see that it is enforced.

The effect of the expansion of cover-
age of minimum wage has been that it
sets a level that noncovered employees
must pay and wages keep going up. It
is for that reason I say we should cover
domestics when it becomes self-policing.
The gentleman from Pennsylvania felt it
should be self-policing. His proposal
which the committee dropped should be
included before we cover domestics.

Mr. Chairman, the other reason why
the Erlenborn substitute should be
adopted is that he does not cover State
and local employees. There is a rec-
ognition in the bill that firemen and po-
licemen should not be covered by the
overtime provision. They are State and
local employees. The committee rec-
ognized that police and firemen should
not be covered. There are other employ-
ees working in State and local govern-
ments who also should not be covered
by the overtime provisions because of
the effect the Federal Government will
have unthinkingly on the cost of op-
erating the State and local governments.
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In the part of the country I come from
we did not have great snow storms this
last winter and then we could get by
all right, but other years we may have
a blizzard every weekend.

It is tough enough on those govern-
ments trying to provide snow removal
when they have to put on extra crews
and provide that extra time, but if they
were required to provide overtime for
everyone because in a snowstorm they
had to work on weekends or extra hours
because of that snowstorm in order to
let people travel on the roads, I think the
Federal Government would hamper the
full operation of local and State gov-
ernments, and it should not be done. I
urge you to support the Erlenborn sub-
stitute.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. PRICE).

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
there has been considerable discussion
lately about increasing the minimum
wage. This is perhaps one of the most
controversial and emotional issues to
come before the House during this
session.

An increase in the hourly minimum
wage does not mean an automatic guar-
antee of higher wages, nor does it mean
more money in the pocket of a wage
earner. We cannot tamper with the basic
laws of economics, because if we legislate
in violation of these, the end result can
only be disaster,

If by raising the minimum wage we
merley succeed in adding to the infla-
tionary spiral by forcing prices up, we
have really accomplished nothing at all.
And, in the long run, we end up legislat-
Eg to the detriment of those we seek to

elp.

Should the minimum wage be increased
to $2 or to $2.20 per hour, the flames of
inflation will be fanned to new heights,
and additional unemployment will hit
Amerca's work force.

Theoretically, increasing the minimum
wage will help in eliminating existing low
wages. But, unfortunately, someone
must pay for it—and all too often it is
the worker himself who pays.

The stated purpose of the Fair Labor
Standards Act upon its enactment in
1938 was to eliminate as rapidly as pos-
sible labor conditions thought to be
harmful to “the health, efficiency, and
general well-being of workers without
substantially curtailing employment or
earning power.” There can be no ques-
tion about it—the act intended to
eliminate low wages without eliminatng
Jjobs.

Unfortunately, this has not been the
result of previous minimum wage
increases.

Where the minimum wage has been
raised, employers of marginal workers—
such as the inexperienced, the semi-
skilled or the teenager—have little
options open to them. They may either
close their doors and go out of busi-
ness, lay off least productive workers,
cut back on their hours of work, or sub-
stitute capital equipment for human
labor. Once a job is lost through the sub-
stitution of capital equipment, there is
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little chance it will ever be reclaimed by
a human.

Each alternative open to the employer
causes unemployment.

Especially is this true in the case of the
small, independent business, where the
highly competitive nature of the busi=-
ness and narrow proflt-loss margins pro-
hibit the employer from absorbing the
inereased payroll.

For example, in a recent poll of its
member firms, the National Federation
of Independent Business—the largest
business organization in the United
States—found that 84 percent of its
membership opposed an increase in the
hourly minimum wage. NFIB, which
represents small independent business,
has more than 344,000 member firms
across the United States.

Numerous studies have been made
upon the impact of 2 minimum wage in-
crease. These studies provide evidence
that raising the minimum wage actually
reduces employment. Of all these studies,
probably the most thorough attempts to
evaluate the impact of minimum wage
legislation was conducted by the New
York State Department of Labor.

The New York study was in the form
of a survey of the impact of an increased
minimum wage in retail trades. Results
showed that employers affected by the
increased wage rates took a variety of
actions to adjust to higher payroll costs.
Payroll savings were achieved by reduced
hours, layoffs, and quits who were not
replaced. Five percent of the affected
employers reduced hiring extra person-
nel. Altogether 1,000 employees lost their
jobs as a result of the minimum wage
increase, and another 500 who quit were
not replaced.

Finis Welch of the National Bureau of
Economic Research, and Marvin Kosters,
now a senior staff economist with the
Council of Economic Advisers, in a 1970
Rand Corp. study, found that as the
minimum wage rises “teenagers are able
to obtain fewer jobs and their jobs are
less secure over the business cycle.”

An Ohio University study, conducted
by Gene L. Chapin and Douglas K. Aide
revealed that “increases in the minimum
wage causes unemployment among teen-
agers [and] the effects seem to persist
for considerable periods of time.”

These findings seem to be borne out
in Labor Department statistics, which
show teenage unemployment for April
to have been 15.4 percent, against a na-
tional unemployment rate of 5 percent
for the same month.

In another study, Belton M. Fleisher
and William J. Shkuoti found that retail
employment declined hetween 1960 and
1966 when a significant portion of retail-
ing was, for the first time, covered under
the Federal minimum wage law. And,
Prof. A. F. Hinrichs found that employees
in 11 low wage plants in the seamless
hosiery industry were reduced by 12 per-
cent after minimum wages applied to
workers in that industry.

There are numerous other reliable
studies which could be cited here, but
they all reconfirm these following facts.

Raising the minimum wage simply
does not automatically guarantee higher
wages, or a hetter way of life in America.




June 6, 1973

The rate of inflation will soar even
higher.

And unemployment will climb.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the House
would do well to keep these thoughts in
mind when the bill to increase the mini-
mum wage is voted upon today.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I think that there are
some provisions in the Erlenborn amend-
ment which are attractive, and I at times
have been tempted to support it, and I
may, if I have the opportunity, support
a couple of amendments to the Dent bill.

However, there is one overriding and
overwhelming reason why I cannot sup-
port the Erlenborn substitute. I want to
appeal to my male colleagues in the
House, who outnumber the women Mem-
bers by a very, very considerable per-
centage. I want to speak today for a
group which has not been represented by
organized labor. For many years unions
negotiated contracts where women were
paid less than men for identical work.

Today, the group I want to speak about
has no spokesman in this country at all.
They are totally unorganized. In my
judgment, they are the most neglected
group in our society. They represent a
very, very large number of people, heads
of families, whose children are living in
poverty, and who are totally dependent
upon this person for support, and yet
that person is not paid the minimum
wage.

Mr. Chairman, I speak for the domes-
tic workers. My colleague from Minne-
sota just opposed this because it would
be difficult to enforce. I suggest that if
that is an argument, there would be no-
body in this country who would be cov-
ered by minimum wage, because it is
difficult to enforce for everyone. I agree
with that. Also welfare requirements
and regulations are difficult to enforce—
and for many, many thousands of would-
be domestic workers who cannot receive
a decent wage—welfare is the better
alternative.

Do not let the difficulties of enfore-
ment of minimum wage nor the diffi-
culties faced in the abuse of welfare
payments deter you from providing
equity for a neglected group in our Na-
tion. I would plead with the Members to
listen to some of the statistics in regard
to this group of people.

Later on, I understand, we are going
to have a bill extending the “war on pov-
erty” legislation. I am going to vote
against extending the “war on poverty”
bureaucracy, because I think it has wast-
ed hundreds of millions of dollars in this
country and that the impact has been
minimal. That does not mean that I am
satisfied or that I think people ought to
live below the poverty level. I just think
it is very foolish for us as a nation to
spend hundreds of millions of dollars
for social planners, and hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars for the professional poor
to go out and try to plan other people’s
lives for them, and foolish to pour hun-
dreds of millions of dollars into consult-
ing firms for contracts and for entre-
preneurs who are siphoning off the
money intended for the poor.

I suspect there are not the votes in the
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House this year to extend the OEO legis-
lation, and I am going to be one of
those who vote against it. If we would
just pay people a fair wage—a decent
wage—they could manage their lives.
That is what they need—not social en-
gineers to tell them how to do better in
their poverty.

I appeal to the Members to do some-
thing for those people living in poverty
which would be the most meaningful
thing possible. Listen to these statistics:

Domestic workers today form a group
composed of one and a half million peo-
ple. This is a group that is 97 percent
female. This is a group which is 46 per-
cent white; 52 percent black, and 2 per-
cent other races. This is a group which
enjoys a median—I repeat—a median
income of less than $2,000 per year for
full time employment—$2,000 per year
for full time employment.

This is a group which includes over
275,000 heads of households, 54 percent
of which are living in poverty. This is a
group where over 52 percent of the un-
related individuals exist below the
poverty level. This is a group where two-
thirds have dependent children, includ-
ing one-fourth with four or more chil-
dren in the family.

This is a group whose numbers are
shrinking drastically as demand for
workers is increasing. This is a group
whom the present system guarantees—
the present system we are operating un-
der, unless we do something today—
guarantees that they will continue to live
in poverty, to work a lifetime of hard
work and to reach the end of life still in
poverty.

The administration has consistently
and continuously reminded us of our
commitment to the work ethic. I also am
committed to that. I am opposed to a
guaranteed income, but I am heartily in
favor of jobs where people can live and
work and be above the poverty level.

In the President's human resources
radio address of February 24 he made
one thing clear—that social service
should be provided in a manner which
fosters self reliance rather than de-
pendency among recipients. The Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare
has told us “We must remove any incen-
tives for people to stay on the welfare
rolls—and find some disincentives for
their staying on.”

It requires little insight to realize that
the greatest incentive for work is being
able to earn a living wage at it. The facts
are that people can stay on the welfare
rolls and earn more than they can as
domestic helpers.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from Oregon has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. GREEN of
Oregon was allowed to proceed for 5
additional minutes.)

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, we talk about it being difficult to
get domestic workers. Until we are will-
ing and able to pay a living wage, until
we the Congress, are willing to bring
them under the minimum wage, the
problem will remain. They are not orga-
nized; they do not have any pressure
groups outside the doors, sitting in the
lobbies, or wandering around the Con-

18347

gress. Until we speak for them, until we
are willing on our own to bring them
under the minimum wage we will find
that domestic workers will still benefit
by staying on the welfare rolls. There is
no reason for them to get off.

Mr. Chairman, ultimately it seems to
me the question must resolve itself into
one of simple justice. Do we really want
anyone in our society to work 40 hours a
week and not earn an income at least ap-
proaching the poverty level? That is
what we are talking about—the chance
to earn a living at least approaching the
poverty level.

Working a 40-hour week at the present
minimum wage, the annual income would
be $3,328, considerably below the poverty
level. If this legislation is passed and the
minimum wage is raised to $1.80, the an-
nual income would still only be $3,740,
and eventually $4,500 as the minimum
wage increases.

I must say that I do not consider this
as a terribly magnanimous gesture on
our part.

Anyone who understands what is in-
volved in household work will concede
that it is one of the most difficult and
one of the least attractive forms of em-
ployment. Domestic workers are gener-
ally excluded from minimum wage laws,
unemployment compensation, and work-
men's compensation. They receive no
benefits such as sick leave and paid vaca-
tions. And this is compounded by the
fact that they are not covered by the
Social Security Act unless they earn at
least $50 from one employer in a given
calendar quarter. And for those who earn
that amount the responsibility rests with
the individuals who employ them to
make certain that they are brought with-
in the protections of social security cov-
erage. Everyone here knows that there
is wide abuse of this, because some do-
mestic workers are so desperate for
money that they do not want the social
security deduction to be withheld from
their already meager wages.

I suggest that if domestic workers are
included under the minimum wage and
then, hopefully, as the gentleman from
Minnesota suggested and as the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT)
wanted, have a tax reduction for em-
ployment of these people, then we would
perhaps get them enrolled in the social
security program.

As it is now, not only are these hard-
working individuals forced to sustain
themselves and their families on grossly
subminimum wages, but many cannot
even look forward to living out their
years on at least the minimum amount
which we say that social security affords.

There are those who want to be em-
ployed. There are those who must bhe
employed in order to support their fami-
lies. But they may not wish or may not
be equipped to enter more technological
occupations. These people might choose
household work if it provided sufficient
wages and decent working conditions.
By taking this first step, by including
domestic workers under the minimum
wage law, we could begin the difficult
task of raising the status of the occupa-
tion and perhaps induce others on the
welfare rolls to take another hard look at
this profession.
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So, my colleagues, I plead with you
for one of the most depressed groups in
this country, for one of the groups that
has absolutely no voice in this Congress
unless we as a body will defend them and
say that they are also entitled to be un-
der the minimum wage as well as agri-
cultural workers or people who process
tobacco or people who work in canneries
or any other group.

Mr. Chairman, I would, therefore, hope
that the Erlenborn substitute will be de-
feated and that we have a chance to vote
on the Dent bill with the two or three
amendments that should be added to
make it more acceptable to all of us.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TALCOTT TCO THE

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE

OFFERED BY MR. ERLENBORN

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN).

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Tarcorr to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute of-
fered by Mr. ERLENBORN: Page 3, strike out
lines 1 through 7 and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

*(6) Iif such employee is employed in agri-
culture, not less than $1.80 an hour during
the first year from the effective date of the
Fair Labor Standards Amendments of 1973,
not less than $2 an hour during the second
year from such date, and not less than $2.20
an hour thereafter.”

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I am
offering my amendment for people who
are black and white, young and old, and
men and women. Really the purpose of
my amendment is to bring the farm-
worker up to the base level of the indus-
trial worker. The purpose of my amend-
ment is simply to give equity to some
of the most deserving workers.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment would,
if enacted, give all of the covered farm-
workers or agricultural workers the same
minimum wage as given the post-1966
workers, those enjoying the least favor-
able minimum wage.

I want to commend the committee on
both sides of the aisle for giving more
consideration to the farmworker than
ever before.

Mr. Chairman, all of the workers at
the minimum wage scale are low skilled
or underskilled, but the farmworker
works just as hard or maybe harder than
any other worker. He must often migrate
from one harvest to another, from one
farm to another, which is expensive. He
must pay the same prices for food,
shelter, and gasoline. So it is really un-
fair—it has been unfair from the very
beginning—that he should have a dual
minimum wage, one that is lower than
all the other workers.

So actually I am just trying to elimi-
nate the cruel myth that there ever was
any factual or objective reason for hav-
ing a dual minimum wage for the farm
or agricultural worker, one which was
lower than the wage for the industrial
worker,

Mr. Chairman, I simply, on the basis
of equity, urge the adoption of this
amendment to help the farmworker.

Mr, KETCHUM. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. TALCOTT. I yield to the gentle-
man from California (Mr. KETCHUM).

Mr. EKETCHUM. Mr, Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr, Tarcorr) for yielding.

We have listened now through about
3% to 4 hours of debate, and we have
heard this House address itself to every
segment of society except farmworkers
and there is absolutely no valid reason
why farmworkers should not be treated
the same as a steelworker or any other
industrial worker or domestic worker.

Now, I am a farmer, and until we de-
cide to treat the farmworker the same
as we treat any other worker in the
United States of America, I wish to ex-
press my dissatisfaction in that event.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman from California (Mr. TaL-
coTt) yield?

Mr. TALCOTT., I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. QUIE).

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, does the
gentleman realize that at the present
time those covered prior to 1966, non-
agricultural, have the same minimum
wage, as those who are covered after
1966, but even the committee bill treats
those covered nonagricultural prior to
1966 and those nonagricultural after 1966
differently at first, recognizing it would
be an economic hardship to move them
all up together?

Now, does the gentleman recognize that
in agriculture to move a 37.7 percent in-
crease immediately without giving any
time to adjust, we could have some kind
of economic hardship in other areas than
California? Or is this not something that
is just trying to make everyone else less
like Californians, because Californians
are already paying that farm wage to
their workers?

Mr, TALCOTT. Not every farmer in
California is paying this much. However,
I do not think there is anything wrong
with bringing farmworkers up to the
minimum standards that everybody else
has. The so-called economiec hardship for
a very few farmers is not worth it to the
farmworker. Somebody has to be car-
ing about the farmworker, and when
you are talking about the minimum wage
it should apply to him as well as to
everyone else.

Mr. QUIE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, TALCOTT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. You are not bringing it up
to what everyone else has, but vou are
bringing it up to the post-1966 rate. Is
that right?

Mr. TALCOTT. Yes.

Mr. QUIE. So we ought to recognize
that there ought to be a differential.
Should not the same principle apply to
agricultural workers in taking a while
to bring it up to that?

Mr, TALCOTT. If we talked about it
15 years ago, we should have done it
thgn. I think it is too late now to try to
build up slowly to that point.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TALCOTT. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I compli-
ment the gentleman on the amendment
he has offered and associate myself with
his remarks and support his proposed
amendment,
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Mr, STEIGER of Wisconsin, Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, TALCOTT., I yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. May I
clarify what we are doing now? Am I
correct in understanding that he is
jumping from $1.30 an hour to $1.80 an
hour?

Mr. TALCOTT. The first year,

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Which
means what in the first year? Are you
talking about the date that the bill is
effective or 1 year after? What is the
date you have there?

Mr. TALCOTT. The effective date is
1974, It is exactly the same as your bill,
or the Erlenborn amendment, for the
post-1966 employees.

Mr. BURTON. Will the gentleman
vield?

Mr. TALCOTT. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. BURTON. I am sure my colleague
from California is offering this emend-
ment in good faith, but I have one ques-
tion. If his amendment fails in a voice
vote, will it be his concern then that we
have a recorded vote on this matter?

Mr. TALCOTT. I would like to ask for
a recorded vote.

Mr. BURTON. That is fine. I will vote
with the gentleman on his amendment.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. TALcOTT,
at the request of Mr, DENT, was allowed
to proceed for 2 additional minutes.)

Mr. TALCOTT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. DENT. You and I discussed this
matter many times. I think you talked to
me, and in the discussions last year with
others it led me to the conclusion that
there wa: a great deal of sentiment in
the farming areas for this.

Now, since I have 35 percent of my
district that is agricultural, I also have
some farm experience. I have always felt
that we had to come to a point where we
would merge all of the areas in the dif-
ferent classifications in this bill into one
wage section.

You will find in the legislation I have
before us today that we do bring the
farmworker up to that level. We ex-
tended it a year longer than the post-
1966 mnonagricultural worker classifica-
tion, but as I told the gentleman when
he said he would propose it, not only
would I not object to it, but I would vote
with him in order that there be an im-
petus given to the desire that Members
have in this regard and to the feeling
that my committee has to achieve equal-
ity of wage increases in agriculture and
outside of agriculture.

I commend the gentleman very much.

Mr. TALCOTT. This is not all we
should be doing for the farmer, but I
very much appreciate the gentleman’s
remarks.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, Will the
gentleman yield?

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

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I want to
clarify what we are doing. The amend-
ment as I read it says we are to pay the
wage of not less than $1.80 an hour dur-
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ing the first year from the effective date
of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1973.
What the gentleman is really asking for
under the language of his amendment is
that on the effective date of the Fair
Labor Standards Act amendments of
1973 that the minimum wage for agri-
culture will be $1.80. It does not say
“1974" but “1973.”

Mr. TALCOTT. My first year would be
$1.80. What it does is expedite what you
are trying to do in 4 years to 3 years.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. But
again, if the gentleman will yield fur-
ther, let me say it does not do that. That
is what you are talking about, is & jump
from $1.30 to $1.80 for one segment of
the economy, which in my judgment is
wrong.

Mr. TALCOTT. I agree it is jumping
50 cents in 1 year, but the need and the
equity are there and I think we should
do it.

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

Mr. Chairman, I have taken this time
because I simply desired that my good
friend, the gentleman from California
(Mr. Tarcorr) would yield to me so that
I could support the amendment the gen-
tleman has offered.

I for one have long sought equal freat-
ment for farm labor, and certainly this
is an area in which minimum wages
should be adaptable, and I mean the best
minimum that we have ever had in my
opinion, even the best that is proposed
here, that farm labor also should be
given that minimum wage.

So I simply wanted to join with my
colleague, the gentleman from California
(Mr. TarcorT) in close support for the
amendment the gentleman has offered
because, for a number of years. I have
been for equality on the part of the farm-
workers in connection with a minimum
wage.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. TALCOTT).

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in opposition to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. Tarcorr) to my
amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. I know what the gen-
tleman from California, who offers the
amendment, seeks. I know that there are
other Members from the rural areas of
our country who also seek to eliminate
the differential that now exists and has
existed.

The problem that I see with the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from California is that the gentleman
from California has not given his
amendment sufficient thought so as to
think it through as to what the impact
could be on the farm community as to
the rate at which this differential gap is
closed. A 50-cent increase in the first
year would be very, very difficult in the
agricultural community.

I would point out, Mr. Chairman, that
the substitute bill now pending does pro-
vide for closing that gap. It is now, at a
lower wage rate, a 30-cent differential
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between agriculture and the industrial
wage rates, and the substitute bill does
close that gap. And at the end of the
step increases there would be only a 20-
cent differential in the higher wage
rates, and therefore a much greater
diminution of the pergentage difference
between agricultural and industrial wage
rates.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I would
hope that the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr. TaL-
corT) would be defeated; that the sub-
stitute amendment I have offered would
be adopted so that we could help to close
this gap, and that it would then be
eliminated sometime in the future.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr, GONZALEZ
was allowed to speak out of order.)
CONTINUING CURRENCY SPFECULATION IN FOR-

EIGN EXCHANGE MARKETS AND THE PHE-

NOMENAL INCREASE IN THE FPRICE OF GOLD

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise
only because I think the urgency of the
matter and the necessity to go on record
is imperative.

Mr. Chairman, earlier today a number
of Members, including myself, spoke
about the continuing currency specula-
tion in foreign exchange markets and
the phenomenal increase in the price of
gold.

Some of us have spoken in a sense of
anger and some in a sense of partisan-
ship, but all of us feel sorrow at the con-
tinuing economic turmoil. I want to re-
mind my friends and colleagues that the
realities of economics involve no parti-
sanship—they involve the common good
of all of us, and it behooves us, therefore,
to consider the currency problems in the
cold light of reality, and without passion
Or rancor.

I want to remind those who are specu-
lating against the dollar of these things:

First, it is not the policy of this Con-
gress to continually devalue the Amer-
ican dollar. We have yet to complete ap-
proval of the devaluation asked for by the
President on February 12. I do not antic-
ipate that he will ask or that the Con-
gress will grant a further official devalua-
tion of the dollar within the foreseeable
future, and all speculators should be so
warned, and so informed.

I tried unsuccessfully last Friday to
persuade our executive leadership to so
categorically state as of last week.

Second, it is imprudent and improvi-
dent for a supposedly responsible gen-
tleman, like President Pompidou, to side
with the speculators, in effect, by feed-
ing the rumors and stories and theories
that the U.S. Government is un-
stable, or unable to cope with its eco-
nomic problems, Mr. Pompidou should
be reminded that in the first place, ours
is not a parliamentary government, and
is not subject to the same kinds of in-
stability so familiar to France and to
other continental countries. He should
not allow himself to be confused—there
is no sign that the American Govern-
ment is about to fall or collapse.

Furthermore, the President already
has sufficient authority to deal with
whatever economic ills we may have. As
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unhappy as many of us may be with the
President’s economic policies, the fact is
that our country is doing better econom-
ically than France or any other con-
tinental country in managing inflation.
There is no question but that our coun-
try does already have in place the au-
thority to deal with our problems and
there can be no question about that.

I expect that the President will soon
be announcing very formidable economic
policies. I think they are imminent.

Mr. Pompidou may question the lead-
ership that President Nixon has shown,
but I would respectfully remind him that
it is none of his business and that he
should not encourage the enemies of this
country and of the economic system of
the free world, for that matter, by cast-
ing doubts on our policies.

Third. I would remind our friends in
Europe that they still need the United
States and we expect their friendship and
cooperation, for it is their own economy
that is at stake as much as ours, and
in cooperating with us our partners will
not be engaging in a mere act of charity,
but will be engaging in prudent self-
interest.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the indul-
gence of my colleagues, I am glad to re-
port to them and to you that the dollar
has strengthened somewhat in recent
trading, and I do not believe that on this
anniversary of D-day we are going to
have an invasion of the United States by
European speculators and “gold bugs.”

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Texas, who is the
distinguished chairman of this House’s
Subcommittee on International Finance,
for his splendid statement on our dollar
and its relationship to the currencies of
olher nations.

I second his remarks about devalua-
tion. Our economy is large, vigorous, and
growing. Our inflation rate is higher
than we would like, but it is, as the
gentleman from Texas pointed out, lower
than the rates achieved by most of our
major trading partners.

Federal Reserve Chairman Burns and
Assistant Treasury Secretary Volker,
speaking for Secretary Schulz, have both
articulated in crystal-clear terms the
position of the administration on de-
valuation. Both spoke strongly, in the
International Finence Subcommittee
hearings, against any formal, negotiated
devaluation in the foreseeable future.
Our dollar may rise or fall in float opera~
tions, but I am sure this Congress will not
support further devaluations, other than
minor adjustments which may be needed
to complete a total international mone-
tary system reform.

I think the gentleman from Texas has
presented an accurate statement. I hope
his warning is heeded. At the very least,
I hope speculators are not encouraged by
the impromptu remarks of observers,
however highly placed, who are remote
from our country and ignorant of our
economy.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the Erlenborn amend-
ment. In many respects this reminds
me of where I came in. In 1938 when
I was running for my first full term
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in the Senate, the issue of the mini-
mum wage law was before the Con-
gress and the country. It became the
principal issue in my campaign. Would
I dare to commit myself to a mini-
mum wage law with a ceiling of 40
hours a week on hours and a minimum
of 25 cents an hour on wages and pro-
vision for industry committees to raise
the e within 3 or 4 years possibly
up to 40 cents an hour? It seemed rather
dangerous to commit oneself to the
support of that measure.

One of the ablest Members who ever
sat in this House, Mark Wilcox, left this
House to run against me at the instiga-
tion of the big business inferests of my
State. A lot of conscientious but mis-
guided employers, on the theory that
that bill would ruin the South, said
CravpE PepPER did not understand the
South, that we should be in our national
economy hewers of wood and draw-
ers of water. While industry should exist
in other parts of the country in the
South we should furnish only the raw
materials. I did not think that was the
proper role for the South. I knew we need-
ed industry and industry depended upon
purchasing power. I knew there might be
certain hardships imposed by the bill if
enacted, but I thought the South and
the country would be better off if we had
a decent minimum wage-maximum hour
law, and I supported it.

In that year, 1938 I won in the first
primary by over a 100,000 majority. The
wage-hour bill was passed and the South
is more prosperous today than ever be-
fore in its history.

All I want to say to my colleagues is
that ever since that time as we have in-
creased and improved that law, there
have been those conscientious Members
of Congress, those conscientious employ-
ers, who thought that an additional step
forward and upward in this legislation
would ruin not only segments of the econ-
omy but perhaps the country at large.

‘We have increased the coverage of this
legislation since 1938 from 3 million to
49 million people. Has it ruined the
country? We have increased the mini-
mum wage from 25 cents an hour to $1.80
an hour and now we are proposing $2
and after awhile $2.20 an hour in this
period of incomparable inflation.

Mr. Chairman, every time in our long
past somebody has proposed a step for-
ward so some people could live a little
better and eat a little better and wear a
little better clothes and live in better
surroundings and perhaps enjoy a richer
life, there have always been those con-
scientious people who stood up and
waved the red flag of danger and warn:
We cannot do that and if we do that we
will ruin our country or our State or our
community. We have from time to time
ignored these warnings and gone ahead
and we have not ruined ourselves. I hope
now we will not stop going forward and
will by passing this bill make it possible
for the lowest people on the ladder of the
gainfully employed to enjoy a little bet-
ter and a little richer life.

If we think there will be a little hard-
ship for some, we should think of the
many blessings and benefits for those
millions who will stand to benefit under
this legislation.
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In this bill there is a reasonable pro-
gram of progress which this committee
has studiously and laboriously worked
out. It is not radical or shocking or in-
jurious. I hope therefore Mr. Chairman,
the Erlenborn amendment will be de-
feated and the salutary provisions of this
bill proposed by fhe committee will soon
become the beneficient law of the land.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Erlenborn substitute. I support it be-
cause, in my judgment, it is more palat-
able than the legislation which is on the
floor at this time.

Actually, I am against legally estab-
lished minimum wages. I consider them
to be a hoax served on the persons who
cannot produce an hour’s result calcu-
lated by the employer for an hour’s pay.
Our free enterprise system simply dic-
tates that the employer just will not
employ individuals who cannot produce
at a respected level.

I saw in the paper just the other day
a study which has been conducted by
the University of Tennessee in Knox-
ville. Mr. Robert J. Gaston was report-
ing in the Tennessee Survey of Business
and stated:

As the minimum wage rises the marginal
productive worker becomes less profitable to
employ and often cannot find a job.

I quote further, Mr. Chairman, from
Mr. Gaston:

Evidence of the adverse employment effects
of minimum wage laws is impressive and
abundant, especlally for the least productive
groups in the labor force. Low skill and ex-
perlence levels imply low wages, but with
minimum wage laws they lead to unemploy-
ment and no wages.

The increases have been especially hard
on teenagers trying to enter the work force.
Following a one-third rate in 1956, the teen-
age unemployment rate rose from 7 percent
to almost 14 percent.

Black teenagers fared even worse with an
unemployment rate increase from about 13
percent to 24 percent. These high unemploy-
ment rates remain today bolstered by subse-
quent legal wage increases.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that mini-
mum wage levels only lead to further
inflation if we continue them in the
spiraling rate that has been followed in
the past. I ask for the support of the
Erlenborn substitute at this time, and
I vote “No” against the whole business.

Mr. YOUNG of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the Erlen-
born amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I come to the well of
this House really surprised at the tre-
mendous concern that my colleagues
have for unemployed black youth. I am
surprised that we did not register that
when we were talking about some of the
youth unemployment measures..

I do not like opposing my distinguished
colleagues from Illinois, either of them,
but it seems to me that in the long list
of experts quoted by the gentleman from
Ilinois (Mr. AnpErsoN), I do not know
one of them that has talked to a black
youth in the last 20 years.”

I think the issue in unemployment of
black youth is dignity. They do not want
jobs at substandard pay. The youth dif-
ferential basically subsidizes middle-
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class youth and really does not address
itself to the problems of hard-core
youth who are basic supporters of their
families.

On the question of domestic workers,
it seems to me that this is a profession
that has never been given the respect
of a profession. I have never had trou-
ble with domestic work in my household
because we have been willing and able to
pay, and we have insisted on paying a
living wage for a respected professional
because we happen to come from families
that have been in that professional work
for generations. But, I count that as per-
haps the single most important invest-
ment that I made in my own marriage,
:irhlch tomorrow will be 19 years in dura-

on.

However, without demanding the same
kind of professional help for my wife in
the management of our home that I
have demanded for myself in the various
kinds of employment in which I have
been employed, I doubt that I could have
stayed married 19 years.

When we refuse to respect our own
wives and families and the management
of our own homes by demanding that the
people who come into our homes are
poorly paid and ill treated and not given
an opportunity to develop their profes-
sional skills. If you do not believe that
domestic work is a skilled profession, just
stay home 1 day and try to clean house
from top to bottom, wash and iron all
the clothing, take care of the dishes and
the children, and then you will realize
what a significant accomplishment it is
when someone can do this systematically
and routinely; and what a contribution
this makes to one’s home. In addition,
domestic workers, they go back across
town and do the same thing again in
their own homes. Domestic workers
ought to be included in any minimum
wage considerations, for our society has
thrived too long on their suffering and
sacrifice,

Therefore, I think all this paternalism
ought to cease, and we ought to face the
issue very squarely and vote down the
Erlenborn amendment,

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the substitute offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN).

Two crucial differences exist between
the committee bill and the Erlenborn
substitute, crucial differences which af-
fect the well-being of millions of Ameri-
can workers.

For, if you support the Erlenborn sub-
stitute, you are voting for a minimum
wage bill that will keep 16 million un-
protected American workers in abject
poverty, without the protection of the
Fair Labor Standards Act.

The wages of these working men and
women would continue to be so low that
their annual gross income would be more
than $500 below the net income deemed
poverty level for a family of four. So
many of these workers would be forced
to go on welfare or receive some kind
of public assistance just to survive.

I firmly believe that an increase in
the minimum wage and extension of cov-
erage to public employees, household
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workers, and employees of certain con-
glomerates as provided in the Dent bill
is the most direct and least expensive
way to eliminate poverty. It is such a
reasonable approach that it defies op-
position. It is the answer to President
Nixon’s desire for more workfare and
less welfare, because it would give strong
incentives for low-wage earners to work.
And certainly a wage standard that
yields only a poverty-level income at
full-time steady work is not inequitable.

It is extremely unfair that a sizable
number of American workers should con=
tinue to be denied the basic protection
afforded by the Fair Labor Standards Act.
Yet, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
ERLENBORN) desires to depress wages
as the answer to our Nation’s un-
employment problem. The fastest way
to increase employment is to provide in-
creased purchasing power for workers,
not to keep wages depressed. That argu-
ment went out in the 1930’s.

If the administration were seriously
interested in ending unemployment as
its rhetoric implies, then it would sup-
port job-creating legislation such as pub-
lic and emergency employment, and
manpower training programs.

Let us take the case of the 1.5 million
individuals who are privately employed
as domestics.

We have heard, in my opinion, some
brilliant remarks here today on behalf
of these domestic workers. I thought par-
ticularly the ones given by the gentle-
woman from Oregon (Mrs. GReEEN) and
the one given by the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. Youne) were outstanding.
It brought back a bit of nostalgia, a bit
of memory to hear their remarks today.

As the gentlewoman from Oregon
(Mrs. GreeN) talked, I could not help
but think of the poor, immigrant mother,
whether she was your own mother or
whether she was your grandmother, or
whether she was Irish or whether she
was black or whatever nationality or race
she happened to be. For the most part,
when she came to this country, she was
a domestic.

How hard she worked and how hard

she struggled to make ends meet and to
keep her family together. And she slaved
and strived for one purpose: To bring up
a family and to improve that family so
her children would not have to do the
work and chores she had to do.
- As the gentlewoman from Oregon
(Mrs. GREEN) said, all through the years
America owes garlands of flowers to the
immigrant mother who came fo this Na-
tion and worked as a domestic. Yet all
through the years nobody has ever
thought to protect her or her equal or
the woman who took her place along
life’s line.

That is what this bill does in part to-
day. I am so proud that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. Dext) and his
committee wrote it as a part of this bill.

Some 1.5 million are privately employ-
ed today, as I understand it, as domestics.
Truthfully, there would be 3 million em-
ployed as domestics if we paid them a
just or a living wage. These workers epit-
omize the plight of the working poor
of this country, because they are not
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covered under the minimum wage laws
of this country.

The annual income of these domestics,
working 50 weeks a year, is less than
$2,000. More than 90 percent of all these
domestics are women. As the gentle-
woman from Oregon (Mrs. GREEN) said,
over 50 percent of them are black. Yet,
Mr. ERLENBORN desires to preclude these
working mothers from earning a decent
living by excluding them from minimum
wage coverage.

I have to think of my own ancestry. I
have to think of my grandmother. I have
to think of the neighborhood from where
I came. Today I can look at sons of doc-
tors, sons of judges, sons of Congress-
men, sons and daughters of those who
hold eminent positions in this world.
Truly they owe it to fhat immigrant
ethnic grandmother of theirs or that
black grandmother of theirs who worked
as a domestic.

The second crucial difference between
the Erlenborn substitute and the com-
mittee bill is the youth differential. Mr.
Erlenborn would establish an unjustifi-
able subminimum wage for young people
under the age of 18.

It would encourage industries that hire
unskilled workers, particularly for sea-
sonal work, to simply replace adult work-
ers with teenagers and then pocket the
difference in wages as profits. It would
certainly entice youngsters to quit school
early to compete in the job market with
bread-earning adults.

Oh, I know from the remarks made
here today, that Mr. Erlenborn offers
the youth subminimum as a remedy for
the soaring unemployment rates—18
percent—among out-of-school youth,
and particularly for black males whose
unemployment rate is 35 percent, and
black females whose unemployment rate
is 38 percent.

But minimum wage levels are supposed
to establish a floor under wages for spe-
cific jobs, not for specific classes of work-
ers. With Erlenborn’s substitute, we
would be creating a black teenage sub-
minimum wage level. In this way, Mr.
Erlenborn and the administration can
continue their policies of discrimination
against minority members of our popula-
tion.

For an administration that expresses
such great concern for expanding em-
ployment opportunities for youth, its ac-
tions are inconsistent with its rhetoric.
This administration seeks to eliminate
all the necessary youth-creating jobs like
the neighborhood Youth Corps, man-
power ftraining programs, community
action programs, and programs like Up-
ward Bound which help disadvantaged
youngsters to go to college so that they
can eventually earn an income that will
insure a decent standard of living.

Yes, these are the two crucial differ-
ences which Mr. Erlenborn and the
administration offer—differences which
undermine the basic concept of mini-
mum wage legislation.

Naturally, I am supporting the Dent
committee reported bill. I hope we will
all work together to defeat the Erlenborn
substitute and then take up the Dent
bill section by section.

Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.
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Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Erlenborn substitute amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I intend to support the
Erlenborn substitute instead of the com-
mittee bill, H.R. 7395.

My principal objections to the commit-
tee bill are expressed well in letters from
the municipalities of my congressional
district. A letter from the mayor of
Brooklyn Center, who is also president
of the Minnesota League of Municipal-
ities, expresses generally the munieipal
criticism of H.R. 7395.

A second letter from the city manager
of the city of Richfield, also in my dis-
trict, is more specific in its objection and
requests support for the Erlenborn sub-
stitute.

It is true that H.R. 7395 exempts fire
and police from its provisions. However,
it is also true that last year the Senate
version did not carry such exemptions.
In addition, the chairman of the Labor
Subcommittee, the bill’s author, the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania,
last year indicated his willingness to ac-
cept the Senate version. Therefore, the
municipalities in my area are particularly
nervous about any municipal reference
in the House version. They, and I, would
prefer the Erlenborn bill which exempts
municipalities so that there would be
reduced possibility of the Senate pro-
visl{gns creeping into the conference re-
port.

In one city in my district alone, a
municipal inclusion, including fire and
police, would cost the community $180,-
000 and result in a two-mill property tax
increase. Not only is a property tax in-
crease undesirable in a very high prop-
erty taxed State, but also Minnesota has
8 mill levy limitation law. This means
that the municipality would have to cut
back some other vital service, or perhaps
cut baeck the same safety service.

Finally, the letter from the president
of the League of Minnesota Municipal-
ities indicates that the State Legislature
of Minnesota has just passed a fair labor
standards law for the State which in-
cludes the municipalities and is accepta-
ble to them. The Minnesota law is not
very much different from the Erlenborn
Amendment. Therefore, I urge the pas-
sage of the Erlenborn amendment,

The letters referred to above follow:

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE,
Brooklyn Center, Minn., June 1, 1973.
Representative WiLLIAM FRENZEL,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE FRENZEL: It is re-
spectfully urged that you oppose the inclu-
sion of state and local government em-
ployees In the minimum wage and overtime
provisions of the various proposed amend-
ments to the Fair Labor Standards Act. Such
provisions as contained in 8. 1861, 8. 1725,
and H.R. 7395 would work a serious financial
hardship on Minnesota municipalities, which
are already severely constrained by state
imposed property tax levy limitations.

The 1973 Minnesota Legislature enacted a
minimum wage bill which applies to state
and local government employees, as well as
employees In the private sector. The provi-
slons of the Minnesota law are designed to
achleve the social objectives of the minimum
wage concept without working severe hard-
ship on Minnesota municipalities, particu-
larly in the public safety area.
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It is our position that minimum wage
provisions can best be established by the
states rather than by the federal government.

Thank you.

Respectfully,
PHILIP Q. COHEN,
Mayor, City of Brooklyn Center; Presi-
dent, League of Minnesota Municipali-
ties.
Ciry oF RICHFIELD,
May 30, 1973.
Hon. Bl FRENZEL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Binn: It is my understanding that
the House, Education, Labor Committee has
now reported out the Dent minimum wage
bill (HR. 7395) which extends coverage of
the Fair Labor Standards Act to state and
local employees, but does exempt overtime
provision coverage for public safety person-
nel,

It is my understanding of this overtime
provision exemption that it will not require
municipalities to pay overtime or reduce
hours for firemen who may be working more
than a 40-hour week. As I indicated in some
of our correspondence last year, it would
cost the City of Richfield an estimated $600,-
000 to $800,000 to reduce firemen to 40 hours
per week and still maintain the same level
of on duty manpower. Originally, I believe
that the Dent bill required that this be done
over a five year period and we are very ap-
preciative of the efforts made to obtain the
exemption from the overtime provision for
public safety personnel so that we will not
be forced to make this very substantial ad-
ditional expenditure.

While the Dent bill in its present form
certalnly eliminates one of our greatest con-
cerns, we would still prefer that municipal
employees be exempted entirely from the
Falr Labor Standards Act, It is my under-
standing that Congressman John Erlenborn
is interested in offering his bill (H.R. 2831)
on the house floor as a substitute for the
Dent proposal. The Erlenborn bill would con-
tinue to exempt state and local employees
from coverage by the Pederal Labor Stand-
ards Act and we would appreclate your sup-
port of Congressman Erlenborn’s proposal if
this appears to be feasible,

Yours very truly,
WAYNE 5. BURGGRAAFF,
City Manager.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from California (Mr. Tarcort) to
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN).

The question was taken, and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a division.

The CHAIRMAN. A division is de-
manded.

RECORDED VOTE -

Mr. BURTON. 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 186, noes 232,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll. No. 179]
AYES—186

Aspin

Badillo

Barrett

Bell

Bennett

Bergland

Biagel

Brown, Calif.
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Chisholm
Clausen,

Don H.
Clay
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Cronin
Culver
Daniels,

Dominick V.
Danielson
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Dingell
Donohue
Drinan
Dulski
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Ellberg
Fascell
Findley
Flood
Foley
Ford,

William D.
Fraser
Frenzel
Gaydos
Gialmo
Gibbons
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gubser
Gude
Hamilton
Hanley
H

anna
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.

Abdnor
Alexander
Anderson, I1l.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak,
Archer

Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler

Byron

Camp

Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy

Clark
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen

Heckler, Mass. Pettis
inz Podell

Price, Ill.
Rees

. Riegle
. Rinaldo

Eastenmeler
Ketchum
Eluczynskl
Eoch
Kyros
Leggett
Lehman
Litton
Long, Md.
MecCloskey
MeCormack
McFall
McKinney
Macdonald
Madden
Mailliard
Mallary
Marazitl
Mathias, Calif.
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
er
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.

Murphy, 1.
Murphy, N.Y.
Nedzi

Nix

Obey
O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Patten
Pepper
Perkins

NOES—232
Collier

Dellenback
Dennis
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan

du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fish

Flowers
Flynt

Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gettys
Gilman
Ginn
Goodling

Rodino
Roe
Ronealio, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Rousselot
Roybal
Ryan
Bt Germaln
Sarbanes
Saylor
Schroeder
Seiberling
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steed
Studds
Sullivan
Symms
Talcott
Teague, Calif.
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Veysey
Waldie
Whalen
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Callf.
Wright
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Zablocki
Zwach

Gross
Grover
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hammer-
schmidt

Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hays
Hébert
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan

Holt
Horton
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Als.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
EKazen
Eeating
King
Euykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta

Lent

Long, La.
Lott

Lujan
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McCollister
McDade
McEwen
McKay
MeSpadden
Madigan
Mahon
Mann
Martin, Nebr,
Martin, N.C.
Mathis, Ga.
Michel

Powell, Ohio
Preyer

Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
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Rallsback
Randall
Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rose

Roy
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Sandman
Sarasin
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Skubitz
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Bpence
Stanton,

J. William
Steele
Steelman
Bteiger, Ariz.
Stelger, Wis.
Stephens

Stratton
Btubblefield
Btuckey
Symington
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Treen
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vigorito
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Williams
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
inn

Wyatt

Wydler

Wylie

Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, I11.
Young, 5.C.
Young, Tex.
Zion

NOT VOTING—I14
Kemp Rooney, N.Y.
MecClory Stokes
Mayne Towell, Nev.
Diggs Minshall, Ohlo Wolft
Fisher Patman

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, TAYLOR OF NORTH
CAROLINA TO THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE
OF A SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. ERLENBORN

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. ERLENBORN) .

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TavLor of North
Carolina to the amendment in the nature of
a substitute offered by Mr. ERLENBORN :

Page 15, strike out line 8 and all that fol-
lows down through and including the matter
on lines 1 and 2 on page 16, and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

“SEC. 203. Bection 13(a) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 (20 U.8.C. 213(a)) 1s
amended by striking out the period at the
end of paragraph (14) and inserting in lieu
thereof *; or” and by adding after that para-
graph the following:

“(15) (a) any employee who Is employed
with his spouse by a nonprofit institution
which is primarily operated to care for and
educate children who have been placed with
the institution by or through a public agency
or by parents or guardians who are finan-
cially unable to care for and educate their
children or children under thelr guardian-
ship (as the case may be), if such employee
and his spouse (A) are employed to serve
as the parents of such children who reside
in facilities of the institution, (B) reside in
such facilities and receive, without cost,
board and lodging from such institution, and
(C) are together compensated at an annual
rate of not less than $10,000, up to 30 per-
cent of which may be allowance for board
and lodging, and

“(b) any employee who 1s employed by a
nonprofit institution which is primarily
operated to care for and educate children
who have been placed with the institution
by or through a public agency or by parents
or guardians who are financially unable to
care for and educate their children or chil-

Bolling
Brown, Ohio
Carter
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dren under their guardianship (as the case
may be), if such employee (A) is employed
to serve as the parent of such children who
reside in facilities of the institution, (B)
resides in such facilities and receive, without
cost, board and lodging from such institu-
tion, and (C) is compensated at an annual
rate of not less than 5,000, up to 30 percent
of which may be allownace for board and
lodging.”

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, the section which I seek to
amend applies only to houseparents at
orphanages or children’s homes operated
on a nonprofit basis. It has been thought
down through the years that housepar-
ents at these institutions were not cov-
ered by minimum wage legislation and
most of the institutions are operating on
that theory.

Recently some State welfare depart-
ments have taken the position that these
houseparents are covered and should be
paid for overtime work.

The language in the substitute bill
which I now seek to amend is identical
to the language in the committee bill,
If the substitute is not adopted, I have
a similar amendment for the committee
bill.

The present language in these bills
relates to a situation at Hershey, Pa.,
and I understand was inserted at the re-
quest of the Congressman for that area.
That institution employs only hushands
and wives as houseparents. Many other
institutions employ single people also. At
these institutions a certain number of
boys or girls, perhaps a dozen, are as-
signed to one cottage. The houseparents
live in the cottage also and look after
these children just as parents look after
their own children in their homes.

My amendment would broaden the
language to meet the needs of an insti-
tution in my congressional district and
it would apply to similar institutions in
all of our districts.

The committee report has a section
reading as follows:

SectroN 212, Substitute Parents for In-
stitutionalized Children. This section amends
section 13(a) to establish an exemption from
the minimum wage and overtime compen-
sation provisions of the Act for an employee
who is employed with his spouse by a non-
profit educational institution to serve as
parents to children who have been placed
in such institution by or through a public
agency or by parents or guardians who are
financially unable to care for and educate
their children or children under their guard-
ianship. The substitute parents must also
reside in the facilities of the institution, re-
celve room and board without cost, and
jointly recelve cash compensation at an an-
nual rate of not less than $10,000.

The amendment before us strikes the
language, “are together compensated on
a cash basis at an annual rate of not
less than $10,000”, and substitutes, “are
together compensated at an annual rate
of not less than $10,000, up to 30% of
which may be allowance for board and
lodging”.

The amendment also contains a simi- .

lar provision for any employee of these
homes for children without requiring
that the spouse be working also. It pro-
vides that the employee must meet all
other conditions, receive board and lodg-
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ing from the institution without cost and
be compensated at an annual rate of not
less than $5,000, up to 30 percent of
which may be allowance for board and
lodging.

This part of the amendment recognizes
the fact that employment patterns in
many children’s homes include single in-
dividuals serving as houseparents. In
many cases an elderly woman, perhaps
a widow whose children are grown, serves
ably as a houseparent. The present lan-
guage in the bill does not seem to recog-
nize the value of food and quarters which
is substantial.

The credit for board and lodging for a
couple would be a maximum of $3,000,
for a single person a maximum of $1,500.
Here in Washington people pay more
than that for rent only.

Why do we need this amendment? It
is uncertain today as to whether these
institutions are covered by minimum
wage legislation and the matter should
be clarified. The U.S. Department of La-
bor does not have clearly-defined guide-
lines applying to such houseparents and
the absence of such guidelines has re-
sulted in confusion in these nonprofit
institutions.

The language in the bills before us, if
adopted, may be interpreted as a con-
gressional intent that all orphanages and
similar institutions be brought under
minimum wage coverage unless they
comply with the specific terms of the ex-
emption—employee and spouse both
working, getting room and board and
$10,000 cash.

If this interpretation is applied, a great
hardship will be imposed upon Eliada
Home, a fine nonprofit home for children
operated by dedicated people in my con-
gressional district and upon many simi-
lar institutions across our Nation. We
must not forget that without these
charitable institutions, many children
will suffer and more of the taxpayers’
money will have to go for welfare.

In many cases these houseparents,
both single and married, serve with an
unusually high degree of personal dedi-
cation and might be compared to reli-
gious missionaries to whom financial
compensation is often a secondary con-
sideration. Most homes for children have
a waiting list of dedicated people who
desire to serve as houseparents.

The committee report recognizes these
houseparents as substitute parents for
institutionalized children. How can we
determine the hours which a parent or
substitute parent works? They would
likelv have certain scheduled hours of
regular housekeeping work, but the par-
ent is subject to call 24 hours a day if a
child is sick or needs help or has a
problem.

This type of operation does not lend
itself to minimum wage coverage. It
would take a voluminous amouni of
bookkeeping to establish a correct record
of hours worked and would be burden-
some to the institutions. It would be like
a husband paying his wife on an hourly
basis with extra pay for overtime for
keeping the house and looking after a
large family of children. How could you
ever determine the hours?
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This amendment would recognize the
concern the Congress has for the prob-
lems of the employer and employee at
orphanages and similar institutions.
Both Congressman DENT and Congress=-
man ERLENBORN have assured me that
they do not desire to create problems for
these nonprofit children’s homes and I
hope that they will accept this amend-
ment.

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

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I do not
think I will take any time on the amend-
ment. I just want to say the gentleman
and I have worked on this proposal since
the day when he brought it to our at-
tention, and when we get into the bill, as
I hope we do, I have told the gentle-
man I will accept his amendment.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I
thank the gentleman very much.

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

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I
vield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ERLENBORN. I want to advise
the gentleman that since we have worked
on this together, I have told him I will
accept the amendment. I think it is a
good amendment and does improve the
bill.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I
thank the gentleman very much. I ap-
preciate this. It is a clarifying amend-
ment. The present law is very unfair.

Mr. MATHIAS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I want to add my support for
the Erlenborn substitute which, in view
of the present inflationary spiral, is a
more realistic way to increase the mini-
mum wage.

I believe the committee bill (H.R. 7935)
would deliver a severe blow to the econ-
omy. It would hurt our efforts to control
inflation and reduce unemployment. I
do not think the Congress should pass
a bill which would be counterproductive
to our efforts to restore reason and sta-
bility to the economy.

During the first year alone, the com-
mittee bill would increase wages for non-
agricultural employees by 37.5 percent
and 23 percent for agricultural workers.
These rate increases are substantially
higher than the 5.5 percent wage guide-
line established by the Cost of Living
Council, which I might add, was recently
approved by the Congress. If these in-
creases are approved, they would defi-
nitely have a serious impact on our al-
ready inflationary economy.

The Erlenborn substitute, on the other
hand, would enable the Congress to raise
the minimum wage, but at a more ac-
ceptable rate. By stretching the wage in-
creases over a longer period of time, we
would lessen the adverse effects to the
economy, particularly relative to the
prices of goods and services, the rate of
employment, and our balance of pay-
ments. In addition, the Erlenborn sub-
stitute would not put an undue stress on
either agricultural or nonagricultural
employers.

I am in favor of increasing the mini-
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mum wage, but I want to do it in the
least inflationary way. I believe the Er-
lenborn bill will accomplish this objec-
tive. It will provide for a reasonable rate
of increase without putting excessive
strain on the economy.

For this very important reason, I will
vote for the Erlenborn substitute.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I am once
again a cosponsor of a substitute mini-
mum wage bill, Unfortunately, the House
Education and Labor Committee has
again reported out a bill which is not
only highly inflationary but would be
counterproductive in many respects.
Certainly, there is a need for an increase
in the minimum wage. I felt that there
was a need last year for such an increase
and certainly it would be in effect today
if there was not adherence by certain
Members of this body to the “all or noth-
ing” philosophy which stymied the meas-
ure last year.

The House spoke quite clearly last
year in passing a reasonable and fiscally
prudent minimum wage bill. As a co-
sponsor of H.R. 8304, I would like to
address my remarks to the provisions of
the substitute generally, and, more spe-
cifically, to the provision which I feel is
the most important of all—the youth
differential.

The substitute measure would increase
to $2.20 the minimum wage for non-
agricultural workers covered before the
1966 amendments. This increase would
be attained in three steps going to $1.90
for the first year after the effective date;
$2.10 the second year; and $2.20 for the
third year. For those workers who were
first covered by the 1966 amendment, the
substitute proposes that these minimums
be increased to $2.20 by a four step proc-
ess. The minimum wage for these work-
ers would be $1.80 for the first year after
enactment; $2 for the second year; $2.10
for the third year; and $2.20 thereafter.

Agricultural workers are an extremely
important part of the economy of my
congressional district and the substitute
provides adequate minmum wage in-
creases for these employees. Our proposal
would take agricultural workers from the
present $1.30 per hour to $2 by a four
step process. The committee bill ignores
a fact of economic reality when it pro-
poses that pay for agricultural workers
be the same as all other workers in 1976.
The impact of an immediate increase of
30 cents per hour with subsequent an-
nual increases of 20 cents per hour each
yvear until an hourly wage of $2.20 is
reached would be dramatic in increasing
rural unemployment.

It was brought out last year during the
debate on an amendment that would
have left agricultural workers at $1.30
per hour, that only 1 percent of the
farmers in the country are covered by
the minimum wage. An increase of the
magnitude proposed in the committee
bill would serve to diminish the oppor-
tunity for work when one considers that
today the farmer can only count on re-
ceiving 38 cents of each food dollar.

It appears to me that these increases
are in keeping with sound fiscal policy
and are only fair to the millions of work-
ers covered under the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act. The latest version of the sub-
stitute, H.R. 8304, contains increases con-
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siderably greater than those proposed in
our substitute of last year. I have been
persuaded by testimony of Labor Secre-
tary Brennan that additional increases
would be appropriate and not infla-
tionary.

The Education and Labor Committee,
unfortunately, has not contended itself
with reporting out a bill designed to
remedy the effects of inflation but has
piled on the measure fiscally unsound
and ill-timed attempts at solving a broad
spectrum of virtually unrelated matters.
Changes in overtime exemptions and the
phasing out of several overtime exemp-
tions, and the inclusion of some 6 mil-
lion new workers under the minimum
wage and overtime provisions of the Fair
Labor Standards Act are not related to
helping the worker meet the burden of
raging inflation.

On the other hand, the substitute
measure goes immediately to the question
of minimum wage increases and provides
viable solutions. The substitute measure
generally holds the line as to the present
law except for the minimum wage in-
creases. This is not true, however, in the
increasingly serious area of youth un-
employment.

In general, the substitute provides for
employment of youths under age 18 or
who are full-time students at wage rates
not less than 80 percent of the applicable
minimum, or $1.60 an hour—$1.30 an
hour in agriculture—whichever is higher.
Such employment must be in accordance
with applicable child labor laws, and sub-
ject to a period of not longer than 180
days for any employee who is under the
age of 18 and is not a full-time student
at the special minimum wage rate.

The 1966 amendments to the act in-
cluded provisions—section 14 (b) and (c)
permitting the payment of wage rates
below the applicable statutory minimum
to full-time students for part-time work,
This permission is narrowly limited in
scope and subject to a number of rigor-
ous prerequisites. The act provides that:

First. The permissible wage may not
be less than 85 percent of the otherwise
applicable minimum.

Second. The only nonfarm occupations
in which the lower student rate may be
paid are those in retail or service estab-
lishments.

Third. The full-time student may be
pald the lower rate for not more than
20 hours of work per week except during
school vacation periods.

Fourth. The number of full-time stu-
dent hours which may be paid for at the
lower rate is limited to a percentage of
the work hours of the employer's total
work force which percentage is the same
as that which prevailed in the establish-
ment during a preceding period, or where
records are not available to determine
such previous ratios the same percen-
tages for other similar establishments in
the area during the designated periods.

Fifth. As a condition for paying the
lower rate, the Secretary of Labor must
first issue a certificate for each such
student employee indicating that the em-
ployer is complying with the foregoing
conditions and requirements. Moreover,
prior to issuing the certificate the Secre-
tary must find that such employment will
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not create a substantial probability of
reducing the full-time employment op-
portunities of persons other than stu-
dents to be employed at the lower rate.

The initial inguiry must be whether
there is a relationship between the Fed-
eral minimum wage and the unemploy-
ment rate of young people. A report en-
titled “Youth Employment Minimum
Wages,” was compiled by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics and outlines several
studies which show adverse effects of
the minimum wage. The reasons for this
relationship between the minimum
wage increases and higher youth un-
employment appear obvious. It would
seem apparent that most employers are
less willing to hire inexperienced and less
productive young people than older, more
productive workers, even when older
workers have to be paid higher wages. It
is clear that when young and inexperi-
enced workers must be paid the same
wage as a more productive and ex-
perienced worker, marginal jobs will be
phased out rather than filled with the
younger worker.

There are several reasons why the re-
duction of jobs opportunities affects
teenagers more than adults. For one
thing, most teenagers, especially those
just beginning to work, are unskilled.
The unskilled are usually the first to be
let go because their work is the least es-
sential. Second, most teenagers have
little work experience. This makes them
less desirable to an employer than an
equally skilled adult who has worked be-
fore and has learned to adjust to a dis-
cipline of the regularity of work. Cer-
tainly, the youth differential provided
for in the substitute would permit the
young worker to obtain jobs otherwise
unavailable and, if not a full-time stu-
dent, would insure that he would not be
kept at a subminimum level for an un-
reasonable period of time.

The youth differential is designed to
preserve existing jobs and to create new
jobs. The unadjusted jobless rate for
teenagers is around 20 percent. The Sec-
retary of Labor informed the commit-
tee that some 627,000 youths between the
ages of 16 and 18 are unemployed.

As we discussed last year during the
debates on a youth differential, Econ-
omists Gene L, Chapin and Douglas Adie
of Ohio University, declared that:

Increases in federal minimum wage cause
unemployment among teenagers. The effects
tend to persist for considerable periods of
time. And the eflects seem to be strengthen-
ing as coverage is increased and enforcement
of the laws becomes more rigorous.

The essence of the youth differential is
summed up quite well by Prof. Paul A,
Samuelson of Massachusetts Institute of
Technology when he questions the effect
of the minimum wage on black youth—

What good does it do for a black youth fo
know that an employer must pay him $1.80
an hour—or $2.00, if the fact that he must be
pald that amount is what keeps him from
getting a job?

I, therefore, ask my colleagues to join
me in voting in favor of H.R. 8304, the
substitute for the minimum wage bill,
H.R. 7935, reported by the Education and
Labor Committee. Certainly, the Ameri-
can workingman cannot stand another
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yvear of inactivity by the Congress in the
area of minimum wages.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this ill-conceived substi-
tute—as well as other crippling amend-
ments—and urge our colleagues to
quickly reject it. We must take affirma-
tive action to raise the woefully inade-
quate current minimum wage and to
significantly expand the coverage of the
Fair Labor Standards Act.

Almost 7 years have passed since the
Fair Labor Standards Act was last
amended. During this time we have seen
rampant inflation, soaring taxes, a con-
tinued crisis in unemployment and boom-
ing prices. The purchasing power of the
dollar, particularly in light of devalua-
tion and the administration’s ineffective
economic program, has been seriously
eroded and raising the Federal minimum
wage to even a basic level of $2.20 per
hour is urgently required on the basis of
simple economic facts. Government sta-
tistics reveal that, with the cost of living
rising by more than 25 percent during
this T-year span, the present $1.60 per
hour minimum wage adopted in 1966 has
been completely destroyed and today’s
$1.60 minimum wage buys less than
$1.25 bought in 1966. The present mini-
mum wage fails to even approach the
federally defined poverty level for a
family of four of approximately $4,200.
How is it possible, therefore, to consider
in good conscience an amendment which
would raise the minimum wage to only
$1.90 per hour? If for no other reason
this is justification alone for rejecting
the Erlenborn substitute.

I have some doubts, Mr. Chairman, as
to whether $2.20 per hour will even be
sufficient. A full-time worker earning
this salary will be grossing just barely
more than the poverty level. However,
one must then take into consideration
deductions for taxes and social security.
Thus, he may very well again fall below
the poverty level, In the city of New
York a family of four receives almost
the same amount—$4,320—on welfare.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics has
estimated that, for the New York City
metropolitan area, the lowest budget
for the cost of family consumption for a
family of four is $6,014 annually. To meet
this very basic level would require an
hourly salary of $2.95. However, the total
budget for a family of four increases to
$7,5678 when you include social security
contributions, income taxes and similar
additional payments. It is plainly visible,
therefore, that the essentially inadequate
figure of $2.20 per hour will be needed
to simply catch up with the rising cost
of living and general inflationary spiral.

As we know, the committee bill goes
beyond just raising the minimum wage.
This measure significantly extends wage
and overtime protections to millions of
American workers not presently covered
by the FLSA. Particularly significant is
the fact that the minimum wage cover-
age is provided for all Federal employees
as well as State and local government
employees. In addition, domestic work-
ers—long at the bottom of the economic
totem pole—are finally granted the pro-
tections of the Fair Labor Standards
Act. However, Mr. ErRLENBORN and the
administration would not provide such
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urgently required and long-overdue cov-
erage. Thus, we have still other reasons
for rejecting this poorly considered sub-
stitute. It is simply unfair and uncon-
scionable that such a sizable number of
American working people should con-
tinue to be denied the basic protections
of the FLSA—a measure which has been
in existence since 1938. How can one even
attempt to justify the continuation of
labor conditions detrimental to the
maintenance of a minimum standard of
living? If the Erlenborn substitute is ac-
cepted, this is precisely what will occur.

Mr. Chairman, it is possible to con-
tinue to list the number of gross de-
ficiencies in the amendment offered by
Mr. ErLENBORN. Suffice it to say that if
it or any of its individual components
is allowed to pass, thousands of fellow
Americans will continue to be relegated
to second-class citizenship and will con-
tinue to be forced to endure the burden
of poverty. Whether one considers the
basic increase of the Federal hourly
minimum wage, the expansion of cover-
age to currently unprotected workers or
the special youth differential, it is clear
that the Erlenborn substitute offers
neither any solutions nor hope and that
it must be soundly rejected. Certainly
this issue is of critical importance to the
people of the city of New York and they
can only stand to lose if the substitute
now under consideration is accepted.
Thus, I again call upon our colleagues
to defeat this amendment and to enact
the committee measure without addi-
tional delay.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
express my steadfast opposition to the
Erlenborn substitute for the minimum
wage legislation recently reported by the
Education and Labor Committee this
substitute is grossly inferior to H.R. 7935,
and I would like to commend my col-
league, Congressman DeNT, on the expert
leadership he provided during the devel-
opment and refinement of this latter bill.
As a member of the subcommittee to
which this bill was referred, I can attest
to the years of hard work which went
into the drafting of a just proposal.

Back in 1966, the $1.60 minimum wage
level was enacted into law so that hun-
dreds of thousands of working Americans
might be sheltered from exploitation and
the ravages of poverty. Poverty level in-
come at that time was considered to be
$3,200 per year for a family of four. The
Department of Labor has recently put
today's poverty level income at $4,200
net—a figure which is far above what
any laborer working for $1.60 per hour
could expect to earn in a year.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 7935 increases the
minimum wage to $2 per hour this year
for nonagricultural workers covered by
the act prior to the 1966 amendments,
The level would rise to $2.20 and hour
in 1974. Even these adjustments will re-
grettably leave some laborers short of
the official poverty level. The bill also
increases the minimum wage for agri-
cultural workers to $1.60 an hour.

As has been documented in the course
of the committee hearings. The burden
of inflationary price and rent rises has
weighed heavily on the low-wage earner.
Indeed it was pointed out that if a cost-
of-living increase mechanism had been
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incorporated into the 1966 amendments,
the minimum wage rate in March 1973
would have exceeded $2.07 per hour.

Moreover, it is an obvious fact that in-
flation affects the low-paid worker more
dramatically than the middle- or upper-
income wage earner. The situation has
even deteriorated to the point where, in
20 States, a worker receiving the mini-
mum wage is able to provide his family
better support by abandoning his job and
going on the welfare roles.

Let me comment as well on the efforts
to strike from this bill coverage for
youths under 18 years of age. The failure
to pay the minimum wage to all workers
performing fair and adequate services is
unconscionable. There is little difference
between such discrimination and the
treatment of children that led to passage
of the Federal Child Labor Law in 1938.

Why should a person doing the work of
an adult not receive the compensation of
an adult? The argument that without
this cheap source of labor, the jobs would
not be filled is spurious. The fast-food
operations in this country, which are
among the prime beneficiaries of the in-
expensive youth labor market, will not
close down their operations once H.R.
7935 is passed. I strongly urge that this
provision be accepted, and that we ex-
tend proper coverage of the minimum
wage provisions to all working indi-
viduals, regardless of age.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to reiterate
my opposition to the Erlenborn substi-
tute and my firm support for H.R. 7935.
I would encourage my colleagues to reject
all attempts to weaken the committee
version, and exhort them to grant swift
passage to the Fair Labor Standards
Amendments of 1973. I am convinced
that the minimum wage provisions con-
tained in this measure represent a criti-
cally needed remedy for the financial dis-
aster threatening so many underprivi-
leged Americans.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Erlenborn amendments
to H.R. 7935. We must act immediately
to adopt legislation raising and extend-
ing coverage of the minimum wage, espe-
cially in view of the current dismantling
of poverty and other needful social pro-
grams and the removal of controls on
prices, rents, and profits—actions which
serve only to further hinder the working
poor in their struggle to survive on their
own. I wish to associate myself with the
remarks of Congresswomen CHISHOLM
and GriFFITHS and to compliment the
committee for bringing out this bill.

I am especially happy that domestic
workers are included in this bill. It is dis-
maying to realize, amidst all the pressure
for raising wages to keep up with infia-
tion, that a group of 16 million Ameri-
cans, including 1!5 million domestic
workers, is still struggling to live on a
minimum wage that in most States is
still at the Federal level of $1.60 an hour.
For a 40-hour week, this comes to $3,328
a year—well under the official definition
of poverty level, $4,000 for a family of
four. Inflation hits this worker harder
than anyone else; $1.60 now buys less
than the former minimum of $1.25 did
in 1966 when the Fair Labor Standards
Act was amended.
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The Labor Department classifies over
2 million workers as “private household
workers.” Ninety-eight percent of them
are women. In 1969 the median wage of
a full-time household worker was less
than $2,000 per year. Fifty-seven percent
were below $1,000 a year. In New York
the median income for those working 50
to 52 weeks a year is $2,689—the median
for Alaska is $803, for Connecticuf,
$2,602.

‘We must remember, too, that privately
employed household workers do not
usually receive standard benefits such as
pay for sick leave, vacation, and holi-
days—even when their employers go on
vacation—nor employment nor work-
men's compensation benefits. Most
household employees work more than 40
hours per week but are not compensated
for the extra time.

It has been argued that an increase in
the minimum wage for domestic workers
will price them out of the market because
families who could have once afforded
domestic help will no longer be able to do
s0. The reason for the decrease of one
million domestic workers from 1960 to
1970 has been low pay. Moreover, with the
number of working women increasing,
the need for domestic help will confinue
to rise.

Most people these days would wish to
identify themselves with any measures
designed to help people to support them-
selves. If we are to encourage people to
work, as the administration claims to do,
then we will have to expend money on
job training, on job development, on
child care. And minimum wage coverage
will have to be raised and extended.
While there will be some inecrease in costs
to the consumer, these are not excessive.
As for the argument that minimum wage
legislation will help increase inflation,
Dr. Richard S. Landry of the Economic
Analysts and Study Group of the Cham-
ber of Commerce has testified before the
Senate Subcommittee on Labor as fol-
lows:

We do not contend, unlike some witnesses
that appeared before you, that the minimum
wage is inflationary, quite the opposite. In-
flation is not caused by minimum wages.

Inflation hits low income groups hard-
est. The Senate Subcommittee on Em-
ployment, Manpower, and Poverty, in its
analysis of the Census Employment Sur-
vey conducted as part of the 1970 Census
of Population and Housing, found that
approximately 20 percent of the popula-
tion are working for subemployment
wages—that is, less than $80 per week. I
wish that it were possible to set the mini-
mum wage, right now, at $2.50 per hour.
My only objection to the present bill is
that it moves far too slowly, at too low
rates. But we must pass this, at the very
least.

Large employers such as hotel and
food chains and conglomerate enter-
prises oppose minimum wage legislation
because they are eager to keep profits
up and costs down. That we tend to
forget that when industry does not pay,
Government has to. Thousands of full-
time workers’ families must still get sup-
plemental welfare payments. This means
that the taxpayer is helping to subsidize
big industry.

It is unfair to the taxpayers and gross-
ly unfair to the workers whose labor
keeps our economy running smoothly, to
say that they are entitled to less than
$5,000 a year by 1974, let alone 1975.

The proposed differential minimum
wage for youth is discriminatory and will
not begin to solve the problem of youth
unemployment. A subminimum wage will
not create jobs for youth, nor will it
answer the problem of the lack of skills
and training.

According to a Labor Department
Study published in 1970:

The most important factor explaining
changes in teenage unemployment and em-
ployment has been the general business con-
ditions as measured by the adult unem-
ployment rate. The rate of other variables
remains clouded by interrelationships among
them, all hints of adverse effects of minimum
wages show up in avallable data, no firm
statement can be made about magnitude at
such effect.

Moreover, anyone who views the sub-
minimum wage as a solution to the black
teenage unemployment problem fails to
understand the problem. In April, 1973,
the unemployment rate for all teen-
agers—ages 16-19—was 15.4 percent. For
white teenagers—13.3 percent; for black
teenagers, 32.8 percent; for black male
teenagers, 30.7 percent; for black female
teenagers, 35.5 percent. Obviously, the
important factor is not age, but color.

We must turn our attention to this
severe economic problem, not by placing
diseriminatory restrictions on youth, but
by passing imaginative and progressive
legislation to create jobs and train youth
to fill them. Those who are truly con-
cerned with youth employment could
well use their influence to urge the Con-
tinuation of such programs as the Neigh-
borhood Youth Corps, instead of trying
to pit youths against adults.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from North Carolina (Mr. TAYLOR)
to the amendment in the nature of a
substitute offered by the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN).

The amendment to the amendment in
the nature of a substitute was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN), as amended.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, for the benefit of the Members, will
the Chair repeat what the vote is on at
this point?

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN), as amended
by the Taylor of North Carolina amend-
ment.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the Chair.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Burleson, Tex.
Butler
Byron
Camp

Collier
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Coughlin

Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey
Froehlich

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blaggl
Biester
Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brooks

June 6, 1973

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 199, noes 218,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll. No. 180]

AYES—199

Fuqua
Gettys
Goldwater
Goodling
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Gunter
Guyer

Henderson
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Hosmer
Huher
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Pa,
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn,
Eazen
Keating
Eetchum
King
EKuykendall
Landrum
Latta
Lent
Lott
MecClory
McCollister
McEwen
McSpadden
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Michel
Milford
Miller
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.

. Myers

Nelsen
Nichols
O'Brien
Parris
Pettis

NOES-—218

Brown, Calif.
Burke, Callf,
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Chisholm
Clark
Clay
Cohen
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Cronin
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Diggs

Pickle
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, Tex.
Quie

andman
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
SBikes
Skubitz
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Steelman
Steiger, Arlzs.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stubblefleld
Stuckey

Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Callf,
Thomson, Wis.
Thone

Treen
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware

White
Whitehurst

Wylie
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Young, Ill.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zion

Zwach

Dingell
Donochue
Drinan

Dulski
Eckhardt
Edwards, Callf.
Eilberg

Evans, Colo.
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Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Hamilton
Hanley

Hanna

Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hawkins

Hays

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,

Holifleld
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Ala.
Jordan

Karth
Kastenmeler
Kluczynski
EKoch

Kyros

McCloskey
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McEay
McKinney
Macdonald
Madden
Malilliard
Maraziti
Matsunaga
Mazzoll

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa,
Morgan
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, 1.
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzi

Nix

Obey

O'Hara

O'Neill
Owens
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pike
Poage
Podell
Price, I11.
Pritchard
Rangel
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Rodino

Roe

Roncallo, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush

Roy
Roybal
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Selberling
Shipley
Bisk

Black
Bmith, Iowa
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steed
Bteele
Stratton
Studds
SBullivan
Symington
Teague, Tex.

Thompson, N.J.

Thornton
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito

Charles, Tex.
Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Zablocki

NOT VOTING—15

Blatnik
Bolling
Brown, Ohio
Carter
Fisher

So the amendment in the nature of a

Kemp

Leggett

Mills, Ark.
Minshall, Ohio
Patman

Rarick
Rooney, N.Y.
Stokes
Towell, Nev.
Young, Ga.

substitute, as amended, was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall
No. 180 on the so-called Erlenborn sub-
stitute I am recorded as voting “aye”
when it was in fact my intent to vote
“no.” I opposed the substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE I—INCREASES IN MINIMUM WAGE
RATES
INCREASE IN MINIMUM WAGE RATE FOR EMPLOY=-
EES COVERED BEFORE 1968

Sec. 101. Section 6(a) (1) (29 U.S.C. 206(a)
(1)) is amended to read as follows:

“(1) not less than #$2 an hour during
the period ending June 30, 1974, and not less
than £2.20 an hour after June 30, 1974, ex-
cept as otherwise provded in this section;”.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ERLENBORN

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ERLENBORN:
Page 2, strike out Ines 9 through 12, and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following:

“(1) not less than $1.90 an hour during
the first year from the effective date of the
Falr Labor Standards Amendments of 1973,
not less than $2.10 an hour during the sec-
ond year from such date, and not less than
$2.20 an hour thereafter, except as other-
wise provded in this section;".

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is an amendment that would
affect the wage rate increases in the
committee bill having to do with the
group of workers who were covered prior
to the 1966 amendments.

Under the committee bill these work-
ers would be raised 40 cents upon the
effective date of the act. At the present
time the wage rate for this group is $1.60
an hour. The committee bill would raise
that immediately to $2 an hour and a
year later to $2.20.

The amendment I have offered would
call for a 30-cent increase in the first
year, that is, upon the effective date of
the rate increase it would go from $1.60
to $1.90 per hour. Thereafter, 1 year
later, it would be $2.10 and then in the
last year $2.20.

This wage rate is in line with that
recommended by BSecretary Brennan
when he testified before our committee.

I think one advantage to this besides
allowing the economy to have the oppor-
tunity to absorb these wage rate in-
creases in an orderly fashion is that we
know that the rate recommended by the
administration will be acceptable to the
administration, and obviously the bill
will be signed.

I have no information as to whether
the President would sign any other bill
or not sign any other bill, but we do know
the administration recommended these
wage rates.

It means 10 cents less the first year
and it means reaching $2.20 a year later.

I hope the amendment will be adopted.

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

I think most of the Members know
exactly what it is all about.

I want to point out that the $2 in our
bill is exactly the point we would be at
if we would have been able to pass the
Erlenborn amendment last year into law
or even the Anderson amendment into
law. We took up at exactly the point
where they thought we ought to be this
year.

T would appreciate it very much if you
would consider it on the basis of that.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN).

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, on
that I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 193, noes 225,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll. No. 181]

AYES—183

Bray
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler

Abdnor
Alexander
Anderson, Il.
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalls
Baker
Beard
Blackburn
Bowen

Byron
Camp
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran

Collier

Collins

Conable

Conlan

Crane

Daniel, Dan

Danlel, Robert
W., Jr.

Davls, Wis.
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing

Frelinghuysen
Fre;

¥
Froehlich
Fuqua
Gettys
Goldwater

Addabbo
Anderson,

Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggi
Blester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Chisholm
Clark
Clay
Cohen
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Danlels,

Dominick V.

Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
Kazen
Keating
Eetchum

KEing
Euykendall
Landgrebe
Latta

Lent

Lott
MecClory
MeCollister
McEwen
McEay
Mahon
Mann
Martin, Nebr.

. Martin, N.C.

Mathias, Callf,
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Michel
Milford
Miller
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Myers
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Brien
Parris
Pettis
Pickle
Poage
Powell, Ohio

Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.

NOES—225

Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Dent

Diggs
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Robison, N.Y.
Rogers
Roncallo, N.¥Y.
Rose
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruppe

Ruth
SBatterfield
Scherle
Bchneebell
Shoup
Shriver
Bhuster

Bikes

Skubitz
Smith, N.¥Y.
Bnyder
Bpence
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Steelman
Stelger, Arlz,
Bteiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Symmas
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Callf,
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Treen
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
Whitehurst
Whitten
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Young, Ill.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zion
Zwach

Holifield
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Ichord
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Okla.

. Jordan

Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Flood
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Fraser
Frenzel
Fulton
Gaydos
Gilalmo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Gongzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gude
Hamilton
Hanley
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Hawkins

Karth
Kastenmeler
Kluczynski
Koch
Eyros
Landrum
Leggett
Lehman
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lujan
McCloskey
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McKinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mallliard
Mallary
Maraziti
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Mlills, Ark.

Hechler, W. Va, Minish
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Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley

Riegle
Rinaldo
Rodino
Roe

Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Tex.
Roncalio, Wyo. Thompson, N.J.
Rooney, Pa. Thornton
Rosenthal Tiernan
Rostenkowski TUdall
Roush Ullman
Roy Van Deerlin
Roybal Vanik
Ryan Vigorito
St Germain Waldie
Sandman Walsh
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Saylor
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Sisk
Black
Smith, Iowa
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steed
Steele
Stuckey
Btudds

NOT VOTING—14

Flowers Rooney, N.Y.
Hanna Sebelius
Kemp Stokes
Minshall, Ohio Towell, Nev.
Patman

Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzi
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
O'Nelll
Owens
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins

Whalen

White

Widnall

Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.

Wilson,
Charles, Tex,

Wolff

Wright

Wyatt

Yates

Yatron

Young, Alaska

Young, Ga.

Zablocki

Bolling
Brown, Ohio
Carter
Culver
Fisher

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, QUIE

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. QUIE:

On page 2, line 10, strike out “82.20" and
insert in lieu thereof “$2.10" and strike out
“after June 30, 1974" in line 11 of page 2,
and insert in lieu thereof “during the year
July 1, 1974, and not less than $2.20 an hour
after June 30, 1975,".

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, by the last
vote it appears that the majority of the
House want those who are covered prior
to 1966 to go immediately to $2.00 an
hour. There may be some reason for that.
If we had passed a bill last year starting
out at $1.80 last year, the minimum wage
would have been $2 an hour this year.
That might be the reason why the ma-
jority did vote as it did.

However, I think there is another part
of the question. Do the Members want
to jump to $2.20 an hour in 1 year? I
believe that it ought to take a little more
time to do that. It seems to me that it
would be better if we start out, when
this bill is passed, at $2.00 an hour as the
majority voted. That is what my amend-
ment provides, as the committee bill pro-
vides, but a year later be at $2.10 an hour
and a year after that at $2.20 an hour.
That is the issue before us.

I think that this will be accepted in the
economy better. I believe that it makes
the progression at about the rate that
we ought to take. Hopefully, that is the
only extent, 5 percent, that inflation
should occur over that period of time.
Therefore, since everybody now under-
stands what the amendment would do,
I shall not take any more time to dis-
cuss it.

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

Mr. Chairman, I hope not to take 5
minutes. I just want to state that the

bill now stands identical in these rates
to what Senator WiLriams has told me
it is over in the Senate. I think it is good
to have a working arrangement.

I think that, if we take into consid-
eration the 10 cents being proposed, with
a normal 20-percent deduction for social
security and other direct taxes on pay-
rolls, it comes to an 8-cents-an-hour
increase.

In the restaurant industry, it becomes
4 cents, because of the tip credit provi-
sion. I suggest we stay with the com-
mittee.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DENT. I yield to-the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON).

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I agree with the gentleman
from Minnesota that we should have
had a bill last year, which indeed we
should have had, but the circumstances
were such that we did not have it. We
are in a situation where we find, not-
withstanding that with the tremendous
inflationary cost of living, not to men-
tion the value of an ounce of gold or the
lack of value of the dollar, the hourly
wage earners throughout the United
States would be in an infinitely better
position today than they are.

This has been deferred to this point,
and the effect of the bill's amendment
is just to set the pace back in such a way
that, if this amendment were carried,
there is really no practical way for what
I would call a catchup in hourly wages in
order to sustain the families of working
people.

So, although I agree with my distin-
guished friend from Minnesota that we
should have had a bill last year, and
I lament the fact that we did not, I feel
it is our responsibility at this point to
bring it up to date. I therefore urge that
the amendment be defeated.

I thank the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania for yielding.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 189, noes 224,
not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll. No. 182]
AYES—189

Burleson, Tex. Davis, Wis.
Butler Denholm
Byron Dennis
Camp Derwinskl
Casey, Tex. Devine
Cederberg Dickinson
Chamberlain Dorn
Chappell Downing
Clancy Duncan
Clausen, du Pont

Don H. Edwards, Ala,
Clawson, Del Erlenborn
Cleveland Esch
Cochran Eshleman
Cohen Flowers
Collier Flynt
Collins Ford, Gerald R.
Conlan Fountain
Crane Frelinghuysen
Danlel, Dan Fre
Daniel, Robert

W., Jr.

Abdnor
Alexander
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker

Beard
Blackburn
Bowen

Bray
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va,
Buchanan
Burgener

v
Froehlich
Fuqua
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Gettys
Goldwater
Goodling
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Hogan
Holt
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
Eeating
Eetchum
Kuykendall
Latta
Lent
Lott
MeClory
MeCollister
McEwen
McEay
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr.

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,

Calif.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Burke, Callf,
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohlo
Chisholm
Clark
Clay
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver

June 6, 1973

Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Callf.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Mazzoll
Michel
Milford
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Callf.
Myers
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Brien
Parris
Pettis
Foage
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Rarick
Regula
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y,
Rose
Rousselot
Ruppe
Ruth
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster

NOES—224

Dulski
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Fish

Flood

Foley

Ford,

William D.
Forsythe
Fraser
Frenzel
Fulton
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gibbons
Ginn
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa,
Griffiths
Gude
Hamilton
Hanley
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Holifield
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Hunt
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Okla.
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeler
Eazen
Kluczynski
Koch
Kyros
Landrum
Leggett
Lehman
Litton
Long, La.

Sikes
Skubitz
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz,
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Btratton
Stubblefield
Symington
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Callf,
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Treen
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
Whitehurst
Whitten
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wright
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Young, Ill.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zion
Zwach

Long, Md.
Lujan
McCloskey
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McKEinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mallliard
Maraziti

Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher

Moss

Murphy, Il.
Natcher
Nedzi

Nix

Obey

O'Hara
O'Neill

Owens
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle

Pike

Podell

Price, I11.
Railsback
Randall
Rangel

Rees

Reld

Reuss

Riegle
Rinaldo
Rodino

Roe

Roncalio, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
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Roush

Roy

Roybal
Runnels
Ryan

8t Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Barbanes

Stark

Steed

Steele

Stuckey

Studds
Sullivan
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

White
Widnall
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
‘Wilson,

Charles, Tex,

Wolfl
Wyatt

Yates

Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Ga.
Zablocki

Thornton
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Walsh
Whalen

NOT VOTING—19

Hinshaw Patman
Ichord Peyser
Kemp Rooney, N.Y.
King Stokes
Landgrebe

Towell, Nev.
Minshall, Ohio
Hébert Murphy, N.Y.

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
INCREASE IN MINIMUM WAGE RATE FOR NON-
AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYEES COVERED IN 1966
AND 1873

Sec. 102. Section 6(b) (29 U.S.V. 206(b))
is amended (1) by striking out “Every em-
ployer” and inserting in lieu thereof “(1)
Except as provided in paragraph (2), every
employer”, (2) by striking out “(other than
an employee to whom subsection (a) (5) ap-
plies)”, (3) by inserting *‘or the Fair Labor
Standards Amendments of 1973" after “1866",
and (4) by striking out paragraphs (1)
through (5) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“(A) not less than $1,80 an hour during the
period ending June 30, 1974,

“(B) not less than $2 an hour during the
year beginning July 1, 1974, and

“(C) not less than $2.20 an hour after
June 30, 1975.

“(2) This subsection does not apply to—

“(A) any employee to whom subsection (a)
(5) applies,

“(B) any employee who was brought within
the purview of this sectlon by the amend-
ments to section 18 made by the Fair Labor
Standards Amendments of 1966, and

“(C) any Federal employee employed in
connection with the operation of a hospital,
institution, or school described in section 4
(r) (1).

Subsection (a) (1) applies to the employees
described in subparagraphs (B) and (C).”
INCREASE IN MINIMUM WAGE RATE FOR
AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYEES

Sec. 103. Section 6(a)(5) (29 U.S.C. 206
(a) (5)) is amended to read as follows:

*“(6) if such employee is employed in agri-
culture, not less than—

“(A) $1.80 an hour during the period end-
ing June 30, 1974;

“{B) $1.80 an hour during the year begin-
ning July 1, 1974;

'“(C) #2 an hour during the year beginning
July 1, 1975, and

“(D) #2.20 an hour after June 30, 1976."

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TALCOTT

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TaLcorr: Page
8, strike out line 23 and all that follows down
through and including line 5 on page 4 and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“(A) $1.80 an hour during the period end-
ing June 30, 1974;

Saylor
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Sisk

Slack
Smith, Iowa
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.

Bolling
Brown, Ohio

“(B) $2 an hour during the year beginning
July 1, 1974; and

“(C) $2.20 an hour after June 30, 1975."
SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, ERLEN=-

BORN FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.

TALCOTT

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer a substitute amendment for the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from California.

The Clerk read as follows:

Substitute amendment offered by Mr.
ERLENBORN for the amendment offered by
Mr. TarcorT: Page 3, strike out line 21 and
all that follows down through and including
line 5 on page 4, and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

“(6) if such employee is employed in agri-
culture, not less than $1.50 an hour during
the first year from the effective date of the
Falr Labor Standards Amendments of 1973,
not less than $1.70 an hour during the sec-
ond year from such date, not less than $1.85
an hour during the third year from such date,
and not less than $2.00 an hour thereafter.”

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, the
House has already had an opportunity
in a rollecall vote to choose between the
Talcott amendment now pending and the
amendment that I have now just offered,
which is identical to the language that
was contained in the substitute.

May I refresh the memory of those
Members who may not have been present
during that debate. The Talcott amend-
ment would raise agricultural minimum
wage rates from the present $1.30 imme-
diately to $1.80. That is a 50-cent in-
crease upon the effective date of the act.
It then would raise them to $2, and then
to $2.20, and would eliminate the historic
differential between agricultural and
nonagricultural minimums.

The amendment that I have offered as
a substitute would raise the minimum to
$1.50 in the first step to $1.70 in the sec-
ond step, $1.85, and then $2. It would
bring the agricultural minimum to with-
in 20 cents of the industrial minimum.

As I say, we have had a vote on this
already. The Talcott amendment was re-
jected in favor of the language that was
in the substitute. I would hope that the
same result would obtain now.

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

Mr. Chairman, as we all know, the
House has worked its will on the Tal-
cott amendment, and there seems to be
little value to repeating that discus-
sion. Similarly, the gentleman from Il-
linois is offering zigzag modification of
the Talcott amendment, and I gather
there is some effort being made to divide
our ranks. I urge defeat of the Erlenborn
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN)
for the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. TaLcOTT).

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I

demand a recorded vote.

18359

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 195, noes 224,
not voting 13, as follows:

Abdnor
Alexander
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker
Beard
Blackburn
Boggs
Bowen
Bray
Breaux
Brinkley
Broomfleld
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex,
Burlison, Mo,
Butler
Byron
Camp
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Flowers
Flynt
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Breckinridge

[Roll No. 183]

AYES—195

Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Froehlich
Fuqua
Gettys
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Gross
Grover
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Pa,
Jones, Tenn.
Kazen
Keating
Euykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lent
Long, La,
Lott
Lujan
MeClory
McCollister
McEwen
Madigan
Mahon
Mann
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Michel
Miiford
Mills, Ark.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell.
Montgomery
Myers
Nelsen
Nichols
O’Brien
Parris

NOES—224

Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Broyhill, N.C.
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, O'aln
Chisholm
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cohen
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Cronin
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson

Pickle

Poage

Powell, Ohio
Preyer

Price, Tex.
Quie

Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.

Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rose
Runnels
Ruth
Sarasin
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Skubltz
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Steelman
Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Btuckey
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Treen
Vander Jagt
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wright
Wrydler
Wylle
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Young, Ill.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zion

Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Dent

Diggs
Dingell
Donochue
Drinan
Dulski
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Fish

Flood

Foley
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Mailliard Rousselot
Mallary Roy
Maraziti Roybal
Mathias, Calif. Ruppe
Ryan
Bt Germain
Sandman

Sarbanes

Seiberling
Shipley
Sisk

Black
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.¥.
Staggers
Stanton,

Mitchell, Md.
. Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead,
Callif.

Hechler, W. Va. Morgan
Heckler, Mass,
Heinz
Helstoski
Hicks

Holifield
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.

Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.

Charles H.,
Calif,
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Wolft
Wyatt
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Ga.
Zablockl
Zwach
NOT VOTING—13

Rooney, N.Y.
tokes
Minshall, Ohio Towell, Nev.
Patman
Peyser

So the substitute amendment was
rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-

man, I demand a recorded vote.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, the
pending business is a proposal to raise
within a period of 12 months or so some-
thing akin to a dollar an hour to the
farm employees’ wages.

That is the matter to be considered,
and that has already been defeated; is
that correct?

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Chairman, that is
exactly the——

The CHAIRMAN. The statement is
made in the nature of a parliamentary
inquiry in relation to the amendment.
The Chair does not wish to interpret the
amendment.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Cali-

Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Rodino
Roe

Roncallo, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush

fornia (Mr TarcorT) on which a recorded
vote has been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 102, noes 313,
not voting 17, as follows:

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,

Calif.
Badillo
Bell
Bennett
Biaggl
Blester
Blatnik
Brademas
Brasco
Brown, Calif.
Burgener
Burke, Calif,
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Chisholm
Clausen,

Don H.
Clay
Collier
Conyers
Corman
Danielson
de la Garza
Dellums
Diggs
Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
PFindley

Ford,
William D.
Fraser

Abdnor
Alexander
Anderson, 11l.
Andrews, N.C,
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Bafalis
Baker
Barrett
Beard
Bergland
Bevill
Bingham
Blackburn
Boggs
Boland
Bowen
Bray
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo,
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carney, Ohio
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collins
Conable

[Roll No. 184]

AYES—102

Frenzel
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Green, Pa.
Gubser
Gude
Harrington
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoski
Hosmer
Howard
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeler
Eetchum
Koch
McCloskey
McKinney
Malilliard

Mallary
Mathias, Calif.
Magzzoll

Meeds
Melcher

Metcalfe
Miller
Minish

Mink

Mitchell, Md.

Moorhead,
Callf.

Moorhead, Pa.

Moss

O'Hara

Pettis

NOES—313

Conlan
Conte
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Culver
Danlel, Dan
Danlel, Robert
W., Jr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Davis, Ga.
Davls, 8.C.
Davis, Wis,
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Dingeil
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Ellberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Fish
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Gerald R,
Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqusa
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons

Podell
Pritchard
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reid
Riegle
Rodino
Roe
Rosenthal
Ro

ush
Rousselot
Roybal
Ryan
Belberling
Sisk

Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Studds
Sullivan
Symms
Talcott
Teague, Calif.
Thompson, N.J,
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Veysey

Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hays
Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Hicks
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifield
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn,
Kazen
Keating
Kuykendall
Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
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SBtanton,
J. Willlam
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz,
Stelger, Wis.
Stephens
Price, Il1. Stratton
Price, Tex. Stubblefleld
Quie Stuckey
Quillen Symington
Rallsback Taylor, Mo.
Randall Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Treen
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vigorito
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Willlams
Wilson,
Charles H,,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolft
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, I1l.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Bpence Zablocki
Staggers Zion

NOT VOTING—1T7

Eemp Rooney, N.Y.
King Smith, N.Y.
Kluczynskl Stokes
Minshall, Ohio Towell, Nev.
Patman Udall

Peyser

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
wish to explain my vote on the Talcott
amendment. I wholeheartedly support
bringing agricultural workers to the
same minimum wage level as industrial
workers—although I am on record as
opposing this amendment.

I voted the way I did, because there
was no written copy of the amendment
available and because the nature of the
amendment was incorrectly explained to
me. Had I been able to change my vote
I would have voted “yes.”

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to be proposed to section
103? If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

GOVERNMENT, HOTEL, MOTEL, RESTAURANT, FOOD
SERVICE, AND CONGLOMERATE EMPLOYEES IN
PUERTO RICO AND THE VIRGIN ISLANDS
Sec. 104. Section 5 (20 U.S.C. 205) is

amended by adding at the end thereof the

following new subsection:

*“(e) The provisions of this section, section
6(c), and section 8 shall not apply with re-
spect to the minimum wage rate of any em-
ployee employed in Puerto Rico or the Virgin
Islands (1) by the United States or by the
government of the Virgin Islands, (2) by an
establishment which is a hotel, motel, or
restaurtant, (3) by any other retall or serv-
ice establishment which employs such em-

Leggett Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle

Pike

Poage
Powell, Ohio
Preyer

McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEKay
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.

Rarick

Reuss

Rhodes
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.

Rose
Rostenkowski
Roy

Runnels
Ruppe

Ruth

5t Germain
Sandman

Barasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebell
Schroeder
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
8ikes
Bkubitz
Black
Smith, ITowa
Bnyder

Nix
Obey
O'Brien
O’'Neill
Owens
Parris
Passman

Bolling
Brown, Ohio
Carter

Fisher
Hansen, Wash,
Henderson
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ployee primarily in connection with the
preparation or offering of food or beverages
for human consumption, either on the prem-
ises, or by such services as catering, banquet,
box lunch, or curb or counter service, to the
public, to employees, or to members or guests
of members of clubs, or (4) by an establish-
ment described in sectlon 13(g). The min-
imum wage rate of such an employee shall
be determined under this Act in the same
manner as the minimum wage rate for em-
ployees employed in a State of the United
States is determined under this Act. As used
in the preceding sentence, the term ‘State’
does not include a territory or possession of
the United States.”

Mr. ERLENBORN (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that section 104 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 Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

INCREASES IN MINIMUM WAGE RATES FOR OTHER

EMPLOYEES IN PUERTO RICO AND THE VIRGIN

ISLANDS

Sec. 105. (a) Effective on the date of the
enactment of the Fair Labor Standards
Amendments of 1973, subsection (c) of sec-
tion 6 is amended by striking out paragraphs
(2), (3), and (4) and inserting in lieu there-
of the following:

“(2) (R) In the case of any such employee
who 1s covered by such a wage order and
to whom the rate or rates prescribed by sub-
sectlon (a)(1) would otherwise apply, the
following rates shall apply (unless super-
slded by a wage order issued under para-
graph (6) and except as otherwise provided
by paragraph (8) ) :

“(1) Effective as prescribed in subpara-
graph (B), the employee’s base rate, in-
creased by 25 per centum.

“(11) Effective one year after the applicable
effective date of the increase prescribed by
clause (i), not less than the highest rate
applicable to the employee on the day before
the effective date of the Increase prescribed
by this clause, increased by an amount equal
to 12.56 per centum of the employee’s base
rate.

“(B) The effective date of the increase
prescribed by subparagraph (A) (1) shall be
the sixtieth day following the effective date of
the Fair Labor Standards Amendments of
1973 or one year from the effective date of
the most recent wage order applicable to
the employee which the Secretary issued
before the effective date of the Fair Labor
Standards Amendments of 1973 pursuant to
the recommendations of a special industry
committee appointed under section 5, which-
ever is later.

“(C) For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘base rate’ means the rate applicable
to an employee under the most recent wage
order issued by the Secretary before the ef-
fective date of the Falr Labor Standards
Amendments of 1973 pursuant to the rec-
ommendations of a special industry com-
mittee appointed pursuant to section 5.

“(3) (A) In the case of any employee em-
ployed in agriculture who is covered by a
wage order issued by the Secretary pursuant
to the recommendations of a special industry
committee appointed pursuant to section &
and to whom the rate or rates prescribed by
subsection (a)(5) would otherwise apply,
the following rates shall apply (unless super-
seded by a wage order issued under para-
graph (6) and except as otherwise provided
in subparagraph (B) or paragraph (8)):

“(1) Effective as prescribed in subpara-
graph (C), the employee's base rate, in-
creased by 15.4 per centum.
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“(1) Effective one year after the applica-
ble effective date of the increase prescribed
by cause (1), not less than the highest rate
applicable to the employee on the day before
the effective date of the increase prescribed
by this clause, increased by an amount equal
to 15.4 per centum of the employee's base
rate.
“(i11) Effective one year after the appli-
cable effective date of the increase pre-
scribed by cause (ii), not less than the
highest rate applicable to the employee on
the day before the effective date of the in-
crease prescribed by this clause, increased by
an amount equal to 15.4 per centum of the
employee’s base rate.

“(B) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A)
of this paragraph, in the case of any em-
ployee employed in agriculture who is cov-
ered by a wage order Issued by the Secre-
tary pursuant to the recommendations of
a special industry committee appointed pur-
suant to sectlon 5, to whom the rate or
rates prescribed by subsection (a) (5) would
otherwise apply, and whose hourly wage is
increased above the wage rate prescribed
by such wage order by a subsidy (or in-
come supplement) pald, in whole or in part,
by the government of Puerto Rico, the fol-
lowing rates shall apply (except as otherwise
provided in this subparagraph and in para-
graph (8));

“(1) Effectlve as prescribed in subpara-
graph (C), the employee's base rate, in-
creased by (I) the amount by which the em-
ployee’s hourly wage rate is increased above
his base rate by the subsidy (or income sup-
plement), and (II) 154 per centum of the
sum of the employee's base rate and the
amount referred to in subclause (I).

“(11) Effective one year after the appli-
cable effective date of the Iincrease pre-
scribed by clause (1), not less than the
highest rate applicable to the employee on
the day before the effective date of the in-
crease prescribed by this clause increased
by an amount equal to 15.4 per centum of
the sum of the employee's base rate and
the amount referred to in subclause (I) of
clause (i).

“(ii1) Effective one year after the appli-

cable effective date of the increase prescribed
by clause (i1), not less than the highest
rate applicable to the employee on the day
before the effective date of the increase pre-
scribed by this clause, increased by an
amount equal to 154 per centum of the
sum of the employee's base rate and the
amount referred to in subclause (I) of
clause (1).
Notwithstanding clause (1), (ii), or (iii) of
this subparagraph, the minimum wage rate
for any employee described in this sub-
paragraph shall not be increased under such
clause (1), (i1), or (iii) to a rate which ex-
ceeds the minimum wage rate in effect under
subsection (a) (5).

“(C) The effective date of the increase
prescribed by subparagraphs (A) (1) and (B)
(i) shall be the sixtieth day following the
effective date of the Fair Labor Standards
Amendments of 1973 or one year from the
effective date of the most recent wage order
applicable to the employee which the Sec-
retary issued before the effective date of the
Fair Labor Standards Amendments of 1973
pursuant to the recommendations of a spe-
cial industry committee appointed under sec-
tion 5, whichever is later.

“{4) (A) Except as provided in section 5(e)
in the case of any employee who is covered
by a wage order issued by the SBecretary pur-
suant to the recommendations of a special
industry committee appointed pumsuant to
section 5 and to whom this section was made
applicable by the amendments made to this
Act by the Fair Labor Standards Amendments
of 1968, the following rates shall apply
(unless superseded by a wage order issued
under paragraph (6) and except as otherwise
provided by paragraph (8)):

18361

“(1) Effective as prescribed in subpara-
graph (B), the employee's base rate, increased
by 12.5 per centum.

*(i1) Effective one year after the applicable
effective date of the increase prescribed by
clause (i), not less than the highest rate
applicable to the employee on the day before
the effective date of the increase prescribed by
this clause, increased by an amount equal to
12.6 per centum of the employee’'s base rate.

*(ii1) Effective one year after the effective
date of the increase prescribed by clause
(1), not less than the highest rate appli-
cable to the employee on the day before the
effective date of the increase prescribed by
this clause, increased by an amount equal
to 12.6 per centum of the employees base
rate.

“(B) The effective date of the increase
prescribed by subparagraph (A) (1) shall be
the sixtieth day following the effective date
of the Fair Labor Standards Amendments of
1973 or one year from the effective date of
the most recent wage order applicable to the
employee which the Secretary issued before
the effective date of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Amendments of 1973 pursuant to the
recommendations of a special industry com-
mittee appointed under section 6, which-
ever is later.

"“(6) Except as provided in section 5(e), in
the case of any employee employed in Puerto
Rico or the Virgin Islands to whom this sec-
tion was made applicable by the amendments
made to this Act by the Falr Labor Stand-
ards Amendments of 1973, the BSecretary
shall, as soon as practicable after the date
of enactment of the Pair Labor Standards
Amendments of 1973, appoint a special indus-
try committee in accordance with section 5
to recommend the highest minimum wage
rate or rates, in accordance with the stand-
ards prescribed by section 8, to be applicable
to such employee in lieu of the rate or rates
prescribed by subsection (b). The rate or
rates recommended by the speclal industry
committee shall be effective with respect to
such employee upon the effective date of
the wage order issued pursuant to such rec-
ommendation, but not before sixty days after
the effective date of the Falr Labor Stand-
ards Amendments of 1973.

““(6) (A) Any employer, or group of em-
ployers, employing a majority of the em-
ployees in an industry in Puerto Rico or the
Virgin Islands for whom wage rate increases
are prescribed by paragraph (2), (3) (A), or
(4) may apply to the Secretary in writing
for the appointment of a special industry
committee to recommend the minimum wage
rate or rates to be paild such employees in
lieu of the rate or rates prescribed by para-
graph (2), (3) (A), or (4), whichever is ap-
plicable. Any such application shall be filed—

“(1) in the case of the first of such in-
creases, not less than thirty days following
the date of enactment of the Falr Labor
Standards Amendments of 1973, and

*“{ii) in the case of each succeeding in-
crease, not more than one hundred and
twenty days and not less than sixty days
prior to the effective date of such increase,

“(B) The Secretary shall promptly con-
sider any application duly filed under sub-
paragraph (A) of this paragraph for appoint-
ment of a special Industry committee and
may appoint such a special industry com-
mittee if he has a reasonable cause to believe,
on the basls of financial and other informa-
tion contained in the application, that com-
pliance with any applicable rate or rates pre-
scribed by paragraph (2), (3) (A), or (4), as
the case may be, will substantially curtail
employment in the industry with respect to
which the application was filed. The Secre-
tary’s decision upon any such application
shall be final. In appointing a special indus-
try committee pursuant to this paragraph
the Secretary shall, to the extent possible,
appoint persons who were members of the
special industry committee most recently
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convened under section 8 for such industry.
Any wage order issued pursuant to the rec-
ommendations of a special industry commit-
tee appointed under this paragraph shall
take effect on the applicable effective date
provided in paragraph (2), (3), or (4), as the
case may be. If a wage order has not been
issued pursuant to the recommendation of a
speclal industry committee appointed under
this paragraph prior to the applicable effec-
tive date under paragraph (2), (3), or (4),
the applicable percentage increase provided
by paragraph (2), (3), or (4) shall take effect
on the effective date prescribed therein, ex-
cept with respect to the employees of an em-
ployer who filed an application for appoint-
ment under this paragraph of a special in-
dustry committee and who files with the Sec-
retary an undertaking with a surety or
sureties satisfactory to the Secretary for pay-
ment to his employees of an amount suffi~
clent to compensate such employees for the
difference between the wages they actually
receive and the wages to which they are en-
titled under this subsection. The Secretary
shall be empowered to enforce such under-
taking and any sums recovered by him shall
be held in a speclal deposit account and
shall be paid, on order of the Secretary, di-
rectly to the employee or employees affected.
Any such sum not paid to an employee be-
cause of inability to do so within a period
of three years shall be covered into the
Treasury of the United States as miscel-
laneous receipts.

“(C) The provisions of section 6 and sec-
tion 8, relating to special industry commit-
tees, shall be applicable to special industry
committees appointed under this paragraph.
The appointment of a special industry com-
mittee under this paragraph shall be in ad-
dition to and not in lieu of any speclal in-
dustry committee required to be convened
pursuant to section 8(a), except that no
special industry committee convened under
that section shall hold any hearing within
one year after a minimum wage rate or rates
for such industry shall have been recom-
mended to the Secretary, by a special indus-
try committee appointed under this para-
graph, to be paid in lieu of the rate or rates
prescribed by paragraph (2), (3) (A), or (4),
as the case may be.

“{(7) The minimum wage rate or rates
prescribed by this subsection shall be in
effect only for so long as and Insofar as such
minimum wage rate or rates have not been
superseded by a wage order fixing a higher
minimum wage rate or rates (but not in
excess of the applicable rate prescribed in
subsection (a) or (b)) hereafter issued by
the Secretary pursuant to the recommenda-
tion of a special industry committee ap-
pointed under section 6.

"“(8) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this subsection, the wage rate of any
employee in Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands
which is subject to increase under paragraph
(2), (3), (4), or (5) of this subsection shall,
on and after the effective date of the first
wage increase under the paragraph which
applies to the employee’s wage rate, be not
less than 60 per centum of the wage rate
that (but for this subsection) would be
applicable to such employee under subsec-
tion (a) or (b) of this section.”

(b) (1) The last sentence of section 8(b)
(29 U.S.C., 208(b)) is amended by striking
out the period at the end thereof and insert-
ing in lieu thereof a semicolon and the fol-
lowing: “except that the committee shall
recommend to the Secretary the minimum
wage rate prescribed in section 6 (a) or (b),
which would be applicable but for section
6(c), unless there is substantial documen-
tary evidence, including pertinent wun-
abridged profit and loss statements and
balance sheets for a representative period of
years, In the record which establishes that
the industry, or a predominant portion
thereof, is unable to pay that wage.”
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(2) The third sentence of section 10(a)
(20 US.C. 210(a)) is amended by inserting
after “modify” the following: *“(including
provision for the payment of an appropriate
minimum wage rate)".

Mr. ERLENBORN (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that section 105 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
Ilinois?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONTE

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CoNTE: Page 15,
insert after line 9 the following:

Sec. 108. Section 13(f) (29 U.S.C. 213(f))
is amended (1) by inserting “(1)” immedi-
ately after “(f)"”, and (2) by adding at the
end thereof the following new paragraph:

“(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), the
increases in the minimum wage rates pre-
scribed by the Fair Labor Standards Amend-
ments of 1973 shall not apply to the mini-
mum wage rates applicable under this Act
to employees employed in the Canal Zone.”

Mr., CONTE. Mr. Chairman, the pur-
pose of this amendment is to freeze the
minimum wage paid in the Canal Zone.

Since 1966, when the minimum wage
was extended to the Canal Zone, it has
caused an economic disruption in the so-
ciety of Panama. At the present time, the
lowest paid worker for the Canal Zone
Government or the Panama Canal Com-
pany earns the same wage as a profes-
sional schoolteacher in Panama.

This creates an embarrassing tension
in our relations with the government of
Panama. Gainful employment in Pan-
ama is discouraged by the higher pay-
ing, lower qualification jobs in the Canal
Zone. In economic terms, we are foster-
ing underemployment.

The minimum wage paid in the Canal
Zone is three times what is paid in Pan-
ama for the same work. If the minimum
wage is raised from $1.60 to $2.20 in the
Canal Zone, an increase of 38 percent,
this disparity will increase to four times
the local rate.

This freeze on the minimum wage for
the Canal Zone is supported by the State
Department, the Panama Canal Com-
pany and the Canal Zone Government. It
would affect only 300 employees, all of
them Panamanian citizens.

The Canal Zone is the only area in the
world where the foreign citizens are hired
and paid according to the U.S. minimum
wage schedule, instead of the local min-
imum wage.

Another disadvantage in having Pan-
amanian workers paid under the U.S.
minimum wage scale is the possibility
that, as a result of treaty negotiations,
certain business activities may be trans-
ferred from government operation to pri-
vate business. Beset by minimum wage
requirements, many firms would not be
competitive.

Furthermore, under the treaty nego-
tiations with Panama, a number of ac-
tivities now performed by the Canal
Zone Government, such as operating
piers or commissaries, could be trans-
ferred directly to operation by the Pan-
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ama Government. Employees paid $2.20
an hour under the U.S. wage scale would
be reduced to 50 or 70 cents an hour
under Panamanian jurisdiction. This
sharp reduction would cause a severe
morale problem in the Canal Zone.

If businesses which are now run by the
Canal Zone Government are turned over
to Panama, we would certainly hope for
a period of time in which the employees
would be guaranteed employment. But if
minimum wages are raised to a level
four times the Panamanian level, then
there is little likelihood of such a guar-
antee.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment so that the difference he-
tween the minimum wages paid for the
same work in the Canal Zone is not ag-
gravated any further. .

I might say, Mr. Chairman, that this
amendment was adopted last year when
we had the minimum wage bill before
this House.

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

The gentleman is correct. Last year
when the same gentleman now in the well
offered the same amendment as is now
being offered it was adopted by a record
vote by a substantial margin.

I would also like to point out that I
have a letter dated March 23 of this
year from the Department of State,
signed by Marshall Wright, Acting As-
sistant Secretary for Congressional Re-
lations. In this letter he sets out the rea-
sons why the gentleman’s amendment
ought to be adopted. Without reading the
whole letter, let me make two or three
salient points: “The Department of State
would like to recommend that H.R. 4757
be amended to exempt the Panama Canal
Zone from the minimum wage provisions
of the bill. This recommendation is based
on the following important foreign policy
considerations.”

It continues that this, “would adversely
affect the financial condition of the
Panama Canal Company and increase
the cost of operating U.S. military bases
located there.”

It continues further, “would further
accentuate the existing disparity between
wage levels of better paid Panamanians
working in the Zone and those in the Re-
public of Panama.”

Lastly, “A minimum wage increase
would complicate on-going canal treaty
negotiations.”

These are very excellent reasons why
I believe the amendment of the gentle-
man from Massachusetts ought to be
adopted.

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

Mr. Chairman, I shall not take too
much time, but I also have a letter from
the Department of State and one from
the Government of Panama.

The situation at this point is that the
Panamanian Government takes the posi-
tion that this is a violation of treaty.
The State Department states very flatly
that they must pay equal pay for equal
work to Panamanians, the same as to
American citizens. The only way they
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can deny the Panamanians’ inclusion
under the increase in minimum wage
law is to specifically exclude the Amer-
icans as well.

Once it comes to the point of the
money being paid, the agreement does
say that they must pay the Panamanians
the same amount as they pay American
citizens.

Mr. Chairman, this committee had a
concern over this. I had practically the
same sentiments as my friend from Mas-
sachusetts has. What we have decided
to do is to leave it in the bill to go to
the Senate. I have already been talking
to the Senators and they are going to
try to work in some kind of language
that will not violate the treaty; the Sen-
ator in charge of this legislation in the
Senate assured that. We agreed to keep
it in our bill so that we have a point of
controversy when we get to the Senate.

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

Mr. DENT. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. NEDZI) .

Mr. NEDZI, Mr. Chairman, is it not
true that the Canal Zone has been under
the jurisdiction of the minimum wage
since 1966?

Mr. DENT, That is true.

Very sincerely, I tell you this has
caused much thought. I wish the gentle-
man would let us keep our hands free for
when we talk to the Senate.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DENT. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. STEIGER) .

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I think I heard the gentle-
man’s remarks regarding the effect this
provision has on U.S. citizens, is that
correct?

Mr. DENT. Yes.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Perhaps
I missed the point. I cannot think in
terms of experience of the committee
that no U.S. citizen is paid less than the
minimum wage. It seems it would not af-
fect U.S. citizens.

Mr. DENT. In fact, there are wage
board and other Federal employees who
now earn less than $2 an hour. But, more-
over, we believe that in the conference
committee with the Senate, who are
really the treaty endorsers for the Gov-
ernment of the United States, that we
will be in a better position to work out
something equitable.

That is all this is.

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

I rise to oppose the amendment. I have
recently been designated as chairman of
the Panama Canal Zone Subcommittee.
We have had in the Merchant Marine
and Fisheries Committee a number of
conferences with Panamanian officials.

We are now trying to reach some kind
of an accommodation, so far as an agree-
ment goes, with the Panamanian Gov-
ernment through the State Department.
The State Department has taken a posi-
tion, as has been indicated, that the
minimum wage coverage should not ex-
tend to the Panama Canal Zone, This is
a change of a 15-year precedent, where
the minimum wage coverage has ex-
tended to the zone.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

The State Department has taken the
position that we do not have the money
to pay the $6 million that it would cost
to cover the black Panamanians, who
essentially are the ones involved here. We
are now in a position where we have a
surplus of $1.5 million as a result of
Canal Zone tolls. I believe we are op-
erating off a toll structure that is now
60 years old and certainly should be re-
formed. As a result I believe we do have
the money to pay for this minimum wage
coverage.

There is an allegation made by the
Panamanian Government that in the
event we exclude and in fact discriminate
against the Canal Zone with respect to
this legislation we will be violating a
Treaty of 1955 origin. I believe that is
correct.

Without belaboring the point, I be-
lieve the amendment is not well taken,
that the Dent bill is in proper form in this
respect, and the Conte amendment
should be rejected.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose any amend-
ment to delete from H.R. 7935 the in-
creases in minimum wage rates provided
for the workers in the Panama Canal
Zone. These workers have received mini-
mum wage increases along with workers
in the United States for some 15 years
now and I see no justification for dis-
criminating against them this year.

If it is true that an increase in these
wage rates will force an increase in canal
tolls, I say that it is high time the tolls
were increased. Many of my colleagues
may not be aware of the fact that these
tolls have never been increased; they
are still at the rates at which they were
fixed some 60 years ago when the canal
was opened. If an increase of tolls is
called for, then it will only mean remov-
ing what has been a subsidy for the
shippers who use the canal, a subsidy
paid for by the low wages of Canal Zone
workers.

It is also illuminating to look at the
size of the increases which may be called
for. According to a letter sent by the De-
partment of State to Mr. DeEnT, the cost
of the minimum wage increase will be
about $6 million annually. To meet this
additional cost, if indeed there will be
additional cost, the canal need only in-
creasze by 6.07 percent the $98,833,373 toll
revenue they reported in 1972. This in-
crease will presumably also permit them
to retain the $1,247,448 net revenue—
that means profit—that the canal re-
ported in 1972, :

One final point, I think it is well to
note that the Government of the Repub-
lic of Panama supports an increase in the
Canal Zone minimum wage. Their am-
bassador stated last year that his gov-
ernment would regard exclusion of the
Canal Zone from the minimum wage in-
creases as a violation of the memoran-
dum of understanding attached fo the
1955 treaty between the United States
and Panama. The Government of Pan-
ama also feels that an increase in the
Canal Zone minimum wage would have
a beneficial effect on the Panamanian
economy and would stimulate further in-
creases in wage rates in their country.

I hope that the Conte amendment will
be rejected.
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Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield ?

Mr. LEGGETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. CONTE. The gentleman made
reference that the Canal Zone had z
amount of millions of dollars in surplus.
That is not the issue here.

I have a letter here from the Gover-
nor of the Canal Zone Government.

I am pleased to see that the gentle-
man is now on this committee. I have
been on the committee handling the ap-
propriations for the Cansal Zone for
many years. I do not want to infringe
on the jurisdiction of any other com-
mittee, however I do know something
about the problem because of my work
on the Appropriations Committee.

I have a letter from David S. Parker,
Governor of the Canal Zone, president
of the Panama Canal Company, plead-
ing with us to make this change. The
letter reads:

CaNAL ZONE GOVERNMENT,
Balboa Heights, Canal Zone,
March 12, 1973.

Hon. JounN H. DENT,
Chairman, Subcommitiee on General Labor,
House of Representatives, Washington,

D.C.

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: It is my understand-
ing that consideration is being given by
your Subcommittee to H.R. 4757, a bill to
amend the Falr Labor Standards Act of
1938. This legislation would, among other
things, Increase the minimum wage and
extend its present coverage. The hourly
minimum rate under the Act would be
Increased In time from $1.60 to $2.00 (or
$1.80 for newly covered employees) and
then to $2.20.

My purpose in writing is to recommend
that the bill be amended to provide that
the increases in the FLSA minimum wage
and the expanded coverage shall not apply
in the Canal Zone and that, instead, the
present coverage and minimum wage of $1.60
per hour continue in effect. The Commander
in Chief, United States Southern Command,
acting on behalf of the military activities
here, concurs in this recommendation. The
reasons for this proposal are set out below.

The Fair Labor Standards Act is geo-
graphically applicable to the Canal Zone.
Prior to 1966 its minimum wage require-
ments covered only employees of construc-
tion contractors and of certain of the few
private business establishments located in
the Canal Zone, such as banks and shipping
agents. Under Public Law 89-801 (enacted
September 23, 1966) the FLSA was amended
to extend minimum wage coverage to em-
ployees of Federal agencies operating in the
Canal Zone and to personnel of nonappro-
priated fund activities under the Armed
Forces.

The application of the minimum wage to
Federal workers in the Canal Zone in 1966
had a substantlal impact on employment
practices of the Canal agencles. Up to that
time, the wage rates for positions at the
lower sklill levels for which there is adequate
labor supply available in the Republic of
Panama were fixed on a local wage base. For
higher skilled workers in positions for which
recruitment is necessary, at least in part,
from the United States, rates of compensa-
tion applicable to Federal employment in
the continental United States have been
used. Congress has expressly sanctioned such
a wage plan in the enactment of section 144
of Title 2, Canal Zone Code, 7T6A Stat. 1T,
which authorizes the head of each Federal
agency here to fix basic compensation in re-
lation either to United States rates or to
wages pald in areas outside the country as




18364

designated in regulations issued under au-
thority of the President.

Since the effective date of the 1966 FLSA
amendments, the use of a local wage base has
been continued, but its lowest rates have
been fixed at the minimum wage prescribed
under the FLSA. The result has been that the
pay for workers in those jobs for which there
is local recruitment has been artificially held
above the local wage base that otherwise
would have been applicable under the statu-
tory wage system prescribed for the Canal
Zone under 2 C.Z.C. § 144.

At the present time there are approxi-
mately 9,100 employees in the Canal Zone
subject to the Act. Of this number, about
6,800 are U.S. Government personnel in the
wage board category or employed by nonap-
propriated fund activities. The remainder
are the privately employed workers referred
to above, who for the most part were subject
to the FLSA prior to the 1966 amendments.

In order to eliminate the disparity between
Federal employees entitled to the FLSA mini-
mum and others in occupations not subject
to the Act, the U.S. Government agencies
administratively established a minimum
wage of $1.60 an hour for all excluded em-
ployees. For that reason all Federal workers
in the Canal Zone now receive no less than
$1.60 an hour.

The legal minimum wage for urban em-
ployment in the adjacent labor market in
Panama ranges from 50 to 70 cents an hour.
A further increase in the Canal Zone mini-
mum wage would, of course, widen the al-
ready substantial gap between the legal wage
floor in Panama as opposed to the Canal Zone
minimum. The anomaly is an obvious one be-
cause most of the employees in the Canal
Zone who would be affected by a change in
the minimum wage reside in, and are na-
tionals of, the Republic of Panama. Present
wage levels provided more than an adequate
number of applicants for employment in
the Canal Zone. The higher minimum does
not appear justifiable on the basis of eco-
nomic need, social policy, or sound personnel
practice.

One obvious effect of a law establishing
a minimum that is three times the prevail-
ing wage in the Republic of Panama is un-
economical operation by the Canal agencles
and the military components. The proposed
legislation would have a significant effect on
the U.S. military forces in the Canal Zone.
The competitive position of open messes
would be adversely affected, the activity of
special services would be curtailed, and post
exchange payrolls would be substantially in-
creased. The effect on special services and
on the competitive position of the open
messes would be to cause a greater number
of U.S. servicemen to seek food and enter-
talnment in Panama rather than to remain
on the military posts. A more significant re-
sult would be the loss of jobs by Panamanian
nationals who work in these service activities
in the Canal Zone. The delicate relations
with the present Panamanian Government
could be disrupted by the reduction in force
that application of the increase here would
require.

The cost impact of HR. 4757 would be
greater on the Panama Canal Company and
the Canal Zone Government because of the
large number of Panamanians in semi-skilled
positions. At current employment levels, the
annual increase in cost would be $6 million
for the two Canal agencies if the minimum
wage goes from $1.60 to $2.20 per hour. The
expense of Canal operations, a principal part
of which is labor cost, is expected in the
near future to exceed income from tolls. It
is evident, therefore, that a $6 million in-
crease in labor costs that would result from
an increase in the minimum wage would sub-
stantially contribute to the pressure for an
upward revislon in tolls, since the waterway
is required to be self-sustaining.

The Canal Zone s the only foreign area
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in which the U.S8. Government pays local na-
tlonals a wage equal to the minimum in the
United States rather than one based on pre-
valling rates in the local economy. Continua-
tion of the present policy in the Canal Zone
with the adoption of the higher rates could
place in jeopardy the practice of using wage
scales conforming to locality rates in other
foreign areas,

A second area of concern is the proposed
extension of minimum wage coverage to do-
mestic service employees. The inclusion of
the nearly 7,000 domestics In the Canal Zone
in the proposed legislation is considered to
be most unwise. The present minimum wage
for domestics in the Republic of Panama is
$40.00 per month. The requirement to pay a
$2.20 minimum wage to domestics working
in the Canal Zone, or even a $1.60 minimum
for that matter, would create a situation
where Canal Zone domestics would be work=-
ing under a minimum wage scale that is al-
most 10 times higher than the minimum
wage for comparable work in the adjacent
urban areas of Panama. The use of domes-
tics, most of whom are already pald above
the Panama scale, enables dependents of
U.8. Government employees and military per-
sonnel to be employed in regular Government
positions and, thereby, reduces the need for
additional recruitment and. housing of U.B.
nationals. Many positions which cannot be
filled from the local labor market, such as
nurses and school teachers, are filled in this
way., If the cost of employing domestics is
ralsed substantially, it is expected that many
dependents would glve up domestics and re-
turn to household duties. Such an action
unquestionably would result in markedly
higher U.S. Government recruitment ex-
penses while at the same time increasing un-
employment in Panama.

Another important consideration is that
the minimum wage in the Canal Zone is one
of the subjects being considered in treaty
negotiations now In progress between the
United States and Panama. It would not
appear to be in the best interests of the
United States to increase the statutory obli-
gation for a fixed level of compensation when
the conditions under which the Canal enter-
prise operates may undergo substantive
change.

Based on the foregoilng conslderations, I
strongly recommend. that while the bill is
under consideration by your Subcomimittee,
it be amended to exclude the Canal Zone
from the proposed expanded coverage and
wage increases and to retaln the present
minimum here. I believe that such a result
could be accomplished by adding a new sec-
tion 214 at the end of Title II reading as
follows:

“Sec, 214. This Act shall not apply to the
Canal Zone."

Due to the fact that hearing by your Sub-
committee is scheduled for March 13-15,
time does not permit securing advice from
the Office of Management and Budget as to
the relationship of this report to the pro-
gram of the President.

Sincerely yours,
Davip 8. PARKER,
Governor of the Canal Zone, President,
Panama Canal Company.

The chairman of the subcommittee
said, “Give us time.” We have had about
a year to solve this problem, I have
spoken with the gentleman many times
off the floor of the House. I told him I
was going to offer the amendment, I did
offer the amendment last year. The
amendment was carried by the House.

They are paying these people outside
of the Canal Zone 50 to 70 cents an hour,
top wages. Can you imagine those who
leave the zone in the evening and return
to Panama earning twice as much as a
schoolteacher and, if we pass $2.20 mini-
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mum per hour four times more than a
person living in Panama? All we are
doing is to further strain relations with
the Panamanians.

I should like to see everybody get $2.20
an hour, but here we would aggravate
the situation. Why make an exception
to the rule? We do not pay U.S. mini-
mum wage to foreign employees any
place outside of the United States except
the Canal Zone.

Mr. LEGGETT. I get the gentleman’s
point. I would say that I have a four-
page letter from Gov, Dave Parker, too.
I have great respect for him,

On this particular point I am satisfied,
after talking with the officials there, that
we are going to aggravate the situation
between the United States and the Gov-
ernment of Panama by making this
exception at this time.

The Panamanian Ambassador wrote
a letter to the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor. We can put
that letter in the Recorp if we want to.

The better part of valor and diplomacy
at this time would be not to make the
mistake we made last year. If the Senate
in conference wants to do something else,
let us let them do it.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, very briefly it seems to
me there are two points the committee
ought to consider before turning down
the Conte amendment.

In the first place, the chairman of the
subcommittee argues it is required to
keep the language of the committee bill
in, in order to provide some kind of flexi-
bility in the conference. I must say in all
honesty that fails to be persuasive to the
question, if we really want flexibility, for
if that is what we are searching for let
us take the Conte amendment and then
deal with the other body in the con-
ference.

But we, in effect, are going to eliminate
any ability to be flexible if we do not
adopt the Conte amendment.

Mr. Chairman, there is a second point
which, I think, is even more important
from the view of those of us on this com-
mittee, and that is that we have on this
issue essentially two conflicting views:
Those of the representatives of Panama
and those of the representatives of the
United States.

I would tell the Members very honestly
that I think it would be far the wiser
course of action to listen carefully to
those views expressed by the representa-
tives of this country who have to live
with this kind of problem, and on that
basis the Conte amendment is the one
that makes the most sense from the
standpoint of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, on that basis, it seems
to me the Conte amendment ought to be
adopted.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to address
a question to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. CoNTE) .

We have been talking about minimum
wage problems here. But I have not heard
any discussion so far with regard to the
actual situation in Panama. If I read the
papers correctly, the Panamanian peo-
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ple have been attacking this country for
some time: they claim that we have been
unkind toc them and have been taking too
much money away from them. They even
invited the Security Council of the United
Nations down there a few months ago to
attack the United States.

Mr. Chairman, I am a little confused
as to just what the impact of this amend-
ment will be. The gentleman tells us that
if we continue to pay higher wages to the
Panamanian people that the United
States employs, then Panama is going to
be mad at us.

Mr. CONTE. The Panamanians.

Mr. STRATTON. But it seems to me
that under the gentleman’s amendment,
if we take away the additional money
we have been paying some Panamanians,
then they are going to be mad at us, too,
because we have taken it away.

I wonder just what impact this bill or
the gentleman’s amendment will have on
this basic problem? As far as I can see,
neither one is going to help us very much.
The Panamanians are going to be mad at
us regardless of what we do.

Is that not the situation, or does the
gentleman have any other light he can
throw on it? Is there anything we can do
that would improve the situation in
Panama?

Mr. Chairman, it looks to me as though
it would work the other way.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I may say
that the amendment I have offered does
not take anything away; it just freezes
the minimum wage rate where it is at
the present time.

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman
has made a candid statement. I do not
think it makes any difference whether
my amendment carries or whether my
amendment is defeated, as far as doing
something to change relationships down
there. I merely point out the human
factor.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman realizes
this: that if he had somebody living in
Cohoes, N.Y., and they were making $5
an hour, and they came up to Schenec-
tady and made $30 an hour, the guy is
going to be damn mad. That is the only
point I am trying to make.

Mr. Chairman, this is what has hap-
pened. We have 300 Panamanians get-
ting the minimum wage, because they
work in the Canal Zone, and if they leave
the Cana Zone, they make from 50 to 60
cents an hour. It has nothing to do with
our policy or a change in our policy.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman tell us what the Panama-
nians have been doing for us lately?

Mr. CONTE. Not very much.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support
of the Conte amendment. Last year when
the House considered a minimum wage
bill, which did not become law, it over-
whelmingly accepted a similar Conte
amendment excluding the Panama Canal
Company from the provisions of the bill,

The Panama Canal Company is cur-
rently obliged to pay a minimum wage of
$1.60. The minimum wage rate in Pana-
ma is from 50 to 75 cents an hour. Ob-
viously the Canal Company is a most at-
tractive employer, and its jobs are a
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distortion in the labor market in Panama.
The effect of HR. 7935, if the Conte
amendment is not adopted, would be to
raise the minimum wage from about
three times the local rate to about four
times the local rate.

In addition to the unhealthy relation-
ship with local wages, the increase in
the minimum wage for the Canal Com-
pany would undoubtedly force higher
rates for the Panama Canal tolls or oblige
the Panama Canal Company to come to
Congress for U.S. taxpayers’ money to
support the operation of the canal. Since
we are engaged in negotiations to change
some of the arrangements between the
United States and the Government of
Panama which have existed for years, the
trustees of the Canal Company and its
managers believe that it would be unwise
to raise tolls. At this time, also, the
full effect of higher tolls on South
American economies is not known, ex-
cept that increase would be generally
harmful. Consequently, it would be ter-
ribly unwise if the Canal Company were
included in H.R. 7935.

I am informed that American opera-
tions, particularly those of the Defense
Department overseas, usually pay local
rates when hiring local people. The Canal
Company has not made such a request.
They are only asking that the current
rate, which is three times the local rate,
be maintained rather than increasing it
to four times the local rate. The amend-
ment of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts deserves unanimous support. I urge
its adoption.

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

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

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was refused.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE II—EXTENSION OF COVERAGE;
REVISION OF EXEMPTIONS
FEDERAL AND STATE EMPLOYEES

Sec. 201. (a) (1) Subsection (d) of section
3 (20 US.C. 203) is amended to read as
follows:

“(d) ‘Employer’ includes any person acting
directly or indirectly in the interest of an
employer in relation to an employee and in-
cludes the United States or any BState or
political subdivision of a State, but does not
include any labor organization (other than
when acting as an employer) or anyone act-
ing in the capacity of officer or agent of
such lsbor organization.”

(2) Subsection (r) of section 3 is amended
by inserting “or” at the end of paragraph
(2) and by inserting after that paragraph
the following new paragraph:

“(8) in connection with the activities of
the Government of the United States or of
any State or political subdivision of a
State,”.

(3) Subsection (s)
amended—

(A) by striking out “or” at the end of
paragraph (8),

(B) by striking out the period at the end
of paragraph (4) and inserting in lieu there-
of *; or”, and

(C) by adding after paragraph (4) the
following new paragraph:

section 3 1is
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“(b) is an activity of the Government of
the United States or of any State or political
subdivision of a State.”.

(b) Section 13(b) (29 U.S.C. 213(b)) s
amended by striking out the period at the
end of paragraph (19) and inserting in lieu
thereof “; or” and by adding after that para-
graph the following:

“(20) any employee of a State or political
subdivision of a State engaged In fire pro-
tection or law enforcement activities; or

*“(21) any Federal employee other than a
Federal employee who was brought within
the purview of section 7 by the amendments
made by the Fair Labor Standards Amend-
ments of 19686.".

(c) Bubsection (b) of section 18 (20 U.S.C.
218) is amended to read as follows:

“(b) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act (other than section 13(f))
or any other law, any employee employed in
& Federal nonappropriated fund instru-
mentality shall have his basic pay fixed or
adjusted at an hourly wage rate which is
not less than the rate in effect under sec-
tion 6(a) (1) and shall have his overtime
pay fixed or adjusted at an hourly wage
rate which is not less than the rate pre-
scribed by section T(a).”

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to ask unanimous consent that the
section be considered as read and the
remainder of the bill be considered as
read and open to amendment at any
point.

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

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, do I under-
stand correctly the gentleman wants
the remainder of the bill to be con-
sidered as read and open to amendment
at any point?

Mr. DENT. Yes.

Mr. ERLENBORN. If the gentleman
will reserve that and only ask at this
time that this section be considered as
read, I will not object. Otherwise I feel
constrained to object.

Mr. DENT. Well, I have been trying
for 7 months to get some kind of
concession or conference with you, but
I will yield again and only ask that this
section be considered as read.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. HENDERSON

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, 1
offer several amendments and ask unani-
mous consent that they be considered en
bloe.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

‘There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. HENDERSON:
Amend section 201 as follows:

On page 15, line 17, strike out “the United
States or".

On page 15, beginning in line 25 and end-
ing in line 1, page 16, strike out “of the Gov-
ernment of the United States or”.

On page 16, lines 10 and 11, strike out “of
the Government of the United States or”.

On page 16, line 19, strike out “activities;
or” and insert in lieu thereof “activities.”.”

On page 16, beginning in line 20, strike out
all of paragraph (21).

Mr, HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of my amendment is to strike




18366

from section 201 of the bill that language
which would have the effect of extend-
ing coverage of the minimum wage pro-
visions to all Federal employees and cov-
erage of the overtime provisions to wage
board employees of the Government.

I have examined the Committee’s re-
port on H.R. 7935, and I can find no
justification for extending application
of the minimum wage provisions of the
Fair Labor Standards Act to Federal
employees.

Such action, as everyone knows, will
result in no benefit to Federal employees.
This fact is acknowledged by the Educa-
tion and Labor Committee on pages 21
and 22 of the committee’s report.

At the present time, the minimum
hourly rate under the general schedule is
$2.31. The pay schedules of Federal em-
ployees are adjusted regularly to provide
rates of pay which are not less than, and
ordinarily are greater than, the minimum
rate under the Fair Labor Standards Act.

‘With respect to wage board or prevail-
ing rate employees of the Government,
section 5343(a) of title 5, United States
Code, specifically provides that their
rates of pay may not be less than the
minimum rate specified under the Fair
Labor Standards Act.

The Post Office and Civil Service Com-
mittee has jurisdiction over the pay of
Federal employees, and I believe our
committee has been successful in estab-
lishing pay systems which insure fair and
adequate rates of pay for all Federal
employees. Therefore, I can see no neces-
sity or justification for confusing the
state of the law by bringing Federal
employees under the minimum wage pro-
visions of the Fair Labor Standards Act.

The application of the overtime pro-
visions of the Fair Labor Standards Act
to Federal wage board or prevailing rate
employees, as proposed under section 201
of the bill, makes even less sense and
creates more serious problems than does
the proposal for extending the minimum
wage provisions to Federal employees.

The Fair Labor Standards Act requires
payment of time and one-half premium
rates for work in excess of 40 hours a
week for certain categories of employees.
The extension of this provision to Federal
prevailing rate employees would be of no
substantial benefit to such employees be-
cause the overtime pay benefits provided
for those employees in title 5 of the
United States Code are more liberal and
have broader coverage than those under
the Fair Labor Standards Act.

For example, under section 5544 of
title 5, prevailing rate employees are paid
time and one-half rates for work in ex-
cess of 8 hours a day, as well as for work
in excess of 40 hours a week. Further-
more, many employees, such as super-
visors and professionals, who are exempt
from overtime pay under the Fair Labor
Standards Act, are entitled to overtime
pay under section 5544 of title 5.

The most serious problem that would
be created by bringing Federal wage
board employees under the overtime pro-
visions of the Fair Labor Standards Act
centers on the fact that two agencies, the
Civil Service Commission and the De-
partment of Labor, would be responsible
for administering and enforcing the

overtime pay laws applicable to those
employees.

Clearly, this will create complications
and confusion as to what effect the de-
cisions of either agency will have on the
other's existing authority.

In addition, this jurisdictional confu-
sion could extend to the General Ac-
counting Office, which, by law, has au-
thority to settle all claims, including
claims for pay, against the Federal Gov-
ernment. Under the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act, the responsibility for consider-
ing claims rests with the Secretary of
Labor.

Mr. Chairman, in view of these serious
administrative problems and the com-
plete lack of necessity or justification for
extending coverage of the Fair Labor
Standards Act to Federal employees, I
urge the adoption of my amendment.

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

Mr. HENDERSON, I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I want to
commend my colleague, the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. HENDERSON)
for offering his amendment, and to say
that I think the action on the part of the
Committee on Education and Labor,
though including Federal employees in
this legislation, constitutes a serious in-
trusion upon the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

Mr. HENDERSON. I thank the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
HENDERSON) .

The truth of the matter is that we al-
ready have covered for 7 years now, these
employees, and this extension was
reached upon the basis of testimony given
to our subcommittee on many, many dif-
ferent occasions. We are calling upon
private enterprise under the minimum
wage, and also the local governments and
the State governments are covered. We
should do the same for Federal em-
ployees. I think it is academic that there
will not be anybody here getting a pay
increase. However, it is also not true that
we cover Federal employees for overtime.
There is no overtime extension in this
legislation at all for Federal employees.

I urge the Members to vote down the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
man from North Carolina (Mr. HEN-
DERSON).

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BURTON. 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 167, noes 249,
not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll. No. 185]
AYES—167

Bafalls
Baker
Beard
Blackburn
Bowen
Bray

Abdnor
Anderson, Il1.
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook

Brinkley
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burgener
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Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler
Byron
Camp
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Crane
Danlel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W.,Jr.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Dulski

Gubser

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif,
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blaggl
Blester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Buchanan
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Chappell
Chisholm
Clark
Clay
Cohen
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Danlels,

Dominick V.
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Haley
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanrahan
Hastings
Henderson
Hicks
Hogan
Holt
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Ketchum
Kuykendall
Landgrebe
Latta
Lott
Lujan
McClory
McEwen
Mahon
Mallliard

Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rose

Rousselot
Runnels
Ruppe

Ruth
Satterfield
Bcherle
Schneebell
Bebelius
Shipley
Shriver
Shuster
Smith, N.¥.
Spence
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stubblefield
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Callf,
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.

. Treen

. Montgomery

Moorhead,
Calif.
Myers
Nelsen
Nichols
Pettis
Poage
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, Tex.
Quie
NOES—249

Hawkins
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Drinan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Ellberg
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Flood
Flowers
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gilbbons
Gilman
Ginn
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heingz

Udall
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
Whitehurst
Whitten
Wiggins
Williams
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ill.
Young, 8.C.
Zion

Zwach

Helstoskl
Hillis
Hinshaw
Holifield
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hungate
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Ala,
Jones, Okla,
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeljer
Kazen
Keating
Kluczynski
Eoch

Kyros
Leggett
Lehman
Lent

Litton

Long, La.
Long, Md.
McCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McKay
McKinney
MceSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Maraziti
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.




June 6, 1973

Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Ryan
5t Germaln
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Saylor
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shoup
Sikes
Sisk
SBkubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Snyder
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Stark
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Stratton
Stuckey
Rog Studds
Roncallo, Wyo. Sullivan

Symington
Taylor, N.C.
Thompson, N.J.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie

Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzi

Nix

Obey
O'Hara
O'Neill
Oowens
Parris
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle
Pike
Podell
Price, IIl.
Pritchard
Railsback
Randall
Rangel

Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolft
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

NOT VOTING—16
Kemp Peyser
King Rooney, N.Y.
Landrum Stokes
Fulton Minshall, Ohio Towell, Nev.
Hébert O'Brien
Heckler, Mass. Patman

So the amendments were rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, ICHORD

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. IcHORD: Page
15, line 12, strike out “AND STATE".

Page 15, beginning in line 17, strike out
“or any State or political subdivision of &
Btate, but does not include” and Insert in
lieu thereof the following: “but does not
include any State or political subdivision of
a State (except with respect to employees
of a State, or a political subdivision thereof,
employed (1) in a hospital, institution, or
school referred to in the last sentence of sub-
section (r) of this section, or (2) in the
operation of a rallway or carrier referred
to in such sentence)".

Page 16, beginning in line 1, strike out
“or of any State or political subdivision of
a State”.

Page 16, beginning in line 11, strike out
“or of any State or political subdivision of a
State”.

Page 16, strike out line 17 and all that
follows down through and including “(21)"
in line 20 and insert in lieu thereof “(20)".

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment, although it seems rather
lengthy, merely strikes out the extension
of coverage to employees of local and
State governments.

Mr. Chairman, I am one Member of
the House who voted for the Erlenborn
amendment because it, too, struck out
the extension of coverage to local and
State governments, even though I sup-
ported all of the other provisions of the
bill of my good friend from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. DeEnT). So this is a matter of
very great principle to me.

I first came to this body, Mr. Chair-
man, some 12 years ago. At that time I
had no difficulty gaining a good legisla-
tive working knowledge of every measure
that came before the House of Repre-

Bolling
Carter
Fisher
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sentatives. Today that is almost impos-
sible. Why? Because in a short period of
12 years we have increased the legislative
jurisdiction of the Federal Government
I would say conservatively 1,000 percent.

Mr. Chairman, we are legislating or
attempting to legislate upon everything,
from the building of missiles, which goes
to Defense, to the regulation of switch-
blade knives which is definitely a city
council matter. And the situation is such
that 90 percent of us, I think, do not
even know what we are really voting on,
or we do not have a good legislative
working knowledge of what we are vot-
ing on in respect to every measure that
comes before this body.

The principle is one of trying to pre-
serve what we have left of our federal
system of government. Here we are say-
ing to every mayor and every city coun-
cilman, every Governor and every legis-
lator, “We are going to put you under
some measure of control of a bureaucrat
or bureaucrats in the Labor Depart-
ment.”

Mr. Chairman, we still have a federal
system of government. Those mayors,
those city councilmen, those Governors,
those State representatives, too, have an
electorate to which they are responsible,
and I submit that we have gone too far.

The committee, as I read the report,
attempts to justify this measure on the
minimal impact that it would have on
the number of employees to be covered.
It is true that there are very few State
and local employees that would be cov-
ered by this particular provision, but the
principle is there of putting those gov-
ernmental elected officials on the local
and State level under the control of a
bureaucracy downtown, taking away the
right that they have as elected officials
to determine how the taxpayers' money
should be spent.

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that the Com-
mittee sees fit to at least adopt this one
amendment to H.R. 7935.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. I do so simply on the
same basis as I discussed for the Federal
employees.

We have been covering State em-
ployees since the 1966 amendments. They
are covered by the act now.

Mr. Chairman, the Conference of May-
ors is supposed to have sent out some
kind of a release stating they were
against this provision. Somebody handed
me today a copy of that statement. But
that is not true. The only questions put
out by the municipal governments in this
matter were on the employments of po-
licemen and firemen.

Our committee, as it always has tried
to do, has given serious consideration to
legitimate proposals that come before us
which have a different intent than what
we are attempting in our actions, and
we felt that they were right on that
point. So we excluded policemen and
firemen from the act.

Mr. Chairman, I have had those long,
serious pains that my friend, the gentle-
man from Missouri (Mr. IcHORD) has,
having served on the Council of State
Governments for a great number of
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years. But I found out it is just some-
thing that you cannot do anything about.
The minute the State governments and
local governments start coming to the
Federal Government and the local gov-
ernment starts going to the State gov-
ernment for assistance, they give up a lot
of prerogatives the gentleman from Mis-
souri and I enjoyed when we were young-
er members of legislative bodies.

It is just the old song of “whoever pays
the piper calls the tune.”

As much as I regret it, that is the
situation. I would march backward to
those days myself when States had all
the States’ rights they once had, but as
long as we pay the bill, I am afraid this
is what is going to happen. I would hate
to have one-half of the State employees
covered and one-half not covered.

It should have happened 7 years ago,
if it happened at all.

Mr. ICHORD. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. DENT. I am happy to yield.

Mr. ICHORD. Is it not true the only
coverage now is hospitals and educa-
tional institutions which may or may
not come under the jurisdiction of the
city councils or the mayors or the State
governments?

Mr. DENT. I think you are right, but it
is a point of fact that we specifically
spelled out those institutions and then
the case was resolved in the courts as to
our right to do so and the courts resolved
it in our favor.

Mr. ICHORD. But here you are ex-
tending the coverage to all employees of
all State and local units of government.

Mr. DENT. That is right. And our
estimates are less than 100,000 will re-
ceive any kind of pay increase. It makes
for a better understanding of the matter,
really, especially in the area of public
works.

Mr, ICHORD. I know very well that
the gentleman from Pennsylvania is
caught up in some very conflicting con-
siderations here, and I am at least glad
to hear he has some pangs of conscience,
having been a great State legislative
leader in the State of Pennsylvania.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I ask that
the amendment be defeated.

_ Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in very strong support of the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Missouri.

I think it is an absolute necessity, and
while I take some comfort from the
statement by the distinguished subcom-
mittee chairman that some mayors’
groups are in support of this particular
provision in the committee bill, very def-
initely the mayors in my State are
strongly opposed to this provision.

I read from a letter from the president
of the League of Minnesota Municipali-
ties who respectfully urges opposition to
inclusion of State and local government
employees in minimum wage and over-
time provisions of the various proposed
amendments to the Fair Labor Standards
Act such as are contained in S, 1861, S.
1725, and H.R. 7935, this bill.

Other mayors in my distriect have
called my attention to the fact that my
State has a levy limitation imposed by
the legislature. If the Federal Govern-
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ment, in imposing its Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act on my municipalities, causes
their costs to increase, they will simply
have to cut back on other vital services
or, if they pay overtime in specific areas,
they have to lay somebody off.

It seems to me in that respect the
committee version itself is self-defeat-
ing. We realize the exclusion of fire and
police removes the greatest concerns, and
yvet mayors and city managers in my
district feel, particularly based on last
year's experience, what happens between
here and the final bill could well bring
the firemen and policemen back in. Many
of us are reminded of the situation of last
year when certain members of the House
group indicated they would accept a Sen-
ate bill which would have put the fire-
men and policemen back in and there-
fore would have wreaked havoc with our
municipal governments.

If we support the Ichord amendment
today, we will speak very strongly to our
conferees when they get into the confer-
ence committee. We will be saying that
we do not want these or any other munic-
ipal employees included.

I believe the gentleman from Missouri
has done us a great service in bringing
this amendment to the floor, and I hope
it is strongly supported.

Mr. DENT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRENZEL, I am glad to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. DENT. I can only say to you con-
ditions last year were certainly a lot dif-
ferent than this year. If we willingly took
the police and firemen out of this legis-
lation, have no fear of where I will stand
in the conference.

Mr. FRENZEL. In response to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, I would
say & positive vote on the Ichord amend-
ment would make me feel much more
comfortable than the statement of the
distinguished subcommittee chairman,
although I am pleased to have that state-
ment. I still think it is essential that we
support the Ichord amendment.

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

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. ICHORD. 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 182, noes 233,
not voting 17, as follows:
[Roll No. 188]

AYES—182
Burke, Fla.

Abdnor Crane

Anderson, 1.

Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalls
Baker
Beard
Blackburn
Bowen

Bray
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Broomfleld

Brown, Mich.

Brown, Ohlo

, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener

Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler

Byron

Camp

Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Colller
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Coughlin

Danlel, Dan
Danlel, Robert
Ww., Jr.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evins, Tenn.
Flowers

Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey

Fuqua

Gettys
Goldwater
Goodling
Gross

Grover
Gubser
Gunter

Hogan
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Eazen
Eeating
EKemp
Ketchum
Kuykendall
Landgrebe
Latta

Lott

Lujan

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif,
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annungzio

Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Blester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Broyhill, N.C.
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohlo
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clay
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Dent
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Drinan
Dulski
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Ellberg

McClory
McCollister
McEwen
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Mazzoll
Michel
Milford
Miller
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.

Myers
Nelsen
Nichols
Parris

Pettis
Pickle

Poage
Powell, Ohio
Preyer

Price, Tex.
Quie
Quillen
Randall
Rarick
Regula
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rogers
Rose
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruth

NOES—233

Esch
Evans, Colo.
Pascell
Findley
Fish
Flood
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Fraser
Froehlich
Fulton
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Gonzalez
Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gude
Guyer
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hawkins
Hays

Hechler, W. Va.

Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoskl
Hinshaw
Holifield

Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Jarman

Johnson, Calif.

Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Okla,
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeler
Kluczynski
Eoch

Eyros
Leggett
Lehman
Lent

Litton

Long, La.
Long, Md.
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Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Shriver
Shuster
Bikes
Skubitz
S8mith, N.Y.
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Stephens
Stubblefield
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Treen
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Winn
Wrylie
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Il.
Young, 8.C.
Zion
Zwach
Flynt

McCloskey
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McEKay
McEKinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mailliard
Marazitl
Matsunaga
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Mills, Ark.
Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, 1l1.
Murphy, N.¥.
gatcher

Nix

Obey
O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pike
Podell
Price, 111,
Pritchard
Rallsback
Rangel
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Rinaldo

Roe

Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
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Walsh

Whalen

Willlams

Wilson, Bob

Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif,

Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

Roy
Roybal
Ruppe
Ryan

8t Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Saylor
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Bisk

Stark

Steed

Steele
Steiger, Wis.
Stratton
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Teague, Calif. Wolff
Teague, Tex. Wright
Thompson, N.J. Wyatt
Thornton Wydler
Tiernan Yates

Udall Yatron
Ullman Young, Ga.
Van Deerlin Young, Tex.
Vanlk Zablockl
Vigorito

Waldie

NOT VOTING—17

Gray Patman
Hébert Peyser

King Rooney, N.Y.
Landrum Stokes
Cronin Minshall, Ohio Talcott
Fisher O’Brien Towell, Nev.

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur-
ther amendments to be proposed to this
section, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TRANSIT EMPLOYEES

Sec. 202. (a) Paragraph (7) of section 13(b)
(20 U.8.C. 213(b)) is amended by inserting
immediately before the semicolon the follow-
ing: “and if such employee receives compen-
sation for employment in excess of forty-
eight hours in any workweek at a rate not
less than one and one-half times the regular
rate at which he is employed".

(b) Effective one year after the effective
date of the Falr Labor Standards Amend-
ments of 1973, such paragraph is amended
by striking out “forty-eight hours” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “forty-four hours™”.

(c) Effective two years after the effective
date of such amendments, such paragraph
is amended by striking out “forty-four
hours” and inserting in lleu thereof “forty-
two hours”.

(d) Section 7 (290 U.B.C. 207) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

“{k) In the case of an employee of an
employer engaged in the business of operat-
ing a street, suburban, or interurban elec-
tric railway, or local trolley or motorbus car-
rier, whose rates and services are subject to
regulation by a State or local agency, in de-
termining the hours of employment of such
an employee to which the rate prescribed by
subsection (a) applies there shall be excluded
the hours such employee was employed in
charter activities by such employer if (1) the
employee’s employment in such activities was
pursuant to an agreement or understanding
with his employer arrived at before engaging
in such employment, and (2) employment
in such activities is not part of such employ-
ee's regular employment.”

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin (during
the reading) . Mr. Chairman, I ask unan-
imous consent that section 202 be con-
sidered as read, printed in the REecorp,
and open to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis-
consin?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEIGER OF

WISCONSIN

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SteicEr of Wis-
consin: Page 17, strike out 1ine 9, and all that

Slack
Smith, Iowa
Snyder
Btaggers
Stanton,
James V.

Bolling

Carter

Clausen,
Don H.
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follows down through and including line 13
on page 18.

Renumber the succeeding sections (and
references thereto) accordingly.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, this would delete from the
committee bill the provision which would
effectively eliminate overtime coverage
for transit workers.

The Members of the House will re-
member that last year when we debated
this bill, the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. RanpaLrL) offered an amendment to
the then Erlenborn substitute when it
was being considered that would have
eliminated overtime coverage of the tran-
sit workers. I argued at that time against
the amendment and it was defeated.

This amendment seeks to strike out
this provision from the committee bill. It
is really very simple. I find it very dif-
ficult to understand the basis on which
we ought in any way to make it more dif-
ficult for transit companies in the United
States at a time when we are talking
about accelerating the use of mass tran-
sit, to have to pay the overtime on the
basis the committee bill proposes be done.

From my standpoint at least, as I look
at the transit companies in the Sixth
District of Wisconsin, Oshkosh, Sheboy-
gan, Fond du Lac, all of them are in
trouble and having a difficult time even
staying in business at all.

I would suggest to the committee that
the effort on my part in this amendment
is to seek to make it possible for transit
companies to stay in business; to seek to
make it possible for young people and
senior citizens and those who may not
own automobiles or would like to use
public transit, to be able to continue to
use it.

I am fearful, if the committee bill as
presently before us is not amended, we
are going to run the great risk of mak-
ing it more difficult for those struggling
companies to stay in business.

I hope the amendment is adopted. I
hope it will be possible for us to main-
tain a transit system as it is used in
smaller cities across the United States.

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

Today, 88 percent of our organized
transit workers are covered by a 40-hour-
week agreement. We do not reach 40
hours. We start at 48 hours, go down to
42 hours, and stop at 42 hours.

We are dealing fairly as we tried to do
throughout this legislation. I ask that
the amendment be voted down.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. STEIGER).

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to inquire whether we could have some
sort of agreement that we consider the
bill to be read at this point, printed in
the REcorp, and open to amendment at
any point.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Is it the intention
of the gentleman to in any way limit time
for debate on any of the major amend-
ments?

Mr., DENT. Not until the gentleman
and I have had an opportunity to dis-
cuss it, I do not intend to make such a
motion,
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Mr. ERLENBORN. Under those cir-
cumstances, I certainly have no objec-
tion to the gentleman asking unanimous
consent.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
ask unanimous consent?

Mr. DENT. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT) asks unani-
mous consent that the remainder of the
bill be considered as read, printed in the
REecorp, and open to amendment at any
point.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BURTON, Mr. Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. BURTON. As I understand it, we
will continue going through the bill sec-
tion by section, but we will not go back.
Is that the understanding of the Chair?

The CHAIRMAN. It is only the re-
mainder of the bill to be considered as
read and open to amendment,

Mr. BURTON. What is the next sec-
tion, Mr. Chairman,

The CHAIRMAN. Section 203 is the
next section open, as the Chair under-
stands. Only the remainder of the bill
would be open to amendment. Parts that
have been dealt with would not be
eligible for amendment.

Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The remainder of the bill is as follows:

NURSING HOME EMPLOYEES

SEc. 203. (a) Paragraph (8) of section 13(b)
is amended by striking out "any employee
who (A) is employed by an establishment
which is an institution (other than a hospi-
tal) primarily engaged in the care of the sick,
the aged, or the mentally ill or defective
who reside on the premises” and the remain-
der of that paragraph.

(b) Sectlon 7(j) (29 U.S.C. 207(§)) is
amended by inserting after “a hospital” the
following: “or an establishment which is an
institution (other than a hospital) primarily
engaged In the care of the sick, the aged, or
the mentally ill or defective who reside on
the premises”.

SEASONAL INDUSTRY EMPLOYEES

Sec. 204. (a) Sectlons T(c) and 7(d) are
each amended—

(1) by striking out “ten workweeks” and
inserting in lieu thereof “seven workweeks”,

(2) by striking out “fourteen workweeks”
and inserting in lieu thereof “ten work=-
weeks", and

(3) by striking out “ten hours" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “nine hours".

(b) Section T(c) is amended by striking
out “fifty hours" and inserting in lieu there-
of “forty-eight hours".

(c) Effective one year after the effective
date of the Falr Labor Standards Amend-
ments of 1073, sections T(c) and T(d) are
each amended—

(1) by striking out “seven workweeks"
and inserting in lieu thereof “five work-
weeks"”, and

(2) by striking out "“ten workweeks” and
Inserting in lieu thereof “seven workweeks".

(d) Effective two years after the effective
date of such amendments, sections T(¢) and
7(d) are repealed.

DOMESTIC SERVICE EMPLOYEES EMPLOYED IN
HOUSEHOLDS

BEc. 205. (a) The Congress finds that the
employment of persons in domestic service
in households directly affects commerce be-
cause the provision of domestic services af-
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fects the employment opportunities of mem-
bers of households and their purchasing ac-
tivities. The minimum wage and overtime
protection of the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938 should have been avallable to such per-
sons since its enactment. It is the purpose
of the amendments made by subsection (b)
of this section to assure that such persons
will be afforded such protection.

(b) (1) Bectlon 6 is amended by adding
after subsection (e) the following new sub-
section:

“{f) Any employee who in any workweek is
employed in domestic service in a household
shall be paid wages at a rate not less than the
wage rate in effect under section 8(b) unless
such employee's compensation for such serv-
lce would not because of section 209(g) of the
Soclal Security Act constitute ‘wages' for
purposes of title IT of such Act.”

(2) Section 7 is amended by adding after
the subsection added by section 202(d) of
this Act the following new subsection:

“(1) Subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to any employee who in any workweek
Is employed in domestic service in a house-
hold unless such employee's compensation
for such service would not because of section
209(g) of the Social Security Act constitute
‘wages’ for purposes of title II of such Act.”

Section 13(a) is amended by striking out
the period at the end of paragraph (14) and
inserting “; or”, and by adding at the end of
such section the following:

“(15) any employee who is employed in
domestic service in a household and who re-
sides in such household; or”

EMPLOYMENT OF STUDENTS

BEc, 206. (a) Section 14 (29 U.S.C. 214) is
amended by striking out subsections (b) and
(c) and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing:

“(b) (1) The Secretary, to the extent neces-
sary in order to prevent curtailment of op-
portunities for employment, shall by special
certificate 1ssued under a regulation or order
provide for the employment, at a wage rate
not less than 85 per centum of the otherwise
applicable wage rate in effect under section 6
or not less than $1.60 an hour, whichever is
the higher (or in the case of employment in
Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands not de-
scribed in section 6(e), at a wage rate not less
than 85 per centum of the otherwise appli-
cable wage rate in effect under section 6(c))
of full-time students (regardless of age but
in compliance with applicable child labor
laws) in any occupation other than—

“{A) occupations in mining,

“(B) occupations in manufacturing,

“(C) occupations in warehousing and stor-

“(D) occupations in construction,

“(E) the occupation of a longshoreman,

“(F) occupations in or about plants or es-
tablishments manufacturing or storing ex-
plosives or articles containing explosive com-
ponents,

“(G) the occupation of a motor vehicle
driver or outside helper,

“(H) logging occupations and occupations
in the operation of any sawmill, lathmiil,
shingle mill, or cooperage stock mill,

“(I) occupations involved in the operation
of power-driven woodworking machines,

“(J) occupations involving exposure fo
radioactive substances and lonizing radiation,

“(K) occupations involved in the operation
of power-driven hoisting apparatus,

“(L) occupations involved in the operation
of power-driven metal forming, punching,
and shearing machines,

“(M) occupations involving slaughtering,
meatpacking or processing, or rendering,

“(N) occupations involved in the operation
of bakery machines,

“{O) oeccupations involved in the opera-
tion of paper products machines,

“(P) occupations involved in the manufac=
ture of brick, tile, or kindred products,

“(Q) occupations involved in the opera-




18370

tion of circular saws, band saws, or guillotine
shears,

“(R) occupations involved in wrecking,
demolition, or shipbreaking operations,

“(8) occupations in roofing operations,

“(T) occupations in excavation operations,
or

“(U) any other occupation determined by
the Secretary to be particularly hazardous for
the employment of such students.

“(2) The Secretary, to the extent necessary
in order to prevent curtailment of oppor-
tunities for employment, shall by special
certificate issued under a regulation or order
provide for the employment, at a wage rate
not less than 85 per centum of the wage rate
in effect under section 6(a)(5) or not less
than $1.30 an hour, whichever 1s the higher
(or in the case of employment in Puerto
Rico or the Virgin Islands not described in
section 6(e), at a wage rate not less than
85 per centum of the wage rate in effect
under section 6(e) (3)) of full-time students
(regardless of age but in compliance with
applicable child labor laws) in any occupa-
tion in agriculture other than an occupation
determined by the Secretary to be particu-
larly hazardous for the employment of such
students.

“(3) (A) A speclal certificate issued under
paragraph (1) or (2) shall provide that the
student for whom it is issued shall, except
during vacation periods, be employed on a
part-time basis and not in excess of twenty
hours in any workweek.

“(B) the issuance of a speclal certificate
under paragraph (1) or (2) for an employer
will cause the number of students employed
by such employer under special certificates
issued under this subsection to exceed four,
the Secretary may not issue such a special
certificate for the employment of a student
by such employer unless the Secretary finds
employment of such student will not create a
substantial probability of reducing the full-
time employment opportunities of persons
other than those employed under special
certificates issued under this subsection. If
the issuance of a speclal certificate under thia
subsection for an employer will not cause the
number of students employed by such em-
ployer under special certificates issued under
this subsection to exceed four, the Secretary
may issue a speclal certificate under this
subsection for the employment of a student
by such employer if such employer certifies
to the Secretary that the employment of
such student will not reduce the full-time
employment opportunities of persons other
than those employed under speclal certificates
issued under this subsection.”

(b) Bectlon 14 is further amended by re-
designating subsection (d) as subsection (c)
and by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

“(d) The Secretary may by regulation or
order provide that sections 6 and 7 shall not
apply with respect to the employment by any
elementary or secondary school of its stu-
dents if such employment constitutes, as de-
termined under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary, an integral part of the regular edu-
cation program provided by such school.”

(c) BSectlon 4(d) (290 U.B.C. 204(d)) iIs
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new sentence: “Such report shall
also include a summary of the special certif-
icates issued under section 14(b).”.
LAUNDRY AND CLEANING ESTABLISHMENTS TO

BE CONSIDERED SERVICE ESTABLISHMENTS FOR

CERTAIN PURPOSES

Sec. 207. In the administration of section
7(1) (relating to commission employees) and
13(a) (1) (relating to executive and adminis-
trative personnel and outside salesmen) of
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, estab-
lishments engaged in laundering, cleaning,
or repairing clothing or fabrics shall be con-
sidered service establishments.
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MAIDS AND CUSTODIAL EMPLOYEES OF HOTELS
AND MOTELS

Sec. 208. Section 13(b) (8) is amended by
inserting after “employee” the first time it
appears the following: “(other than an em-
ployee of a hotel or motel who is employed
to perform maid or custodial services").

EMPLOYEES OF CONGLOMERATES

Sec, 209. Section 13 is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following:

“(g) Subsection (a) (other than para-
graph (1) thereof) and subsection (b) (other
than paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) thereof)
shall not apply with respect to any employee
employed by an establishment (1) which
controls, is controlled by, or is under common
control with, another establishment the ac-
tivities of which are not related for a com-
mon business purpose to the activities of
the establishment employing such employee;
and (2) whose annual gross volume of sales
made or business done, when combined with
the annual gross volume of sales made or bus-
iness done by each establishment which
controls, is controlled by, or s under com-
mon control with, the establishment em-
ploying such employee, exceeds $10,000,000
(exclusive of excise taxes at the retail level
which are separately stated).”

EMPLOYEES OF BOAT DEALERS

SEc. 210. Section 13(b) (10) is amended (1)
by inserting *“boats,” after “servicing”, and
(2) by inserting “boats or" before “such
vehicles”.

TOBACCO EMFPLOYEES

Sec. 211. SBection T is amended by adding
after the subsection added by section 206
(b) (2) of this Act the following:

“(m) For a period or perlods of not more
than fourteen workweeks In the aggregate
in any calendar year, any employer may ems-
ploy any employee for a workweek in excess
of that specified in subsection (a) without
payilng the compensation for overtime em-
ployment prescribed in such subsection, if
such employee—

“(1) is employed by such employer—

“(A) to provide services (including strip-
ping and grading) necessary and incidental
to the sale at auctlon of green leaf tobacco
of type 11, 12, 13, 14, 21, 22, 23, 24, 31, 35,
36, or 37 (as such types are defined by the
Secretary of Agriculture), or in auction sale,
buying, handling, stemming, redrying, pack-
ing, and storing of such tobacco,

“(B) in auction sale, buying, handling,
sorting, grading, packing, or storing green
leaf tobacco of type 32 (as such type may
be defined by the Secretary of Agriculture),
or

“(C) In auction sale, buying, handling,
stripping, sorting, grading, sizing, packing,
or stemming prior to packing, of perishable
clgar leaf tobacco of type 41, 42, 43, 44, 45,
486, b1, 62, 53, b4, 55, 61, or 62 (as such types
areddeﬂned by the Secretary of Agriculture);
an

**(2) receives for—

“(A) such employment by such employer
which is in excess of ten hours in any work-
day, and

“(B) such employment by such employer
which is in excess of forty-eight hours in
any workweek,
compensation at a rate not less than one
and one-half times the regular rate at which
he is employed.

An employer who recelves an exemption un-

der this subsection shall not be eligible for

any other exemption under this section.”

SUBSTITUTE PARENTS FOR INSTITUTIONALIZED
CHILDREN

Sec. 212. Section 13(a) is dmended by in-
serting after the paragraph added by section
205(b) (3) the following new paragraph:

*“(16) any employee who is employed with
his spouse by a nonprofit institution which
is primarily operated to care for and educate
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children who have been placed with the in-
stitution by or through a public agency or
by parents or guardians who are financially
unable to care for and educate their children
or children under their guardianship (as
the case may be), if such employee and his
spouse (A) are employed to serve as the
parents of such children who reside in fa-
cllities of the institution, (B) reside in such
facilities and receive, without cost, board
and lodging from such institution, and (C)
are together compensated, on a cash basis, at
an annual rate of not less than $10,000.”

TITLE III—CONFORMING AMENDMENTS;

EFFECTIVE DATE; AND REGULATIONS
CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

Sec. 301. (a) Section 6(e) is amended to
read as follows:

“(e) Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 13 of this Act (except subsections
(a) (1) and (f) thereof), every employer
providing any contract services under a con-
tract with the United States or any subcon-
tract thereunder shall pay to each of his
employees whose rate of pay is not gov-
erned by the Service Contract Act of 1965 (41
U.8.C. 351-357) or to whom subsection (a) (1)
of this section is not applicable, wages at a
rate not less than the rate provided for in
such subsection.”

(b) Section 8 (20 U.S.C. 208) is amended
(1) by striking out “the minimum wage pre-
scribed in paragraph (1) of section 6(a) In
each such industry” in the first sentence
of subsection (a) and inserting in lieu
thereof “the minimum wage rate which would
apply in each such industry under para-
graph (1) or (6) of sectlon 6(a) but for
section 6(c)”, (2) by striking out “the mini-
mum wage rate prescribed in paragraph (1)
of section 6(a)” in the last sentence of sub-
section (a) and inserting in lieu thereof “the
otherwise applicable minimum wage rate in
effect under paragraph (1) or (5) of section
6(a)”, and (3) by striking out “prescribed
in paragraph (1) of section 6(a)" in subsec-
tion (c) and inserting in lieu thereof “in ef-
fect under paragraph (1) or (5) of section
G(a) (as the case may be)"”.

EFFECTIVE DATE AND REGULATIONS

Sec. 302. (a) Except as provided in sec-
tions 105(a), 202, and 204, the effective date
of this Act and the amendments made by
titles I, IT, and III of this Act is—

(1) the first day of the second full month
which begins after the date of its enactment,
or

(2) August 1, 1973,
whichever occurs first.

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), on
and after the date of the enactment of this
Act the Secretary of Labor is authorized to
prescribe necessary rules, regulations, and
orders with regard to the amendments made
by this Act.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. GREEN OF OREGON

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. Green of Ore-
gon: Page 19, strike out llnes 1 through 20.

Renumber the succeeding sectlions (and
references thereto) accordingly.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, the amendment which I have of-
fered does nothing about the minimum
wage. It only applies to overtime for sea-
sonal workers for perishable products.

At the present time, in the Dent bill,
there is no overtime payment required
for sugar processing, for cotton process-
ing, for tobacco processing. There is an
exemption in the law that for 20 weeks,
which really is 20 days, the canners of
perishable products do not have to pay
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overtime. That is 20 days out of 365 days
in the year.

I believe that exemption should stay
in the law, and that is what my amend-
ment seeks to do.

The bill would change the 20 weeks, or
what amounts to 20 days, exemption to
14, and then to 7, and then to 5. My
amendment would simply strike out that
language. It seems to me fair and equi-
table.

At the present time on the west coast
all of the canneries are unionized. In
Oregon we are paying an average worker
$2.79 an hour, compared to $1.75 paid in
Wisconsin and $2.32 paid in other East-
ern States.

We also have higher freight rates on
the west coast. If we have to pay over-
time on the already higher wages, it sim-
ply means another unfair disadvantage
to west coast canners.

If the overtime exemptions are re-
pealed, this third handicap perhaps will
drive some additional canneries ouf of
business.

Surely it is not the purpose of the
authors of this legislation to penalize
those who have more than met the objec-
tives of a decent minimum wage. If the
overtime exemptions are removed, the
effect will be to reward those canners
who have paid the least and will con-
tinue to pay the least. This is obviously
in a highly competitive market. The
cannery workers in Oregon and on the
west coast have been organized for over
two decades. Right now negotiations are
going on for an increase in the hourly
wages I have just quoted.

It would be just like handing a cita-
tion of merit to the non-union shops.
They already have the upper hand in
competing for the market. Why give them
the whip hand? Why destroy those can-
neries whose laborers are receiving from
60 cents to $2.95 more—I repeat, more—
than the minimum of $2 proposed in this
legislation?

Now, one of the arguments that is pre-
sented in favor of eliminating the over-
time exemption is that it will create more
jobs. At least in the Far West, this simply
is not an argument that would hold true.

During the canning season for perish-
able crops—and I am talking about peas
and comm and berries—fruits and
vegetables that have to be canned with-
in a few hours. During those seasons
every food processor is actively recruit-
ing for almost any live body. The prob-
lem is not finding jobs for people; the
problem is finding people for the jobs.

Mr. Chairman, the work is very easily
learned. It is unskilled, for the most part,
and if the applicant actually is breath-
ing, he can get a job if he wants it; he
can be put to work.

I repeat, removing the exemption will
not create any more jobs for any more
people. These canneries processing the
highly perishable products, must do so
within a period of a few hours of harvest-
ing and, unlike others, these crops can-
not be stored for a day or two. Naturally
the processor, for whom Mother Nature
allows no leeway, will be the hardest hit.
Surely some consideration should be
given to these circumstances.
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Mr. Chairman, let me repeat that in
terms of fairness and equity, if this bill
does not require overtime payment for
sugar processing, for tobacco processing
and for cotton processing, why should
we remove the exemption for the perish-
able products that are so essential for all
the consumers of the country?

So I would hope that this House would
adopt this amendment.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman from Oregon (Mrs. GREEN)
yield?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I yield to my
colleague and friend from Oregon (Mr.
ULLMAN) ,

Mr, ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the gentlewoman for offering this
amendment. I fully support her in it. I
think as a matter of equity we should
adopt the amendment, and if there is a
problem in the future, we should adopt
a more equitable kind of a phaseout,
because this could cause undue economic
hardship to one section of the country.

Mr, Chairman, I commend the gentle-
woman from Oregon (Mrs. GREEN) and
urge support for her amendment.

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

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

This has been a very, very serious
problem for the many years we have
worked on this legislation.

I can only remind the House that the
conferees in 1966 spoke to the processing
industry, and in an agreement or under-
standing between us we advised—and the

Members may find it in the Recorn—the *

industry that this was the last time they
could hope to escape without a repeal
or other serious modification of their
exemption,

And so, Mr. Chairman, at that time
we asked the Secretary of Labor to make
a study on overtime.

Secretary Shultz reported in 1970 as
follows:

The survey findings clearly indicate that
consideration should be given to the phasing
out of the overtime exemptions currently
available to the agricultural handling and
processing industries ¢ * *, The favored
position held for three decades by agricul-
tural handlers and processors because of full
and partial exemption from the 40-hour
weekly overtime standard applicable to most
industries covered by the FLSA needs re-
examination.

Mr. Chairman, that was 3 years ago,
and his recommendation clearly stated
that the time had come to phase out. We
will phase it out during a gradual period.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DENT was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. DENT. These particular features
were brought about after much study on
the subject. The Secretary of Labor said
that it is no longer necessary, and we
followed our own directions in giving
him directions.

As far as I am personally concerned,
I will say that this is a very, very hard
situation because so many areas of the
country have so many different condi-
tions. Most of the canners who have
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come to our committee say that they
personally feel with the conditions under
which they operate today, they can
handle these amendments, and that is
all I can honestly report to the House.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would speak very
briefly in commending my colleague from
Oregon (Mrs. GREEN) and urge support
of the amendment she has advanced.

This is not a problem which is unique,
although it is present in our State of
Oregon. It is present in all of the Pacific
Northwest.

My colleague from Oregon pointed out
very soundly some of the special prob-
lems in the situation like ours where an
industry is already paying in excess and
substantially in excess of the minimum
wage and yet those very canneries and in-
stitutions that are doing this would be
very severely burdened if the provisions
of the bill remained in.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Will my col-
league yield?

Mr. DELLENBACE. Of course I yield
to the gentlewoman.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Is it not alse
true if this exemption is ended, we are
really talking about 20 days out of the
yvear and the other 345 days the canners
pay the time and a half if they work
more than an 8-hour day. So we are
really talking about that small period of
time of 20 days when the perishable prod-
ucts can go to the cannery.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania was
talking about sugar. I suggest some of
the perishable products like corn and
peas are far more important to work
Saturdays on to get them into the cans
than sugar and some other things.

We are asking for this 20 days, and
what, in effect, is 20 days out of the en-
tire year that they would not have to
pay this kind of a tax?

Mr., DELLENBACK. My colleague’s
understanding is in accordance with my
own.

I would point out that this is not just
something that is important to the proc-
essors, but I would close by pointing out
that the net results are beneficial to the
consumers. It is important at this time
that these products not go to waste, and
the sort of thing proposed in the amend-
ment offered by the gentlewoman from
Oregon (Mrs. GREEN) is calculated to get
these products to the consumers at the
lowest possible prices consistent with
equity in the sense of the paying of
proper wages by the processors.

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

Mr. DELLENBACK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, my wife told me last night as I sat
down to dinner that a head of lettuce
costs 89 cents? There is another side to
the minimum wage controversy and that
is that the consumer has to pay the
costs. A lot of these consumers are low-
income people. The harvesting of perish-
able foods may indeed be a very impor-
tant factor in the cost of living and for
that reason I support this amendment
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which would keep the cost of food down
by providing flexibility at harvest time.

Mr. DELLENBACEK. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his remarks.

Mr. Chairman, I would just close by
again commending my colleague, the
gentlewoman from Oregon (Mrs. GREEN)
and urge support of the amendment the
gentlewoman has offered.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to com-
mend the gentlewoman from Oregon
(Mrs. Green), for offering this amend-
ment, and I strongly support the amend-
ment and I urge the support of the
amendment by the members of the sub-
committee.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise to oppose the amend-
ment offered by the gentlewoman from
Oregon (Mrs. GREEN).

Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, I find myself in an anomalous
position in opposing several members of
the delegation from the Pacific North-
west. However, I would like to point out
to the members that the present law pro-
vides for 10 weeks, where workers must
work for 10 hours a day, or 50 hours a
week before they get time and a half for
overtime, if they are dealing with any-
thing that is classified as a perishable
crop even if it is actually refrigerated.
Then they must work an additional 10
weeks a year at 10 hours a day, or 48
hours a week, before they obtain pre-
mium pay. There are 20 exemption weeks
that the processor has to use at any time
of the year he wants, even if he is re-
frigerating the products he has in stor-
age for processing.

The committee bill will phase this out
over a 3-year period, in order to give each
processor an opportunity to adjust dur-
ing that period.

I want to point out to the members of
the committee, and I want to repeat to
the members, that in 1970 Secretary
Shultz said:

The study of overtime exemptions avail-
able to the agricultural handling and proc-
essing industries indicates the need for re-
appraising the favored position which has
long been glven these industrles through ex-
emptions from the 40-hour maximum work
week standard. It is my recommendation that
the exemption currently avallable . . . be
phased out.

The Secretary pointed out as one of
the reasons for this phasing out that we
now have automation and other tech-
nological advances that prevent spoilage.
And, as a matter of fact, there are proc-
essors in this counftry who refrigerate
their foods for 11 months of the year, and
process during all that time, who still
take advantage of the exemption that
the bill, as reported from committee
would phase out.

Mr. Chairman, I submit that the bill
treats all processors equally. I do not
see why anyone can stand here and say
that it is a good idea to have food at
lower prices when it is at the expense of
the workers who are being cheated out
of the pay for the work they do.

Mr. Chairman, I agree that some proc-
essors of some fruits that actually are

perishable should have the benefit of the
exemption. However, this is not the op-
tion we have before us. Given this parlia-
mentary situation, I must oppose the
amendment.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Oregon (Mrs. GREEN).

The question was tfaken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 251, noes 163,
present 1, not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 187]
AYES—251
Abdnor

Fountain

Miller

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Tllman

June 6, 1973

NOES—163

Fraser
Gaydos

Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.

Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, 111,
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zion

Zwach

Nix

O'Hara
O'Neill
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Podell
Price, Ill.
Rangel
Reld

Reuss
Rlegle
Rinaldo
Rodino

Roe
Roncallo, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.

Alexander
Anderson, I11.
Andrews, N.C.
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker
Beard
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Blackburn
Boggs
Boland
Bowen
Bray
Breaux
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler
Byron
Camp
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlaln
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Danlel, Robert
W., Jr.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 5.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dennis

Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch

Eshleman
Evins, Tenn.
Flowers

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
——

-

Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua

Green, Oreg.
Griffiths
Gross
Gubser
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanrahan
Harvey
Hastings
Hays
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Kastenmeler
Eazen
Keating
Eemp
Eetchum
Kluczynski
Euykendall

. Thomson, Wis.

Mills, Ark.

Mitchell, N.Y,

Mollohan

Montgomery

Moorhead,
Callif.

g
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Rarick
Rees
Regula
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.¥.
Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rose
Rostenkowskl
Rousselot
Ruth

Barasin
Satterfield
Baylor
Bcherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shuster
Blkes
Slack
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Btaggers
Btanton,

J. William
Bteed
Steele
Bteelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Bteiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Btuckey
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.

Thone
Thornton
Treen
Udall

Helstoski
Hicks
Holifield
Holtzman
Howard
Hudnut
Ichord
Johnson, Calif.
Jordan
Earth
Eoch
Kyros
Leggett
Lehman
Litton
MeCloskey
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McKinney
Macdonald
Madden
Maraziti
Matsunagsa
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe

Mezvinsky
Minish
Mink

Mitchell, Md.
Mizell
Moakley
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan

Moss

Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzi

PRESENT—1
Heinz
NOT VOTING—17

King Peyser
Landrum Rooney, N.Y.
Minshall, Ohio Runnels
Mosher Stokes
O’Brien Towell, Nev.
Patman

Rosenthal
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Ruppe
Ryan
B8t Germain
Sandman
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Selberling
Shriver
Sisk
Skubltz
Smith, Iowa
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Thompson, N.J.
Tlernan
Van Deerlin
Vanilk
Veysey
Vigorito
Waldie
Whalen

Brasco
Breckinridge
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, N.C.
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass,
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Chisholm
Clay
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Culver
Danlels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Drinan
Dulski
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Flood
Ford,
William D.

Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolfr
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Zablocki

Bolling
Carter
Cronin
Fisher
Flynt
Hébert

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ANDERSON

OF ILLINOIS

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

“Amendment offered by Mr. ANDERSON of
Illinois: Page 21, strike out line 6 and all
that follows down through and including line
12 on page 25, and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

SPECIAL MINIMUM WAGES FOR EMPLOYEES

UNDER EIGHTEEN AND STUDENTS

SEc. 206. Section 14 (29 U.8.C. 214) is
amended (1) by striking out subsections (b)
and (¢), (2) by redesignating subsection (d)
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as subsection (c), and (3) by adding after
subsection (a) the following:

“(b) (1) Subject to paragraph (2) and to
such standards and requirements as may be
required by the Secretary under paragraph
(4), any employer many, in compliance with
applicable child labor laws, employ, at the
special minimum wage rate prescribed In
paragraph (3), any employee—

“(A) to whom the minimum wage rate re-
quired by section 6(a) or 6(b) would apply in
such employment but for this subsection,
and

“(B) who is under the age of eighteen or is
& full-time student.

“{2) (A) No employer may employ at the
special minimum wage rate authorized by
this subsection any employee who is under
the age of eighteen and who is not a full-
time student unless—

*“(1) the employer assures the Secretary
that the employment of such employee will
not displace any other employee or adversely
affect job opportunities of persons other than
those employed under this subsection,

“(i1) the employer has notified the Secre-
tary in writing of his intention to employ
such employee and the Secretary has not,
within the thirty-day period beginning on
the date the Secretary received such notice,
disapproved the employment of such em-
ployee at the special minimum wage rate
authorized by this subsection, and

“(ii1) the employer posts, in such place
and such manner as the Secretary shall by
regulation prescribe, a copy of the notice sub-
mitted under clause (ii).

“(B) No employer may employ, at the spe-
clal minimum wage rate authorlzed by this
subsection, for a period in excess of 20 work-
weeks, any employee who is under the age of
18 and who is not a full-time student; and
the number of such employees employed by
any employer at such wage rate may not in
any workweek exceed—

(1) six, or

“(i1) a number equal to 12 per centum of
the total number of employees employed by
such employer in such workweek.
whichever is greater.

“(3) The special minimum wage rate au-
thorized by this subsection is a wage rate
which is not less than the higher of—

“(A) 80 per centum of the otherwise ap-
plicable minimum wage rate prescribed by
section 6 (a) or 6(b), or

“(B) $1.30 an hour in the case of employ-
ment in agriculture or #1.60 an hour in the
case of other employment.

“(4) The BSecretary shall by regulation
prescribe standards and requirements to in-
sure that this subsection will not create a
substantial probability of reducing the full-
time employment opportunities of persons
other than those to whom the minimum wage
rate authorized by this subsection is appli-
cable.

“(5) For purposes of sections 16(b) and
16(c)—

'Em} any employer who employs any em-
ployee under this subsection at a wage rate
which is less than the minimum wage rate
prescribed by paragraph (3) shall be con-
sidered to have violated the provisions of
section 6 in his employment of the em-
ployee, and the liability of the employer for
unpaid wages and overtime compensation
shall be determined on the basis of the
otherwise applicable minimum wage rate
under section 6; and

“(B) any employer who employs any em-
ployee under this subsection for a period in
excess of the period authorized by paragraph
(2) shall be considered to have violated the
provisions of section 6 in his employment of
the employee during the pericd in excess of
the authorized period."”

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, those of the committee who were
CXIX——1160—PFPart 14
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present in the Chamber earlier this af-
ternoon will recognize that this is the
so-called youth opportunity amendment.
It was discussed, I believe rather amply,
in connection with the offering of the
Erlenborn substitute.

I merely want to make the point that
regardless of how Members voted on the
substitute, regardless of what their feel-
ings may have been with respect to the
various wage levels that have been de-
scribed in the bills before the commit-
tee this afternoon and in the amend-
ments, for agricultural and nonagricul-
tural labor, this is the most important
and deserving amendment to the com-
mittee bill.

I hope it will have the overwhelming
support of the Members of the commit-
tee, even those who were opposed for
good and valid reasons to other portions
of the Erlenborn substitute.

Mr. Chairman, I want to simply take
the time to indicate that we have drawn
the amendment as strictly as we possibly
could to answer the fears and arguments
that exist in the minds of some of our
friends in the ranks of organized labor
that we are going to disemploy mature
adult workers by encouraging under
strictly limited conditions the employ-
ment of 16- and 17-year-old teenagers.

We are approaching this problem at
a time when the teenage unemployment
rate is three times the national rate,
when it is 35 percent with respect to
black teenagers.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania said
that there have never been any studies
by the Department of Labor that would
indicate that raising the minimum has
had an adverse effect on unemployment.
Well, the fact of the matter is that the
Department of Labor has never done the
type of analysis represented by some of
the private studies that I will put into the
Recorp; all they have done is to take
each industry covered by the minimum
wage law, and then they have under-
taken to show that employment has in-
creased in the aggregate, and then they
conclude, of course, that minimum wages
have not caused unemployment.

Mr. Chairman, I have a document from
the U.S. Department of Labor, “Mini-
mum Wages and Maximum Hours
Standards Under the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act” that shows very clearly that
there have been responsible private
studies, one by Moore and one by Hashi-
moto and Mincer, that show very con-
vineingly that when an analysis is made
in terms of the impact of increases in the
minimum wage on groups in the popula-
tion, such as males 16 to 19 and females
15 to 19, in all of these cases, as Moore
observed, increases in either the level or
the coverage of the minimum wage lead
to increases in the unemployment rate.

And listen to this: His results also sug-
gest that a higher minimum and in-
creased coverage adversely affect not
only the unskilled and inexperienced, but
also those who suffer from discrimina-
tion in the labor market.

Those Members who are interested, as
I hope they are, in doing something
about eliminating diserimination, that
ugly stain and scar upon the labor mar-
ket, those Members ought to be in-
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terested, of all people, in a youth oppor-
tunity wage.

Mr. Chairman, the private studies that
I will put in the Recorp show that unless
we are willing to adopt this amendment,
we are going to be perpetuating further
discrimination among unemployed teen-
agers in minority groups, unless we per-
mit an opportunity wage.

In closing, let me again emphasize
that the amendment makes it clear that
the employer must assure the Secretary
that the employment of such employee
will not displace any other employee or
adversely affect the job opportunities of
persons other than those employed under
the subsection. He has to give a prior 30~
day notice to the Secretary of Labor that
he even intends to employ teenagers in
this category, and during that 30-day
period he can be proscribed by the Secre-
tary of Labor from hiring these teen-
agers. Then listen to this restriction:
That the number that he can employ in
any workweek may not exceed 6 or a
number equal to 12 percent of the total
number of employees employed by the
employer.

How much stricter can we get than
that in imposing carefully circumseribed
limits on the number of unemployed
teenagers that can be placed under this
amendment?

So I hope that in approaching this,
rather than yielding to emotional, un-
founded, illogical arguments that we are
going to be destroying jobs for adult
workers, we will see in contrast that we
are going to be doing something positive
for unemployed teenagers.

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

Historically there has been a continu-
ing fight, at least on my part, for 54
years of my 65 years on eath, in the area
of child labor. You can call it what you
want—youth, youth differentials, young
people—but when it gets down to the
bedrock of what we are discussing here,
we are discussing putting into the hands
of certain employers, not always im-
bued with the milk of human kindness
and consideration, a tool with which to
reemploy again into the working appa-
ratus of this country teenagers at a sub-
subminimal wage. The idea that because
the wage is reduced below a submini-
mum, which is already in my legisla-
tion, is an inducement to create jobs
speaks in and of itself of the character of
those who are in here demanding that
kind of labor.

The idea that we have thousands of
jobs all over the country waiting to be
filled by 12 percent of the work force
under 18 years of age is ridiculous. ¥You
say there are 605,000 unemployed 16 to
17 years of age. Well, this is a release
from the Department on May 4, 1973,
with the April statistics: 166,000 unem-
ployed. There are over 3,189,000 full-
grown adults, however, many with fami-
lies, loking for jobs, and you want to in-
duce somebody fo take a kid out of
school for a 5-month period for a saving
of another 5 percent to the employer.

Call it what you want, spell it out, but
it gets down to just plain child labor at
areduced wage.

‘When I was a young man I entered the
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Legislature of the State of Pennsylvania
and fought for 16 years to rid that State
of the fily-by-night child-labor provi-
sions. The bosses that hauled the ma-
chines in at night and who left after
they worked these people a week or 8
days and got a bundle of clothing, and
that kind of thing, and moved out and
did not pay them anything but a nickel
an hour.

You men and women should go home
some day and read a little bit about the
East Side of New York. Then you will
know what it means for 12- and 14- and
15-year-old workers to work in the field.

It is necessary? Are we doing some-
thing wrong? Has this legislative body
in the past with our actions denied some
youthful worker an opportunity to do
that which he has to do for himself and
for his own benefit? What you are say-
ing is you can pay 5 percent less to a
student who will drop out of school. We
now say that you can pay 85 percent
of the wage to him and not for 5 or 6
months but as long as he is a student,
and we estimated, with the best advice
we could get from the educators, that
20 hours a week during schooltime was
pretty much the outside limit that a
youth can work and still be able to main-
tain his scholastic standing.

Then we said that any time during
vacation, Christmas, Easter, or any other
time, and the full 3 months of sum-
mertime, he can work 40 hours a week at
85 percent of the minimum wage. But,
no, what do we say now?

As of now, they can only get an 85-per-
cent savings through this employee, that
is all they can get away with, but if they
can induce him to drop out of school
then they can save another 5 percent and
ruin a whole life—ruin a whole life. Sure,
we recognize they are dropouts, we know
they are dropouts, some of them are,
probably we have had a few in our own
families.

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

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

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I want to
explain one thing, and that is that we
take care of the dropouts. We take care
of them from experience. We do not
drop them into the marketplace and let
them become roamers of the streets.
What do we do? If you drop out as a
student you can work without regard to
any consideration of the minimum wage
law—if you become an apprentice, if you
become a learner in a new job, or where
you take a nonadult job, a messenger-
type job. Why did we do this? Because
we are practical men. We are men who
have had experience in the field of prac-
tical living in life. We are the members
of the committee who voted billions of
dollars to pick up these dropouts and try
to recycle them through the school sys-
tem, try to recycle them through the ap-
prenticeship system, through the train-
ing system. Every student who is a drop-
out of a school can be taken care of.
Every student can earn enough to help
hil}:gself through college. That is all we
AaskK,

I would hate to see this Congress, this
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day and this year, revert to child labor

when it is not necessary, not needed, re-

gressive and unconscionable.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, JONES OF OEKLA~-
HOMA TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.
ANDERSON OF ILLINOIS

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment to the
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JonNes of Ok-
lahoma to the amendment offered by Mr.
AwnpErson of Illinois: In the proposed sub-
section (b) (1) (B) strike out “who is under
the age of eighteen or"” and insert in lleu
thereof “who (1) is under the age of elghteen
and furnishes (by himself or with his spouse
(if any)) less than one-half of his support
or ().

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-
man, very briefly, my amendment would
perfect the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON)
if it is passed, to insure that any young
person regardless of his or her age and
regardless of that person’s capacity as
a student, shall be covered by the mini-
mum wage if he or she gualifies as to
what amounts to a head of the house-
hold under our tax code.

That is, if he furnishes half or more of
his support then he would not have to be
covered by the minimum wage.

Briefly, that is my statement.

I think that for those young people,
regardless of whether they are students,
who have to support themselves or their
families, that we cannot ask them to
work at a subminimal wage.

There are compelling reasons to sup-
port the Anderson youth differential
amendment. But I believe that my
amendment to protect those young peo-
ple who are supporting themselves or
supporting a family must also be passed
in order to prevent a true injustice.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to be sure I understand the
amendment proposed by the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. JONES).

In other words, if the person claiming
the youth opportunity wage is in faect
being carried on someone’s tax return
as a dependent because more than 50 per-
cent of his support is coming from some-
one else, then he would be eligible for
employment under this provision. Is that
correct?

J.\;;Ir. JONES of Oklahoma. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to congratulate the gentle-
man from Oklahoma for offering that
amendment to my amendment. I would,
for my part, accept the amendment. I
think the gentleman from Oklahoma has
made a contribution.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am afraid there is not
any way that we can fix up the Ander-
son amendment, and, although I respect
the intentions of the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. JoNEs), I have to oppose
his aémendment to the Anderson amend-
ment.
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Let me ask the Members this. If
McDonald’s hamburger chain can hire
16- and 17-year-old kids who are not
self-supporting for $1.60 an hour, can you
imagine them hiring a kid that has to
support himself for $2 an hour? I am
afraid that the effect of the Jones amend-
ment would be to put the 16- or 17-year-
old or the college student—the 19- or 20-
year-old—or a 25-year-old who supports
himself, in a very disadvantageous posi-
tion, the same disadvantageous position
that adult wage earners generally are
put in by the Anderson amendment, and
I should not want to saddle them with
that burden.

I really believe, and I say this without
derogating the motives of those who
offered the amendments—that we must
not develop a system in which we judge
a man’s worth not by the work he does,
but by how old he is.

When I was 16 years old, I worked in
a shop in Detroit. I did the same work as
anybody else in that shop. I got 85 cents
an hour, which was the same pay they
got, and I think I was entitled to it.
When I was 17 years old, I worked at
the Ternsted Division of General Motors
Corp., first as a stockman, and then as a
timekeeper. I took care of the same num-
ber of timecards as anybody else in that
division, and I feel I was entitled to the
same pay that others received. Why
should I be paid less for doing the same
worxs that every other timekeeper in that
factory was doing?

There is much talk about youth resent-
ment and any one of us who has children
knows that a lot of the youth of this
country are suspicious and resentful of
their elders. Let me say this to the
Members. One of the reasons they are
resentful is that they suspect that we are
not going to give them g fair break. They
will not only suspect it; they will know it,
if we adopt the Anderson amendment.

I hope that we can defeat both the
Anderson amendment and the Jones
amendment to it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. Jowxes) to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON).

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

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

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice. and there were—ayes 199, noes 215,
not voting 18, as follows:
[Roll No. 188]

AYES—199
Bafalis
Baker
Beard
Biackburn
Eowen
Bray
Brinkley

Broomfield
Brotzman

Abdnor
Anderson, I1l.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Aspin

Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler
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Byron
Camp
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
w., Jr.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Downing
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn

Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey
Froehlich
Fuqua
Goldwater
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Gross
Grover
Gubsel
Guyer

Haley
Hamilton
Hanrahan
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Callf.
Andrews, N.C.
Annungzio
Badillo
Barrett
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Blester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brooks
Brown, Callf,
Burke, Callf,
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohlo
Chisholm
Clark
Clay
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson

Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt

Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Keating
Kemp
Ketchum
Euykendall
Landgrebe
Latta

Lent

Lott

Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
MeCollister
McEwen
Madigan
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann

Martin, Nebr,

Martin, N.C,

Mathias, Calif.

Mayne
Mazzoll
Michel
Milford
Miller

. Mizell

Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Mosher
Myers
Nelsen
Nichols
Parris
Petiis
Pike
Poage
Powell, Ohlo
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Randall
Rarick
Regula

NOES—215

Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Dent
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Drinan
Dulski
Eckhardt

Edwards, Calif.

Ellberg
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Fish
Flood
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Fountain
Fraser
Fulton
Gaydos
Gettys
Glaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gude
Gunter
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna

Hansen, Idaho
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Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.¥.
Rogers
Roncallo, N.¥Y.
Rousselot
Ruth
Sandman

. Barasin

Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebeli
Sebelius
Shoup
Bhriver
Shuster
Slkes
Skubitz
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Steelman

Stubblefield
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo,
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.

Thomson, Wis.

Thone
Treen
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Veysey
‘Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
‘Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wigeins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wolff
Wydler
Wrylie
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, I1.
Young, 8.C.
Zion

Zwach

Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hawkins

Hays

Hechler, W. Va.

Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson

Holifield
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Ichord

Johnson, Calif.

Jones, Ala,
Jones, Okla.
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Kluczynskl
Eoch
Kyros
Leggett
Lehman
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
MeCormack
McDade
MecFall
McEay
McEinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Maraziti
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga

Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky Reuss
Mills, Ark, Rinaldo
Minish Rodino Symington
Mink Roe Teague, Tex.
Mitchell, Md. Roncallo, Wyo. Thompson, N.J.
Mitchell, N.Y. Rooney, Fa. Thornton
Moakley Rose Tiernan
Mollohan

Moorhead, Pa.

Morgan

Moss

Murphy, 111,

Murphy, N.¥.

Natcher

Nedzl

Nix

Obey

O'Hara

O'Neill

Owens

Passman

Patten

Pepper

Perkins

Pickle

Podell

Preyer Stark

Price, Ill. Steed

Rallsback Steele
NOT VOTING—18

Hébert Peyser

King Riegle
Landrum Rooney, N.Y.
Minshall, Ohio Runnels
Fisher O'Brien Stokes

Flynt Patman Towell, Nev.

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, MATSUNAGA

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MaTsUNAGA: On
page 21, line 24, remove the perlod after the
word “manufacturing” and add the follow=-
ing: “(except agricultural processing)”

And on page 24, line 1, after the word
“student’ add "or students.”

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment which I am proposing is
purely a perfecting amendment. It
merely clarifies the language in section
206 so that the intent of the committee,
as indicated in its report, will be put
into explicit, unmistakable language.

Section 206 provides that employers
engaged in certain nonhazardous occu-
pations may employ full-time students
at 85 percent of the minimum wage
otherwise applicable. The intent of the
committee was to include agriculture,
and the agricultural processing industry
within the permissible occupations. The
present language of the section, however,
does not make this altogether clear. Un-
less my amendment is adopted, some
question may be raised by someone in
the future.

I am particularly concerned about the
pineapple industry in Hawali which is
presently faced with severe economic dis-
advantages in the world market and
struggling for its survival. As long as I
can remember, school students in Hawaii
have found employment in the pineapple
fields and canneries during the summer
vacation. Many of the students earned
enough during this period to finance
their higher education, as I was fortu-
nate to be able to do.

If by misinterpretation of section 206,
the student minimum wage is not pay-
able by the Hawaii pineapple producers
and processors, thousands of students

Rangel
Rees
Reld

Stephens
Stratton
Btuckey
Studds
Sullivan

Rosenthal Udall
Rostenkowskl
Roush

Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Walsh
Whalen
White

Wright
Wyatt
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

Smith, Iowa

Staggers

Stanton,
James V.

Ashley
Bolling
Carter
Cronin
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may find themselves without summer
employment. What may be even more
disastrous is that the pineapple industry
in Hawaii may fail, in which event the
Hawaiian economy would suffer an in-
tolerable blow.

My amendment further makes it ex-
plicitly clear that the Secretary of Labor
may issue special certificates permitting
student hires singly or in groups of iwo
or more. This is what the committee in-
tended and what my amendment pro-
poses to do.

I have discussed my amendment with
the chairman of the subcommitiee and
its ranking minority member, who are
both willing to accept my proposal.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman from Hawaii (Mr. MaTsu-
NAGA) yield?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT).

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I have dis-
cussed the matter and I think I have an
agreement with the ranking Member on
the other side, and I accept the amend-
ment.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I thank the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania and urge the
adoption of my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gquestion is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Hawaii (Mr. MATSUNAGA).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. M'SPADDEN

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. McSPADDEN:
Page 20, after line 8, insert the following
new section:

COMPENSATION OF EMPLOYERS FOR CERTAIN

INCREASED CONTRACT COSTS

Sec. 213. Section 18 (29 U.S.C. 218) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(c) From the date of the enactment of
this subsection, each company which has a
firm bid contract, involving the clothing in-
dustry, in effect with the United States Gov=
ernment shall be entitled to receive from the
United States Government an amount equal
to all increased labor costs on such contract
directly resulting from the enactment of the
Fair Labor Standards Amendments of 1973.
Such amount shall be In addition to any
amounts specifically provided for in the con-
tract and shall be paid in lump sums to the
company by the Government contractor
within a reasonable time following justifica-
tion of the amount of such increased labor
costs."

Mr. McSPADDEN. Mr. Chairman, this
is a perfecting amendment.

In one particular instance, and per-
haps in many instances in the country, a
certain clothing industry, the stitch and
sew people, will be probably in the
beginning of a contractual period with,
for instance, the Department of Defense.

A case in point is this: One such in-
dustry in my distriet, with 400 em-
ployees, is now entering the third month
of an 18-month contract. Should this
bill become law, say in the next 60 days,
it would cost the contractor, the stitch
and sew manufacturer there, an addi-
tional $333,000 in wages, which would
Jbreak him.

Mr. Chairman, this merely says that
should the bill become law and the mini-
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mum wage is amended, he would have
recourse against the department of the
Government under which no escalation
clause is ever given in the initial con-
tract.

Mr. QUIE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McSPADDEN. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. QUIE. Why do you not expand it
so everybody who has a contract with
the Federal Government will come un-
der this? There are canons who have a
30-cents-an-hour increase in the first
instance, and they will be subject to the
same thing. Why just confine it to the
protective clothing industry? The ma-
jority here have been voting for all kinds
of jobs under the new minimum wage as
soon as this goes into effect. All I say
is I see why we wiped out the tobacco
and cotton and sugarcane people in order
to get votes, but I cannot see this. I am
against helping the clothing industry
and nobody else. I want everybody to be
treated alike, or else the whole bill is
unfair.

Mr. McSPADDEN. I would ask the gen-
tleman this question. I am trying to look
after my distriet first. I will join you in a
similar amendment.

Mr. DENT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McSPADDEN. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr., DENT. This poses a very serious
problem. We have been ftrying to get
some kind of information on the deter-
mination of contracts within the period
of time when a new minimum wage will
be mandated. It is understood we are told
by one agency that they have a renego-
tiation set up and pay out the amount
added by the Congress of the United
States. We are told by another agency
that it is not so.

In fairness to the gentleman who came
up with this today and out of considera-
tion in trying to be fair to him, I would
ask you to accept it with the understand-
ing that between now and when we go to
conference whatever information we can
get from the Department of Defense we
will respect and let that take precedence
over what we are saying today, because
we do not know. I do not know, and
neither does he, how it is needed.

Mr. McSPADDEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. ERLENBORN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding, but I intend to offer
an amendment to the amendment, and
I prefer to do that after you are done.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ERLENBORN

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Okla-
homa.

Mr. McSPADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that I may withdraw
my amendment.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, M'EAY

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. McEay. Page
24, line 24, strike out the close guotation
marks and insert in lieu thereof the follow=-
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The requirement of this subparagraph
shall not apply in the case of the issuance
of special certificates for the employment of
full-time students by the educational insti-
tution to which the students are enrolled.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand that the Members on the other side
have agreed that this is a worthwhile
fat.mendment, and I suggest that we accept

Mr. Chairman, I am offering this
amendment for myself and for Congress-
man WayNE OWENS because we recognize
a particular problem with minimum-
wage and educational institutions. The
amendment I am offering, simply stated,
relaxes certain requirements for educa~-
tional institutions; namely, the require-
ment under which the Labor Department
certifies that none of the jobs offered to
its students will have a substantial prob-
ability of limiting employment oppor-
tunities for others.

The effect is that universities will now
have a pro forma certification under the
Minimum Wage Act where they may pay
the subminimal level to students who
work at the university. It does not extend
beyond educational institutions. The ed-
ucational institutions have to comply
with the other sections of this act. The
student must be a student of the institu-
tion and they will be allowed to work on
a part-time basis only. So, the purpose is
to allow hundreds and thousands of stu-
dents across the country, who are work-
ing part-time at educational institutions,
to work their way through school.

It is my belief that students, rather
than being given a handout to go to
school, should have the opportunity to
work and help themselves through
school. This would have that effect.
Otherwise, depending on how the certi-
fication was managed by the Labor De-
partment, the institutions could be
forced to make full-time help out of the
thousands of part-time jobs that they
now have for students.

It seems to me only wise that students
should be given an opportunity to work
their way through school. This would
reduce Government subsidies to students.
An example I can cite concerns a major
university in my State which has some
25,000 student enrollees and has some
6,000 student employees. Until now, they
have been paying above the minimum
wage and, therefore, have not been sub-
ject to the certification provision. Unless
we are successful in amending the cer-
tification provision, these universities
might have difficulty convincing the
Labor Department student help is not
being used to eliminate jobs that other-
wise would go to full-time employees.
This is especially so in light of the fluc-
tuation of full-time help at universities,
including the one in my State.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I would
urge members of the committee to accept
this amendment and help our universities
solve their financial problems and assist
students working their way through
school.

The amendment I am offering will con-
tribute to these goals.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. McKAY).

The question was taken; and on a divi-
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sion (demanded by Mr. McKay) there
were—ayes 144, noes 6.
So the amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ERLENBORN

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ERLENBORN:
Page 26, strike out lines 3 through 19.

Renumber the succeeding sections (and
references thereto) accordingly.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would remove the section.
Mr. Chairman, there was no testimony
before our committee to justify the in-
clusion of this language. The only place,
by the way, the word “conglomerates”
appears in the bill is in the title of the
section, It does not even appear in the
section.

There has been no showing that be-
cause the common ownership of two
diverse businesses is involved that there
is any competitive advantage to the own-
ers of thosz two or more diverse busi-
nesses.

At the present time we have an “estab-
lishment” test, which says that if an
establishment does not do in excess of
$250,000 gross business in any year they
are not covered under the provisions of
the Fair Labor Standards Act.

There have been attempts in the past
to change from the establishment to the
enterprise test, that is, if one owner owns
several different businesses, the test
would then apply to the gross of all such
businesses. This is just a little different
approach in that it says that if the same
owner owns two businesses that are not
in the same line, who are diverse, and
does a gross of $10 million a year or more,
then even though the individual estab-
lishments do not have a $250,000 gross
annual income, and would not otherwise
be covered, they will now be covered
merely because of the overall ownership
of the enterprise.

There is no testimony in the record to
justify this, and I would hope that I
would be supported in my amendment to
remove this provision.

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

Our committee has gone into this sub-
ject matter very, very deeply. We were
the first committee ever to consider the
establishment exemption. We considered
instead of an enterprise we gave them
an establishment exemption to an es-
tablishment within an enterprise up to
a $250,000 ceiling, complete exemption
from the act. And this has worked well
for the small chains and also for the
fast-food operations where they have
small franchises, and for small com-
munities; put them in a competitive
position with the privately owned small
enterprises that were under $250,000.

However, when the recent phenome-
non of a conglomerate takeover stepped
in upon the good, sound reasoning and
study, we found that an unfair advan-
tage was being given to a conglomerate
such as Squibb’s that took over Toddle
House and Heublein that took over Ken-
tucky Fried Chicken. These huge type
operations then were forming competi-
tion against that little fellow who was
doing $250,000 a year, and they wanted
to keep their establishment exemption
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for their particular outlets that were in
competition with this little person across
the street. We still leave the establish-
ment exemption for any enterprise that
is doing a business that is less business.

For instance, if Kentucky Fried Chick=-
en were still its own entity, it would be
exempt in their smaller establishments,
but when they became part of Heublein,
with ITT taking up part of the smaller
chains around this country, we said it
was time we tried to save some of the
independent little merchants in this
country of ours, especially in the small
communities that we have around the
country.

Therefore, I ask the Members to vote
down this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question 1s on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN) .

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, TAYLOR OF NORTH

CAROLINA

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr,
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, TayrLor of North
Carolina:

Page 28, strike out line 18 and all that
follows down through and including the
matter on lines 1 through 8 on page 29, and
insert in lleu thereof the following:

“Sec, 212, Section 13(a) is amended by
inserting after the paragraph added by sec-
tion 205(b) (3) the following new paragraph:

“(16) (a) any employee who is employed
with his spouse by a nonprofit institution
which is primarily operated to care for and
educate children who have been placed with
the institution by or through a public agency
or by parents or guardians who are financlally
unable to care for and educate their chil-
dren or children under their guardianship
(as the case may be), if such employee and
his spouse (A) are employed to serve as the
parents of such children who reside in facill-
ties of the Institution, (B) reside in such
facllties and receive, without cost, board and
lodging from such institution, and (C) are
together compensated at an annual rate of
not less than $10,000, up to 30 percent of
which may be allowance for board and lodg-
ing, and

*“(b) any employee who 15 employed by a
nonprofit institution which is primarily op-
erated to care for and educate children who
have been placed with the institution by or
through a public agency or by parents or
guardians who are financially unable to care
for and educate their children or children
under their guardianship (as the case may
be), if such employee (A) Is employed to
serve as the parent of such children who re-
side in facilities of the institution, (B) re-
sides in such facilites and receives, without
cost, board and lodging from such institution,
and (C) is compensated at an annual rate
of not less than $5,000, up to 30 percent of
which may be allowance for board and
lodging.”

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina (dur-
ing the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
be considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

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

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I
yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ERLENBORN. I understand that
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this is the same amendment that the
gentleman offered to the substitute that
was discussed at that time and was ac-
ceptable to both the majority and the
minority. For my part, I am willing to
accept the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I
thank the gentleman from Illinois. It is
the same identical amendment. It pro-
vides for houseparents in orphanages.

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

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I
yvield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I accept the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from North Carolina (Mr. TAYLOR).

The amendment was agreed to.

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

I would like to address the chairman
of the subcommittee. I have a very sim-
ple, little amendment which I think the
committee should accept, which is that
in the future whenever the House de-
bates a minimum-wage bill, we ought to
be paid time-and-a-half for overtime.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 7935, a bill which
would amend the Fair Labor Standards
Act not only to increase the minimum
wage, but would also expand such cover-
age to millions of workers. I would like
to commend the distinguished gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. DeEnT) for do-
ing a truly outstanding job in presenting
a fair and equitable bill.

The present minimum wage, now set

at $1.60 an hour, was passed in 1966 and
the time has come to amend the current
act to compensate for the cost of living

increases we have suffered over the
past 7 years. Inflation has caused the
prices of such bare necessities as food,
housing, and transportation to rise sub-
stantially in recent years. Today’s mini-
mum wage of $1.60 an hour would buy a
low income worker less than the worker
who made the minimum wage of $1.25 an
hour in 1966.

At the cwrrent minimum wage, a
worker would make an annual salary of
$3,328. Since the poverty level has been
defined at $4,200 for a nonfarm family
of four, a hard-working man is making
nearly a thousand dollars below an in-
come standard that would classify him
as impoverished. Surely we can make
changes in the current law in order to
help the working poor make a decent
wage,

The supporters of this bill seem to
think that raising the minimum wage
would not cause inflation or unemploy-
ment. Since the low-income worker will
be making more money, demand for
goods and services will increase, thus
jobs will be created rather than elim-
inated. For those who feel this bill is in-
flationary, let me state that an increase
of the minimum wage to $2 an hour
would provide a worker with an annual
income of $4,160, a sum which is still be-
low the poverty level.

A major amendment to the bill is the
one establishing the youth minimum
wage coverage, The youth differential, as
provided in the Erlenborn substitute,
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would not create further jobs, but would
make it easier for employers to hire
young workers and discharge some of the
older workers. Thus, total employment
would remain the same, but unfortunate-
ly, the head of some households might
lose their jobs.

A 1970 Department of Labor Survey,
“Youth Unemployment and Minimum
Wages,” found no relationship between
youth employment or unemployment and
the minimum wage. The report went on
to say that the levels of teenage employ-
ment varied with general business ac-
tivity and not the minimum wage. People
should get equal pay for an equal day’s
work, regardless of age and the Erlenborn
substitute would not take this factor into
account.

Furthermore, I support the extension
of coverage of this minimum wage bill to
Federal, State, and local workers as well
as domestic service workers. The cost of
living has risen for these people as well
as others, and therefore we should
acknowledge the unfairness in the cur-
rent law by amending it to cover these
workers. Only 157,000 out of the 3,333,000
State and local employees in the United
States would get an increase in pay if the
minimum wage was raised to $2.20 an
hour. Around 687,000 domestic service
employees would be affected by an in-
crease of the minimum wage to $2.20 an
hour.

It should be noted that George Schultz,
former Secretary of Labor and now Sec-
retary of the Treasury, stated in 1969
that—

In view of overall economic trends, it is
doubtful whether changes in the minimum
had any substantial impact on wage, price,
or employment trends.

He went on to say that jobs “rose sub-
stantially” during the time period studied
immediately after new minimum wage
legislation.

To conclude, I would like to express the
hope that H.R. 7935 is passed because I
feel it is time to give the workers in
America a fairer shake. The current in-
flationary trend has made it difficult for
many people to balance the family budg-
et. The bill now up for approval in the
House is a good progressive piece of legis-
lation that would reward those workers
that have been long underpaid. I urge
the passage of these amendments to the
Fair Labor Standards Act as corrective
measures which will help the working
poor and the young maintain a minimum
standard of living.

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Chairman, in
my separate minority views, I discussed
the disastrous effects of H.R. 7935 if it
becomes law; explaining why it will
necessarily create more unemployment,
more inflation, and the closing down of
many businesses. In short, I explained
why raising the minimum wage will not
benefit the American worker, and pointed
out that the only way to raise real
wages is to increase labor productivity.

I would like, however, to reiterate one
example that I cited in the separate
minority views and explain its relation
to our balance of trade problem. A
manufacturer in Indiana presently has
two sets of plans for expansion: one calls
for expansion by building more plants
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and providing more jobs in the United
States; the other calls for building the
plants in Mexico. The management is
holding up implementation of the plans
pending the outcome of this minimum
wage bill—if H.R. 7935 becomes law, they
will build in Mexico; if it is defeated,
they will build in the United States. If
they expand by building in Mexico, it
will not be to gain vengeance against un-
just laws; it will be out of economic
necessity.

This is just one example of jobs that
will be created outside the United States
instead of being created for American
workers if H.R. 7935 becomes law. And
not only will the United States lose those
jobs, but also the capital that will be
circulating in Mexico instead of in our
own country, thus further increasing
our balance-of-trade deficit.

Many other businesses will be forced
to move or expand to other countries if
this bill is enacted into law. When we
consider the loss of employment, the
higher prices and inflation, the closing of
businesses and the curtailment of expan-
sion of businesses, the committee cost
estimate of $3 million per year becomes
ludicrous. The long range cost of this
bill could reach into the billions.

Another of my major objectives to
minimum wage legislation is the fact
that many marginal people are auto-
matically relegated to the welfare rolls.
Good people, physically, mentally and
educationally handicapped whose abili-
ties make it impossible for them to
qualify for employment at rates dictated
by minimum wage laws find it impossible
to get into the job market, even though
meaningful employment would be, in
many cases, the best possible therapy
they could ever be exposed to. Of course,
the demand for their limited productive
capacities has never been greater in our
Nation's history.

Jobs of every description are going
begging and urgently needed services to
human beings are being denied because
of the limited means of so many peo-
ple—especially those senior citizens who
are in need of personal services, yet are
trying to exist on low or modest incomes.

The point that I am raising has been
acknowledged in that section of the
Erlenborn substitute which makes pro-
vision for a youth differential.

The adoption of the Erlenborn sub-
stitute will be a good start toward recog-
nizing the great array of problems that
face all our marginal workers and yes,
our marginal employers as well.

It is, therefore, ironical that H.R. 7935
is alleged to be a benefit to the American
workers. In fact, it is the working man
in our country who will suffer most from
the inflation it will generate, the curtail-
ment of employment opportunities for
marginal workers, and the denial of serv-
ices to good people who simply cannot
afford the rates of pay demanded under
either the committee bill or the Erlen-
born substitute.

Mr. VEYSEY. Mr. Chairman, I support
the amendment the gentleman from
California (Mr. TarcorT) offered today.

That time has come to strike down the
discrimination which has too long existed
against agricultural workers in terms of
their status as compared with all other
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workers. This amendment would move in
that direction.

For too long, second class status has
been the lot of those who produce our
food and fiber. They do not have unem-
ployment insurance protection. They do
not have law to protect their rights in
labor relations. They do not have equal
protection on minimum wages.

I believe we are moving rapidly toward
the elimination of these discriminations,
and I want to seize the chance to for-
ward that objective.

Now, historically I am not a wild en-
thusiast for minimum wage and hours
legislation. I see in it the danger of more
inflation and more unemployment.

But in equity, I feel we should support
the Talcott amendment—to achieve
equity between farm and nonfarm work-
ers, and to achieve equity between States
and regions of this Nation.

There is no justification for not im-
proving the status of the farmworker in
terms of earnings. We have done this in
California, where agricultural wage rates
are the highest in the Nation. We are
paying well over the minimum wage
figures discussed here, and there is no
excuse to permit other areas to undercut
these gains and to compete unfairly with
California in the marketplace.

I urge an aye vote on the Talcott
amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 7935,
the Fair Labor Standards Amendments
of 1973. This bill provides economic jus-
tice to hundreds of thousands of Ameri-
can workers who are denied an adequate
living standard by & minimum wage law
made archaic by the same forces who
urge today that we adopt the Nixon
administration’s substitute amendment
offered by the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. ERLENBORN) .

Working people today are faced with
the highest cost of living in history. At
the same time that the administration
pursues economic policies that draw us
inexorably closer to depression, they
claim that to provide working people—
many who live below the poverty level—
with a marginal standard of living would
be inflationary.

This administration has waved the
bloody shirt of inflation at every proposal
that would ease the plight of the middle,
lower, and fixed income Americans. In
the areas of price confrols, emergency
employment, jobs in the public sector,
and public works projects that would
take people off the welfare roles, the
administration has resisted, opposed and
vetoed measures that would have pro-
vided meaningful relief to American
workers.

Mr. Chairman, in dealing with mini-
mum wage legislation we are generally so
struck with the appalling and desperate
condition of the Nation’s poor that we
often forget the terrible burden on the
shoulders of the family whose middle in-
come status is maintained only because
the husband, wife and perhaps children
are working.

In 1966, we increased the minimum
wage to $1.60 an hour in order to raise
to the official poverty level—$3,200 a
year—the income of a full-time worker
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with a family of four. As a result of
rampant inflation a subsistence living
can only be achieved today with an in-
come of at least $4,200. A family today
whose income remained fixed or re-
mains at the 1966 poverty level has been
driven deeper into poverty.

We attacked the problem earlier in the
92d Congress. That attack was thwarted
by a massive campaign directed against
the American worker by the White
House.

We are proposing today a fair and
reasonable bill which would ease the
burden of hundreds of thousands of
workers who, rather than leaning on
welfare, would utilize increased wages
for needed food, for clothing and for
other necessities of life.

The bill increases by 40 cents to $2
an hour the minimum wage for nonagri-
cultural employees covered before 1966.
Beginning on July 1, 1974 the minimum
wage would be increased to $2.20 an
hour. For those workers who be-
came covered by the act after 1966, the
wage would increase to $1.80 an hour
immediately, to $2 an hour July 1, 1974,
and to $2.20 an hour July 1, 1975. The
bill also increases the minimum wage for
agricultural workers and extends cover-
age to nursing home employees as well
as employees of conglomerates.

A major section of this bill extends
coverage to over a million household
employees, thus effectively opening up a
new sector in the labor market which
many potential employees have simply
found it not worthwhile to enter, Indeed,
because of such expenses as transporta-
tion, and child care many potential work-
ers have been forced to utilize welfare
even while they were willing and pre-
ferred to work. As a result of this new
coverage, their new wages will be pumped
back into the economy.

The increases in minimum wages and
extended coverage in this bill are rea-
sonable and fair, They allow and en-
courage workers to remain in the work
force, contributing rather than becom-
ing a burden fo the tax roles. As for the
old and worn argument that the bill is in-
flationary, even the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce has admitted that inflation
is not caused by minimum wages.

Increased employment cannot be
achieved by maintaining depressed
wages, but only by increasing purchasing
power for all workers.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I most
earnestly urge and hope that the House
will resoundingly approve, without any
weakening changes, the vitally impor-
tant measure now before us, HR. 7935,
the Fair Labor Standards Amendments
of 1973.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, this
measure is principally designed to in-
crease the Federal minimum wage and to
thereby demonstrate this Nation’s con-
tinued adherence to the wholesome con-
cept incorporated in the original 1938
Fair Labor Standards Act, to eliminate
“labor conditions detrimental to the
maintenance of the minimum standard
of living necessary for health, efficiency
and general well-being of workers.”

Mr. Chairman, under the several titles
of this pending legislative proposal, pro-
vision is made for a wholly equitable and
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immediate increase in the minimum
wage, to $2 an hour, to be followed by an
increase to $2.20 an hour beginning on
July 1, 1974. The measure. further ex-
tends wage and overtime coverage to
public employees, domestic household
workers, transit employees, employees of
conglomerates with an annual volume of
sales in excess of $10 million, to seasonal
industry workers and to nursing home
employees. In addition, the bill broadens
provisions of the current law to allow a
limited differential wage for certain part-
time employment for full-time students.

I very earnestly believe, Mr. Chairman,
that in our legislative deliberation on this
measure today, there are several impor-
tant considerations to which we should
pay particular attention. First, we should
consider that despite the great progress
made under the Fair Labor Standards
Act, more than 16 million potentially
covered workers remain without FLSA
protection and many workers currently
receiving a minimum wage continue to
live in poverty.

Purthermore, we should recall, today,
that the last amendments to the act oc-
curred back in 1966 and increased the
minimum wage to $1.60 an hour, an
hourly wage which was considered by
most authoritative sources, even back
then, as barely enough to provide an in-
come above what was then defined by
the Federal Government as the poverty
flevel. With skyrocketing inflation in-
creasing the cost of living by more than
31 percent since the minimum wage law
was last amended, the urgent necessity
for further congressional action is all
the more apparent. According to many
respected economic authorities, the real
buying power of workers, who were to
benefit from the 1966 increase to $1.60 an
hour, now has dwindled to $1.19 an hour.
If we view this figure in terms of 1966
dollars, and if we base our calculations
on a 40-hour work week, the 1966 in-
crease represents an annual income of
less than $2,500.

Mr. Chairman, there are those who
very earnestly feel that because of our
inflation plagued economy, the proposed
minimum wage increases would be coun-
ter-productive to the necessary efforts
designed to stem the rising tide of infla-
tion. Mr. Chairman, I would like to sug-
gest, this afternoon, that there is no evi-
dence whatsoever to support this fear and
in actuality, there is conclusive historical
testimony to support the opposite point
of view; namely, our national economy
has never had any difficulty absorbing
minimum wage increases. In addition,
there is very persuasive evidence from a
variety of sources, including the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce and a former
Secretary of Labor, to support the as-
sertion that inflation does not result from
minimum wages,

Mr. Chairman, I very earnestly believe
it is essential to our National economic
progress that wages keep reasonable pace
with increases in the cost of living and
I further believe that the minimum wage
represents the most direct, constructive,
and least eostly way to assure that our
American workers are not forced to la-
bor for a living at a wage below what is
governmentally defined as a poverty level
figure. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, in de-
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termining the merits of the pending
legislation and in full consideration of
the expert testimony we have heard here
this afternoon, I most earnestly believe
that the evidence is conclusive in favor
of extending the minimum wage as rec-
ommended by the Education and Labor
Committee and I further believe that
since the enactment of the bill will un-
questionably result in a substantial na-
tional progress, it truly deserves the over-
whelming approval of this House.

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to H.R. 7935, the Fair Labor
Standards Act Amendments of 1973.

I, too, am in favor of working, produc-
tive citizens receiving fair wages for
work done; however, the legislation be-
fore us far exceeds the desire of many
of our colleagues to guarantee a $2.20 an
hour minimum wage for unskilled labor.

‘When politicians legislate private sal-
aries and wage scales, they are not only
officiously intermeddling in the free en-
terprise economy sector, but are in re-
ality passing a new tax which will be
borne by all of our people.

There is nothing in existing law that
prevents a man or woman from earning
$2.20 an hour, or more, depending on his
productivity and the success of his em-
ployer. But when politicians force a sal-
ary raise on the employer, whoever he
may be, we know in advance that the
employer will no more bear the brunt
of the increase than will those politicians
who think it is good for votes to spend
someone else’s money.

The employer who is faced with this
increase in minimum wage will treat it
simply as another Federal tax and will
merely shift it on to the consumer. This
legislation will raise all prices across the
board and, in the long run, those people
whom we are talking about helping will
suffer most through higher prices and in-
creased taxes.

The American people are being liter-
ally taxed to death and enactment of the
legislation before us can only hasten
their demise. Such gimmicks as use tax,
sales tax, or minimum wage increases no
longer fool the people. A tax is a tax,
regardless of what is is called, and the
only true beneficiary will be government
at all levels through increased tax
revenues.

The legislation before us wreaks havoc
on the retirees, pensioners, disabled, and
welfare recipients. We should be trying to
hold down the cost of living, thus con-
trolling the inflation which results from
dumping more money in the marketplace
without a corresponding increase in pro-
ductivity.

In reality, Mr. Chairman, the legisla-
tion before us is antilabor. For too long
now, the workingman has been told that
wage increases must be held below 5.5
percent. The bill before us would increase
the minimum wage a total of 37.5 per-
cent for nonagricultural workers within
1 year. The committee bill would give
covered agricultural workers a 23-per-
cent increase in the first year an in-
crease of 69.2 percent by the year 1976. It
is certainly contradictory for the Con-
gress to enact such legislation while in-
structing the Cost of Living Counecil to
pursue guidelines of 5.5 percent for an-
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nual wage increases in sectors of employ-
ment not directly affected by this bill. Mr.
Chairman, I do not believe that the aver-
age working American will accept this
deliberate attempt by the Congress to
level the wages of all Americans. The
skilled worker and organized laborer
should regard this as special interest leg-
islation,

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I have con-
sistently opposed use of the Congress to
legislate labor contracts and establish
salary standards. I have never regarded
Congress as a proper forum to conduct
negotiations on wages and working con-
ditions. That is why I have never sup-
ported antistrike legislation.

Rising prices, inflation, and increased
taxes must stop somewhere. Passage of
8 $2.20 minimum wage law will not help
us restore fiscal sanity to any sector of
our economy, and no one should blame
the private sector. The faulf lies here in
the Federal Government. It is continued
deficit spending that is a prime cause of
the inflation which is being used to jus-
tify bringing to the floor.

Mr. Chairman, I repeat—my main op-
position to this bill is that it is nothing
but another tax on the consumers of our
Nation. I will cast my people’s vote
against this legislation proposing such
an inflationary increase in minimum
wage.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this ill-conceived sub-
stitute—as well as other crippling
amendments—and urge our colleagues to
quickly reject it. We must take affirma-
tive action to raise the woefully inade-
quate current minimum wage and to sig-
nificantly expand the coverage of the
Fair Labor Standards Act.

Almost 7 years have passed since the
Fair Labor Standards Act was last
amended. During this time we have seen
rampant inflation, soaring taxes, a con-
tinued crisis in unemployment and
booming prices. The purchasing power
of the dollar, particularly in light of de-
valuation and the administration’s inef-
fective economic program, has been
seriously eroded and raising the Federal
minimum wage to even a basic level of
$2.20 per hour is urgently required on the
basis of simple economic facts. Govern-
ment statistics reveal that, with the cost
of living rising by more than 25 percent
during this 7-year span, the present
$1.60 per hour minimum wage adopted
in 1966 has been completely destroyed
and today’s $1.60 minimum wage buys
less than $1.25 bought in 1966. The pres-
ent minimum wage fails to even ap-
proach the federally defined poverty
level for a family of four of approxi-
mately $4,200. How is it possible, there-
fore, to consider in good conscience an
amendment which would raise the mini-
mum wage to only $1.90 per hour? If for
no other reason this is justification alone
for rejecting the Erlenborn substitute.

I have some doubts, Mr. Chairman, as
to whether $2.20 per hour will even be
sufficient. A full-time worker earning
this salary will be grossing just barely
more than the poverty level. However,
one must then take into consideration
deductions for taxes and social security.
Thus, he may very well again fall below
the poverty level. In the city of New York
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a family of four receives almost the same
amount—$4,320—on welfare.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics has es-
timated that, for the New York City
metropolitan area, the lowest budget for
the cost of family consumption for a
family of four is $6.014 annually. To meet
this very basic level would require an
hourly salary of $2.95. However, the total
budget for a family of four increases to
$7,578 when you include social security
contributions, income taxes, and similar
additional payments. It is plainly visible,
therefore, that the essentially inadequate
figure of $2.20 per hour will be needed to
simply catch up with the rising cost of
living and general inflationary spiral.

As we know, the committee bill goes
beyond just raising the minimum wage.
This measure significantly extends wage
and overtime protections to millions of
American workers not presently covered
by the FLSA. Particularly significant is
the fact that the minimum wage cover-
age is provided for all Federal employees
as well as State and local government
employees. In addition, domestic work-
ers—long at the bottom of the economic
totempole—are finally granted the pro-
tections of the Fair Labor Standards Act.
However, Mr. ERLENBORN and the admin-
istration would not provide such urgently
required and long-overdue coverage.
Thus, we have still other reasons for re-
jecting this poorly considered substitute.
It is simply unfair and unconscionable
that such a sizable number of American
working people should continue to be
denied the basic protections of the
FLSA—a measure which has been in
existence since 1938. How can one even
attempt to justify the continuation of
labor conditions detrimental to the main-
tenance of a minimum standard of liv-
ing? If the Erlenborn substitute is ac-
cepted, this is precisely what will occur.

Mr. Chairman, it is possible to continue
to list the number of gross deficiencies in
the amendment offered by Mr, ERLEN-
BORN. Suffice it to say that if it or any of
its individual components is allowed to
pass, thousands of fellow Americans will
continue to be relegated to second-class
citizenship and will continue to be forced
to endure the burden of poverty. Wheth-
er one considers the basic increase of the
Federal hourly minimum wage, the ex-~
pansion of coverage to currently unpro-
tected workers or the special youth differ-
ential, it is clear that the Erlenborn sub-
stitute offers neither any solutions nor
hope and that it must be soundly re-
jected. Certainly this issue is of critical
importance to the people of the city of
New York and they can only stand to lose
if the substitute now under consideration
is accepted. Thus, I again call upon our
colleagues to defeat this amendment and
to enact the committee measure with-
out additional delay.

Mrs. MINEK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 7935 provisions to estab-
lish minimum wage protection for house-
hold workers.

Inclusion of domestics in this legis-
lation to extend the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act was approved by the House
Committee on Education and Labor after
due consideration of all factors involved.
We concluded that these workers were
highly deserving of inclusion in the
Minimum Wage Act.
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Domesties are a significant part of the
“working poor” in the United States.
Their pay has always been extremely low
in comparison with the earnings of other
workers. They have not received fringe
benefits such as paid vacations, health
coverage, retirement, or overtime pay. It
is largely because of such factors that
the number of domestics employed in
households across the United States de-
clined by 70,000 between 1960 and 1970.

It is frequently argued that minimum
wage laws produce unemployment among
the low-income workers they are de-
signed to help, but I feel that just the
reverse is true in the case of domestic
workers. The fact that the number of
such workers has been declining strongly
suggests that the pay and other incen-
tives have not been sufficient to attract
employees to this field. By increasing
the pay, we should make these positions
more attractive and add new employ-
ment opportunities.

Certainly it is doubtful that the wages
will be improved without legislative ac-
tion. The employees involved ordinarily
lack the job training and skills required
for more complex tasks. It is likely that
employing households will continue to
offer the lowest possible pay as long as
they are not required to do otherwise,
for the workers are in a poor bargaining
position, This is not to say that the em-
ployers could not, or would not, pay more
if necessary. I believe the minimum wage
provided in this bill, initially $1.80 an
hour, could be afforded by most employ-
ers of domestics. That amounts to just
$72 for a full 40-hour week. The mini-
mum wage would not apply in cases
where the employee lived-in the house-
hold.

In my own State of Hawaii, census data
show that women household workers are
paid at a median rate of only $1,897 per
year. That is hardly an income level suffi-
cient to provide an adequate standard
of living. If we truly believe in the “work
ethie” it follows that those who work
should receive equitable compensation
for their labors. We should not require
individuals to work for pay that will keep
them below the poverty level. Unless
these wage rates are increased to a more
adequate level, we will not be providing
full justice for household domestic
workers.

I support the provision included in
H.R. 7935 applying the minimum wage to
domestics, and urge its adoption.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, for a num-
ber of reasons I believe that it is neces-
sary to oppose the proposal for an in-
crease in the minimum wage, despite the
various amendments and compromises
which have taken place in the course of
our discussion of this subject.

Many of those who advocate an in-
crease in the minimum wage do so for the
best of reasons. They believe that such
an increase will assist ever larger num-
bers of Americans to lead a good and de-
cent life.

Such individuals are of the opinion
that, somehow, prosperity can be legis-
lated. Their economic reasoning fails to
take into consideration the side effects
of their proposals, and few who advocate
an increase in the minimum wage do so
because they believe that such an in-
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crease will adversely effect those who oc-
cupy marginal positions in our employ-
ment structure.

The legal minimum wage has been
pushed up 114 percent between early
1956 and 1968, though average hourly
earnings in manufacturing rose only 55
percent. In addition, the federal mini-
mum wage has become effective over a
far greater range.

The net result of this, according to
economist Henry Hazlitt ‘“has been to
force up the wage rates of unskilled labor
much more than those of skilled labor.
A result of this, in turn, has been that
though an increasing shortage has devel-
oped in skilled labor, the proportion of
unemployed among the unskilled, among
teen-agers, females and non-whites has
been growing.”

Mr. Hazlitt notes that:

The outstanding victim has been the
Negro, and particularly the Negro teenagep
In 1952, the unemployment rate among white
teenagers and non-white teenagers was the
same—9 per cent. But year by year, as the
minimum wage has been jacked higher and
higher, a disparity has grown and increased.
In February of 1968, the unemployment rate
among white teenagers was 11.6 per cent,
but among non-white teenagers it had soared
to 26.6 per cent.

By a minimum wage of, for example,
$2 an hour we have forbidden anyone
to work 40 hours a week for less than
$80. If we offer the same amount, or
something somewhat less, in welfare pay-
ments we are saying, in effect, that we
have forbidden a man to be useful em-
ployed at $70 a week, in order that we
may support him at either the same
amount or something less in idleness.
Such an approach deprives society of the
value of his services and deprives the in-
dividual involved of the independence
and self-respect that comes from self-
support, even at a low level, and from
performing wanted work, at the same
time that we have lowered what the man
could have received by his own efforts.

All of us agree that we would like to
see American workers earning as much
as possible. The way to raise the real
earnings of our citizens, however, is not
through the legislative process. We can-
not, after all, distribute more wealth
than is created. Labor cannot be paid
more than it produces.

Economist Henry Hazlitt expresses the
view that:

The best way to raise wages ... to ralse
wage labor productivity. This can be done by
many methods: by an increase In capital
accumulation, {.e. by an increase In the ma-
chines with which the workers are alded;
by new inventions and improvements; by
more efficient management on the part of
employers; by more industriousness and ef-
ﬂciancy on the part OI WOrKers; DY Detter
education and training. The more therindi-
vidual worker produces, the more he in-
creases the wealth of the whole community.
The more he produces, the more his services
are worth to consumers, and hence to em-
ployers. And the more he is worth to em-
ployers, the more he will be paid. Real wages
come out of production, not out of govern-
ment decrees.

Prof. James Tobin, a memper of the
Council of Economic Advisers under
President Kennedy, pointed out that:

People who lack the capacity to earn a
decent living should be helped, but they will
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not be helped by minimum wage laws, trade
union pressures, or other devices which seek
to compel employers to pay more than their
work is worth. The likely outcome of such
regulations is that the intended beneficlaries
are not employed at all.

A similar view has been expressed by
Dr. Robert M. Reese, executive director
of the Ohio Vocational Association. He
noted that:

For years, vocational educators and others
have worked diligently to change work laws
for youths so that they could obtain experi-
ence in employment.

He went on to say that:

The proposal for a $2.20 minimum wage
would wipe out all the gains we have made
in enabling lower-ability, disadvantaged
youth to get the motivation of work to stay
in school and become productive citizens.

Consider the occasion when, shortly
before Christmas 1929, Harvard Univer-
sity fired, without notice, Mrs. Katherine
Donahue, Mrs. Hannah Hogan, and 18
other scrubwomen in the Widener Li-
brary rather than raise their pay from
35 cents to 37 cents an hour as demanded
by the Massachusetts Minimum Wage
Commission. To avoid paying the extra
2 cents, Harvard replaced the women
with men, who were not covered by the
State’s pioneering, but weak, minimum
wage law.

As recounted by labor historian Irving
Bernstein in the Lean Years, in the case
of the Harvard charwomen ended on a
brighter note. Yet the problem which
we face remains the same. Economist
Paul Samuelson recently asked:

What good does it do a black youth to
know that an employer must pay him $1.60
per hour if the fact that he must be paid
that amount is what keeps him from getting
a job?

Economist Milton Friedman refers to
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938,
the basis of the minimum wage, as “the
most anti-Negro law on our statute
books—in its effect, not its intent.”

Economists Gene L. Chapin and Doug-
las K. Adie of Ohio University, in a paper
presented before the 23d annual meeting
of the Industrial Relations Research
Association, declared that:

Increases in federal minimum wage cause
unemployment among teenagers. The effects
tend to persist for considerable periods of
time. And the effects seem to be strengthen-
ing as coverage is increased and enforcement
of the laws becomes more rigorous.

The techniques, language and varia-
bles used in their mathematical models
may vary, but most other econometri-
cians get the same result: a strong cor-
relation, confirmed by repeated observa-
tions in the 1950’s and 1960’s, between
youth unemployment and the minimum
wage.

Finis Welch of the National Bureau
of Economic Research and Marvin Kost-
ers, now a senior staff economist with the
Council of Economic Advisers, concluded
in a Rand Corp. study that:

Minimum wage legislation has apparently
played an important role in increasing the
cyclical sensitivity of teen-age employment.

They found that:
As minimums rise, “teen-agers are able to
obtaln fewer jobs, and their jobs are less
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secure over the business cycle. A dispropor-
tionate share of these unfavorable employ-
ment effects accrues to the non-white teen-
ager.”

A study by economists Jacob Mincer
and Masonori Hashimoto of the National
Bureau of Economic Research warns that
many teenagers are scared out of the
labor force by lack of job opportunities
and vanish into the gray area of hidden
unemployment.

Even the Bureau of Labor Statistics
appears to be reconsidering the effects of
the minimum wage. In a Labor Depart-
ment study entitled ‘“Youth Unemploy-
ment and Minimum Wages,” Assistant
Commissioner Thomas W. Gavett noted
that:

While there is a significant relationship ...
where other variables are excluded, a look at
the whole set of variables casts doubt upon

the importance of minimum wages as an ex-
planatory variable.

Gavett finds the lack of clear evidence
“discouraging.” He fears that there is
some real basis for inferring that exten-
sions of minimum wage coverage, not the
rate itself, tended in the 1960's to off-
set the benefits of Federal manpower
programs,

In attempting to help those Americans
whose status is most tenuous in the job
market it is essential that we not take a
step which will make it even more dif-
ficult for young people and members of
minority groups to gain employment. The
economic evidence available at this time
indicates that an increase in the mini-
mum wage would do precisely that: make
it less possible for such individuals to
find employment in today’s job market.

Such a result would have serious con-
sequences nof only to the individuals in-
volved, but also to the society at large.
It is this group of unemployed young
people, for example, who have been in-
volved in a high proportion of the crime
and violence which has occurred in our
cities. A large part of the reason may be
attributed to boredom, lack of incentive
and the unavailability of employment.

Those who advocate an increase in the
minimum wage should carefully consider
the available evidence with regard to its
effect upon both the economy and our
society as a whole,

I have reviewed this evidence and con-
clude that it is in our best interest to re-
frain from any increase in the minimum
wage which would have the dire impact
set forth so persuasively by our leading
economists.

Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 7935 which would amend
the Fair Labor Standards Act to increase
the minimum wage to $2.20 by steps and
would extend the wage and overtime
coverage of the act to 6 million more
people.

This piece of legislation is desperately
needed by the many millions of people
who are covered by its provision. We
have not had an increase in the mini-
mum wage since 1968. Since that time
this country has experienced the highest
sustained rate of inflation in its history.
One of the hardest hit groups has been
persons earning the minimum wage.
There is evidence that the $1.60 they
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earned in 1968 has shrunk in real value
to $1.19. There is little doubt that unless
we act today we will be facing the crisis
of creating a working poor—people work-
ing a normal work week but unable to
support themselves except on a subsist-
ence level.

H.R. 7935 provides for an immediate
increase of the minimum wage from $1.60
to $2 for the 34 million nonagricultural
workers covered by the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act before 1966. Beginning on July
1, 1974, the bill increases the minimum
wage to $2.20.

The bill also provides an immediate
increase in the minimum wage rate from
$1.30 to $1.60 per hour for 535,000 agri-
cultural employees who were covered
under the 1966 amendments. The mini-
mum wage will rise in 20-cent increments
over the next 3 years so that on July 1,
1976, it will be $2.20 per hour.

Finally, the bill extends the coverage
of the act to some 6 million people. For
the first time almost all Federal, State,
and local public employees will be cov-
ered by wage and overtime provisions of
the act. Also domestic household em-
ployees will be covered for the first time.

Mr. Chairman, I expect that a series
of weakening amendments will be intro-
duced during our consideration of this
legislation. The thrust of these proposals
will be to lengthen the number of years
until the $2.20 minimum wage is reach-
ed and deny extension of the acts cover-
age to new workers. I do not think these
low-wage earners should have to wait any
longer for an increase and I hope the
Members of this Congress will join me
in defeating these weakening amend-
ments.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. BoLLiNg, 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. 7935) to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to increase the
minimum wage rates under that act, to
expand the coverage of that act, and for
other purposes, pursuant to House Reso-
lution 419, he reported the bill back to
the House with sundry amendments
adopted by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment?

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a separate vote on the so-called Conte
amendment with reference to the Canal
Zone.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote de-
manded on any other amendment? If
not, the Chair will put them en gros.

The amendménts were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the amendment on which a separate vote
has been demanded.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment: Page 15, insert after line 8
the following:

SEec. 106. Section 13(f) (29 U.8.C. 213(f))
is amended (1) by inserting “(1)" immedi-
ately after ‘(f)"”, and (2) by adding at the
end thereof the following new paragraph:
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"“(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), the
increases in the minimum wage rates pre-
scribed by the Fair Labor Standards Amend-
ments of 1973 shall not apply to the mini-
mum wage rates applicable under this Act
to employees employed in the Canal Zone.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on the

amendment.

The question was taken;
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-

peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE
Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I demand a

recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 213, noes 203,
not voting 16,

Blackburn
Boland
Bowen

Bray
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler

Byron

Camp

Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain

Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Duncan

Flynt

Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen

Abzug
Adams

as follows:

[Roll No. 189]

AYES—213

Frenzel
Frey
Fuqua
Gettys
Goldwater
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha

Harvey
Hastings
Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Tenn.
Keating
Kemp
Ketchum
EKuykendall
Landgrebe
Latta
Lent
Long, Md.
Lott
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McDade
McEwen
McKinney
Macdonald
Madigan
Mallliard
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Michel
Milford
Miller
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Mosher
Murphy, N.Y.
NOES—203
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin

Myers

Nelsen
Nichols
Parris

Poage

Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie

Quillen
Rallsback
Rarick
Regula
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Roncallo, N.¥.
Rousselot
Ruppe

Ruth
Sandman

Sarasin
Batterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Skubitz
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
SBtanton,

J. William
Bteele
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo,
Teague, Callf.

Thomson, Wis.

Thone
Treen
Ullman
Veysey
Waggonner
Wampler
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wiison, Bob
Winn

Wolff
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ill,
Young, 8.C.
Zion

Zwach

Badillo
Barrett
Bell
Bennett
Bergland

and the

Bevill
Bilagel
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brooks
Brown, Calif.,
Brown, Mich.
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass,
Burlison, Mo,
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohlo
Chisholm
Clay
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Culver
Daniels,

Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Diggs
Dingell
Drinan
Dulski
Eckhardt
Edwards, Callf.
Eilberg
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Flood
Foley

rd!

William D.
Fraser
Froehlich
Fulton
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Gongzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gude
Hamilton
Hanley

Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoskl
Hicks
Holifield
Holtzman
Howard
Hungate
Ichord
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Kluczynski
Koch

KEyros
Leggett
Lehman
Litton

Long, La.
McCormack
McFall
McEay
McSpadden
Madden
Mahon
Martin, Nebr.
Matsunaga

Mazzoll
M

eeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Moss
Murphy, 11,
Natcher
Nedzl

Pepper
Perkins
Pettls
Pickle

Pike
Podell
Preyer
Price, 111,
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Reld
Reuss
Riegle
Roberts
Rodino

Roe
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
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Ro
Rosenthal
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Ryan
St Germain
Sarbanes
Saylor
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Btaggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Bteed
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Thornton
Tiernan
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Walsh
Ware
Whalen
White
Wilson,
Charles H.,
« Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Wright
Wyatt
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl

NOT VOTING—16

Carter
Clark
Cronin
Pisher
King
Landrum

Minshall, Ohio
O'Brien
Patman

Rooney, N.Y.

Rostenkowski
Runnels
Stokes
Towell, Nev.

So the amendment was agreed to.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. King.
Mr. Rostenkowskl with Mr Cronin.

Mr. Fisher with Mr. Carter.

Mr. Landrum with Mr. Minshall of Ohilo.
Mr. Rogers with Mr. O'Brien.

Mr. Stokes with Mr. Runnels.

Mr. Patman with Mr. Towell of Nevada.
Mr. Clark with Mr. Peyser.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the

bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the

third time.

The SPEAKER, The question is on

the passage of the bill.
Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
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vice, and there were—yeas 287, nays 130,
not voting 15, as follows:

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif,
Anderson, 111,
Andrews, N.C,
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blaggi
Biester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boiand
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Eroomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass,
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohlo
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Cohen
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Daniels,

Dominick V.

Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Dent
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Do

Evans, Colo.

Evins, Tenn.

Fascell

Findley

Fish

Flood

Flowers

Foley

Ford,
William D.

Forsythe

Fountain

Fraser

Frenzel
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Glaimo
Glbbons
Gilman
Ginn
Gonzalez

[Roll No. 190]
YEAS—287

Grasso

Gray

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa,
Grifiths
Grover
Gubser

Gude

Gunter
Guyer
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Heinz
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks

Hillis
Hinshaw
Holifleld
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Ichord
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Okla,
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan

Earth
Eastenmeler
Kazen
Keating
Kluczynski
Koch

Kyros
Leggett
Lehman

Lent

Litton
Long, La,
Long, Md,
Lujan
McCloskey
MecCormack

MecDade
McFall
McEay
McKinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mailliard
Mallary
Maraziti
Mathias, Calif,
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Milford
Miller
Mills, Ark.
Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.¥Y.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.¥Y.
Natcher
Nedzi
Nichols

Nix

Obey

O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Passman

Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle

Pike

Podell
Preyer
Price, I1l.
Pritchard
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reid

Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino
Roe

Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.X.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Roush

Roy

Roybal
Ruppe
Ryan

8t Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Saylor
Schroeder
Selberling
Shipley
Shriver
Sikes

Bisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Jowa
Snyder

Steele
Stratton
Stubblefield
Btuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif,
Thompson, N.J.
Thornton
Tiernan
Udall

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik

Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
‘Walsh
Wampler
Ware

Whalen

White

Widnall

Willlams

Wilson,
Charles H.,
Callf.

Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

Wolft

Wright

Wyatt

Wydler

Wrylie

Yates

Yatron

Young, Alaska

Young, Ga.

Zablocki
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NAYS—130
Flynt Myers
Ford, Gerald R. Nelsen
Frelinghuysen Parris

Frey
Froehlich
Gettys
Goldwater
Goodling
Gross
Haley
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Hébert
Hogan
Holt
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Jones, N.C.
EKemp
Ketchum
Euykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lott
McClory
McCollister
McEwen
Mahon
Mann
Martin, Nebr,
Martin, N.C.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Michel
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.

NOT VOTING—15

Carter Minshall, Ohlo Rostenkowskl
Cronin O'Brien Runnels
Edwards, Calif. Patman Stokes
Fisher Peyser Towell, Nev.
King Rooney, N.Y. Wyman

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Rooney of New York for, with Mr.
Fisher against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Rostenkowskl with Mr. Carter.

Mr. Edwards of California with Mr. Cronin.
Mr. Stokes with Mr. Runnels.

Mr. O’Brien with Mr. King.

Mr. Peyser with Mr. Minshall of Ohlo.

Mr. Towell of Nevada with Mr. Wyman.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Abdnor
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker
Beard
Blackburn
Bowen
Bray
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, Va.
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler
Byron
Camp
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Clawson, Del
Cochran
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert

Ww., Jr.
Davls, Wis.
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Downing
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch

Pettls

Poage
Powell, Ohlo
Price, Tex.
Quie

Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Rousselot
Ruth
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Shoup
Shuster
Smith, N.Y.
Spence
Steelman
Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Symms
Talcott
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Treen
Veysey
Whitehurst
Whitten
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Young, Fla.
‘Young, Ill.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zion

Zwach

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. O’NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to revise
and extend their remarks on the bill
just passed, and specifically that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to revise and extend their re-
marks before the vote on the Erlenborn
amendment.

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

There was no objection.

IMMEDIATE CONSTRUCTION OF THE
TRANS-ALASKA OIL PIPELINE

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

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Speaker, today
I would like to express my full support
for the immediate construction of the
trans-Alaska oil pipeline. Everyone must
realize that the United States is in an
energy crisis now. The Alaskan pipeline
would channel up to 2 million barrels of
oil a day to the United States which
would be about one-sixth of our daily
needs. Work could begin immediately if
Congress would give its approval to the
pipeline right of way.

Consideration of a Canadian oil pipe-
line at this time is useless when compar-
ing it to the Alaskan pipeline. It seems,
these days, that everyone is talking about
a Canadian oil pipeline except the Ca-
nadians. No one has apparently seen fit
to even file an application for an oil pipe-
line in Canada. The pipeline venture in
Canada is too many years of court fights
and problems away.

It is a fact that the Alaskan pipeline
is ready to go. The courts have approved
all environmental issues in Alaska con-
cerning the pipeline. What about all the
tremendous environmental issues over
the Canadian pipeline which would be
four times the size of the Alaskan pipe-
line.

Alaskan native claims have all been
settled. Canada has yet to settle one
claim. Canada has not even set up its
environmental regulations for the pipe-
line. Alaska has done this and the oil
companies have spent millions of dollars
in research to meet these environmental
requirements in Alaska.

While Canada’ first priority will prob-
ably be to build a gas pipeline first,
Alaska is ready to go now on an oil pipe-
line.

Another important factor to consider
is the balance-of-payment problems of
the United States Oil from Alaska, dis-
placing foreign oil, would enable the
United States to reduce its cash outflows
to foreign nations by $1.5 to $2 billion an-
nually. We must remember that Canada
is a foreign country.

The cause for the trans-Alaska pipe-
line is overwhelming in its favor. It would
benefit the whole country by getting oil
to the West coast, thus enabling oil from
the Middle East to be transported
cheaper and quicker to the Midwest and
eastern part of the United States.

The Alaskan pipeline is ready to go.
The Canadian is years and years of prob-
lems away. We need oil now and the
Alaskan pipeline, at this time, is the fast-
est, safest, and most economically feasi-
ble method of transporting oil from
Alaska’s North Slope.

ARE COX'S WATERGATE PROSECU-
TORS PARTISAN?

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

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, when Elliot
Richardson was before the Senate for
confirmation as Attorney General of the
United States, there was much hub-bub
about the selection of a special prosecu-
tor for the Watergate case.

Some Senators were insistent that the
special prosecutor be above reproach,
completely independent of any control or
direction from this administration and
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ultimately Prof. Archibald Cox was se-
lected.

. As a former FBI agent and a former
prosecuting attorney in a large metro-
politan area, including the capital city
of my State, I think I have some knowl-
edge of investigations, prosecutions, law
enforcement, and administrative deci-
sions in directing prosecutive staffs.

It is most intriguing to note the direc-
tion Special Prosecutor Cox is taking. He
was, of course, Solicitor General of the
United States during the Kennedy ad-
ministration. The late Bobby Kennedy
was Attorney General, and the stable of
special prosecutors being assembled by
Professor Cox seem to be 100 percent
Kennedy worshipers. Many were in the
Justice Department with Kennedy.

The newspapers have announced Cox's
selections thus far as James Vorenberg,
who was an associate employee and de-
voted to the late Attorney General Rob-
ert F. Kennedy. Thomas McBride, for-
merly of Justice, and more recently top
attorney for the Police Foundation of
itinerant Police Chief “Pat” Murphy,
late of Syracuse, Washington, D.C., and
New York City. James Neal of Nashville,
who successfully prosecuted Jimmy
Hoffa as an assistant U.S. attorney, and
was rewarded by being chosen by Ken-
nedy as U.S. attorney in Nashville. For
the past 6 years he has been in the pri-
vate practice in Nashville. Also, Cox’'s
former aide in Justice under EKennedy,
Prof. Phil Heyman.

And, I am reliably informed other
former aides of the late Bobby Kennedy
are presently being besieged to represent
those who are or may be involved in the
so-called Watergate matter.

One is compelled to wonder whether
there are not any present or past Repub-
lican assistant U.S. attorneys, U.S. at-
torneys or State attorneys general avail-
able to give at least semblance of a bi-
partisan approach by Special Prosecutor
Cox. Is it going to evolve into a Demo-
cratic “witch-hunt” aimed at Republi-
cans, and “escape-hatch” for the clients
of the former Kennedy lawyers?

Mr. Speaker, Senator ErRvIN'S commit-
tee at least suggests an investigation rel-
atively free of pure partisanship how-
ever, it might be a real eye-opener if his
inquiry probed into the allegedly fabu-
lous sky-high fees being paid to the
lawyers in the Watergate case.

It has been reported lawyer William
Bitmann was paid $85,000 to plead his
client E. Howard Hunt guilty. Imagine—
for a guilty plea. What would it have
been for a trial? Maybe Bitmann set a
precedent with an unbelievable guilty
fee for Spiegel Co. in the Brewster case.

The Grievance Committees of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Court of Appeals, and
the U.S. District Court might well con-
cern themselves in this fee area.

In any event, some balance in the pros-
ecuting team is certainly the responsi-
bility of Professor Cox, unless he plans
to operate an anti-Nixon vendetta, with
a group of lawyers from the snakepits of
former adversaries.

PROHIBITING CIA'S ENGAGING IN
DOMESTIC LAW ENFORCEMENT

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

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, in response to
a New York Times article last December
stating that the CIA has heen involved in
the training of New York City police-
men, I wrote to Richard Helms, then
Director of the CIA, requesting the fol-
lowing information:

First. The number of police officers
from local police departments through-
out the country who had received CIA
instruction within the last 2 years;

Second. A description of the training
provided by the CIA;

Third. The cost of this training and
the source of the funds;

Fourth. The purpose of this training
and the legislative authority for CIA in-
volvement; and

Fifth. Whether the CIA intends to
continue training local police officers.
It was my understanding that the CIA
was precluded by the law under which it
was created, The National Security Act
of 1947, from engaging in domestic law
enforcement activities.

On January 29, 1973, I was advised by
John Maury of the CIA that there was no
specific law which authorizes the CIA to
undertake the training of local police
forces but that the CIA believes that the
statute which created LEAA indicates an
intent that all Federal agencies should
assist in law enforcement and crime pre-
vention efforts in America. He also said
that training was provided on request of
police departments in about a dozen
jurisdictions, and that such training dealt
with the handling of explosives and for-
eign weapons as well as the detection of
wiretaps and bugs in which foreign in-
terests are involved.

Mr. Maury informed me of the CIA’s
authority, as the Agency interprets it, to
conduct such activities. I quote from his
letter:

Regarding the Agency’'s authority to con-
duct such briefings, the National Security
Act of 1947 (P.L. 80-253, as amended; specif-
ically provides that “the Agency shall have
no police, subpoena, law-enforcement powers,
or internal security functions."” We do not
consider that the activitles In question vio-
late the letter or spirit of these restrictions.
In our judgment they are entirely consistent
with the provisions of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (P.L.
90-351, 42 USCA 38701 et seq). In enacting
that law it was the declared policy and pur-
pose nf Congress “to assist State and local
governments in strengthening and improving
law enforcement at every level by national
assistance” and to . . . encourage research
and development directed toward the im-
provement of law enforcement and the de-
velopment of new methods for the prevention
and reduction of crime and the detectlon
and apprehension of criminals” (42 USCA
3701). By the same law Congress also au-
thorized the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration to wuse avallable services,
equipment, personnel and facilitles of the
Department of Justice and of “other civilian
or military agencies and instrumentalities” of
the Federal Government to carry out its
function (42 USCA 3756).

In an attempt to determine the via-
bility of this interpretation of the law, I
requested the General Accounting Office
to study the matter and give me its opin-
ion. In its response, the GAO noted that
its examination of the National Security
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Act of 1947, as amended, “fails to disclose
anything which reasonably could be con-
strued as authorizing such activities (CIA
training of local police forces)”. How-
ever, the GAO did acknowledge that in
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 Congress authorized
the LEAA to use available services, equip-
ment, personnel and facilities of the
Justice Department and of “other civilian
and military agencies and instrumentali-
ties” of the Federal Government to carry
out its funetion. In addition, the GAO
noted that the Intergovernmental Co-
operation Act of 1968 authorizes “all de-
partments and agencies of the executive
branch of the Federal Government—
which do not otherwise have such au-
thority—to provide reimbursable special-
ized or technical services to State and
local governments.” Thus it would appear
that while the authority for these CIA
activities is not specifically established
in law, a loophole has apparently been
created by the provisions of the Omnibus
Crime Control Act and the Intergovern-
mental Cooperation Act.

I am therefore introducing legislation
today which I believe would establish in
law the intent of the National Security
Act of 1947 that the CIA be prohibited
from becoming involved in internal se-
curity functions. This legislation would
specifically prohibit the CIA from pro-
viding training or other assistance di-
rectly or indirectly in support of State
or local law-enforcement activities. It
would supersede the provisions of the
Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1968 and
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation
Act of 1968 under which the CIA draws
its present tenuous authority, and would
thus make further CIA involvement in
“internal security functions” a clear
violation of our laws.

The matter of the CIA’s involvement
in domestic affairs is a very serious one.
The American public was recently
shocked by disclosures that the CIA had
been involved in the burglary of the
office of Dr. Daniel Ellsberg’s former
psychiatrist. Neither Members of Con-
gress nor officials in our judicial system
are in a position at this point to deter-
mine the extent of CIA involvement in
similar matters. The very fact that the
CIA is carefully exempted from the usu-
ally required reports to the Congress—
indeed its budget is confidential and not
available to individual Members—poses
the greatest of dangers. The operational
authority of the CIA as a foreign intelli-
gence agency must be limited and clearly
defined in law, and its activities must be
more vigilantly supervised. But in any
event the law must be changed so not to
give the CIA even the color of consent to
engage in domestic surveillance of the
citizens of this country.

We must be alert to abuses of the
CIA’s authority so that we don’t wake
up some morning to find that an agency
we established to protect ourselves from
outside subversion has become a Trojan
horse in our midst invading the private
lives of our own people. We have already
had an instance, with the Ellsberg case,
in which the facilities of the CIA were
used to invade the private life of an in-
dividual. Such activities and the rela-
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tionship that necessarily evolves from
local police training programs must be
avoided.

The response I received from the GAO
follows:

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF
THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., May 30, 1973.
Hon. EpwaArDp 1. EocH,
House of Representatives.

Dear MRr. EocH: Reference is made to
your letter of March 5, 1973, and subsequent
correspondence resulting from an article
which appeared in the New York Times for
December 17, 1972, stating that 14 New York
policemen had received training from the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) in Sep-
tember.

Enclosed for your information is a copy of
our letter of today to the Director, CIA, ad-
vising that the CIA has no authority to pro-
vide such training, except In accordance
with the provisions of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 or the
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1988.

We trust that this will be of assistance to
you.

Bincerely yours,
ELMER B. BTAATS,

Compiroller General of the United States.

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF
THE UNITED BTATES,
Washington, D.C., May 30, 1973.
Hon. JAMES R. SCHLESINGER,
Director, Central Intelligence Agency.

DEeAR MR. SCHLESINGER: The Honorable Ed-
ward I. Eoch, of the House of Representa-
tives had referred to us for a ruling coples
of correspondence with your office and cer-
tain material which appeared in the Congres-
sional Record for February 6, 1972, page
36569 and March 5, 1973, pages 6313-6314,
which was prompted by an article in the New
York Times for December 17, 1872, which
stated that fourteen New York policemen
had received training from the Central In-
telligence Agency (CIA) in September.

Because of an informal contact from your
office we suggested that a statement be sent
from your office as to exactly what was done
and the specific statutory authority relied
upon therefor. As a result, we received a let-
ter dated March 16, 1973, from your Deputy
General Counsel which enclosed (1) an ex-
tract of the Congressional Record for March
5, 1973, supre, that contained Congressman
Chet Holifleld's discussion and report of the
inquiry into the matter by the House Com-
mittee on Government Operations at the re-
quest of Congressman Koch, together with
related correspondence and (2) a copy of
Congressman Koch's letter of December 28,
1072, to the CIA and a copy of the response
of January 29, 1973, signed by your Legisla-
tive Counsel. It was stated that it would
appear that all the information needed was
contalned in those enclosures. We were also
assured that the CIA does not run a formal
Institution for training of police officers in
the manner of the FBI Academy located at
“Fort Belvoir.” (The FBI Academy is located
at Quantico, Virginfa.)

It is noted that the Congressional Record
for March 5, 1973, pages 6314 also includes re-
lated remarks of Congressman Lucian N.
Nedzl, Chalrman of the Special Subcom-
mittee on Intelligence, House Committee on
Armed Services, as to the activity of that
Subcommittee in the matter, in which he
emphasizes that the basic jurisdiction in CIA
matters remains with the Armed Services
Committee and that the Subcommittee has
been diligent in fulfilling its responsibilities.
He also stated that he shared the view “that
the CIA should refrain from domestic law in-
forcement activities and that some of the
activities described by our colleague Mr.
Eoch, and the agency itself could have been
performed much more appropriately by other
agencles.”
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It sppears from the material referred to
above that within the last two years less than
fifty police officers from a total of about a
dozen city and county police forces have re-
ceived some kind of CIA briefing.

As to the New York police it appears that
with the assistance of the Ford Foundation
an analysis and evaluation unit was devel-
oped within the Intelligence Division of the
New York City police department. At the
suggestion of a Ford Foundation representa-
tive it sought assistance from the CIA as to
the best system for analyzing intelligence.
Although the CIA’s techniques and proce-
dures involve only foreign intelligence they
were considered basic and applicable to the
needs of the New York police. A 4-day brief-
ing was arranged at which a ground of New
York City police was briefed on the theory
and technique of analyzing and evaluating
foreign intelligence data, the role of the an-
alyst, and the handling and processing of
foreign intelligence ihformation.

The briefing was given by a CIA training
staff, based upon material used in training
the CIA analysts and without any significant
added expense. Specific guidance was not
given as to how the New York City police sys-
tem should be set up but the CIA presented
its basiec approach.

CIA assistance to local law enforcement
agencies has been of two types. In the first
type of assistance one or two officers received
an hour or two of briefing on demonstration
of techniques. Police officers from six local
or State jurisdictions came to CIA head-
quarters for this type of assistance. In the
second type of assistance, the briefing lasted
for 2 or 3 days. Instruction was given In such
techniques as record handling, clandestine
photography, surveillance of individuals, and
detection and identification of metal and ex-
plosive devices. Nine metropolitan or county
Jurisdictions sent officers for this type of in-
struction. Assistance given was at no cost to
the reciplents and has been accomplished by
making avallable, insofar as their other du-
tles permit, qualified CIA experts and in-
structors. Cost to the CIA has been minimal.

It is stated that all briefings have been
conducted in response to the requests of the
varlous reciplents. It is also stated that the
CIA intends to continue to respond to such
requests within its competence and author-
ity to the extent possible without interfering
with its primary mission.

No provision of that part of National Se-
curity Act of 1947, as amended, 50 U.B.C.
408, et seq., which established the Central
Intelligence Agency has been cited as au-
thority for the activities undertaken and our
examination of that law fails to disclcse any-
thing which reasonably ecould be construed
as authorizing such activities. However, in
his letter of January 29, 1973, to Congress-
man Koch, your Legislative Counsel stated
that these activities were entirely consistent
with the provisions of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1068, 42
U.8.C. 3701, et seq. He noted that in 42 US.C.
3701 it was the declared policy of the Con-
gress “to asslst State and loeal governments
in strengthening law enforcement at every
level” and that it was the purpose of that
law to “encourage research and development
directed toward the Improvement of law
enforcement and the development of new
methods for the prevention and reduction of
crime and the detection and apprehension of
criminals.” 42 U.S.C. 8721. He also noted that
in the same law at 42 U.S.C. 3766 Congress
authorized the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration to use avallable services,
equipment, personnel, and facilities of the
Department of Justice and of “other civilian
and military agencies and instrumentalities”
of the Federal Government to carry out its
function, It should also be noted that the
section authorizes such use on a reimburs-
able basis,
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There is nothing in the Omnibus Crime
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 which authorizes
a Federal agency of its own volition to pro-
vide services which it is not otherwise au-
thorized to provide. As previously stated there
is nothing in the legislation establishing the
CIA which would authorize the activities in
question. Neither does it appear that those
services, equipment, personnel, and facili-
ties utilized were utilized by the Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration or even
at 1ts request. As stated by Congressman
Holifield in his letter of February 23, 1973, to
you and quoted in the Congressional Record
for March b, 1973:

Since the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration is the agency primarily con=-
cerned with such matters, particularly where
Federal assistance funds are involved, it
would seem that the need for Federal agency
assistance to local law enforcement agencies
should be coordinated by that Administra-
tion.

In that same letter of February 23, 1973,
Congressman Holifleld invited attention to
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of
1968, Pub. L. 90-577, 82 Stat. 1102, approved
October 16, 1968, 42 U.8.C. 4201, et seq., as
implemented by Budget Clrcular No. A-97
of August 29, 1969. Among the purposes of
title III of that act, as stated In section 301
thereof, 1s to authorize all departments and
agencies of the executive branch of the Fed-
eral Government—which do not otherwlse
have such authority—to provide reimburs-
able speclalized or technical services to
State and local governments. Sectlon 302 of
the act states that such services shall include
only those which the Director of the Office
of Management and Budget through rules
and regulations determines Federal depart-
ments and agencies have a special compe-
tence to provide. Budget Circular No. A-87
covers specific services which may be pro-
vided under the act and also provides that if
a Federal agency receives a request for spe-
cialized or technical services which are not
specifically covered and which it belleves is
consistent with the act and which it has
a speclal competence to provide, it should
forward such request to the Bureau of the
Budget (now Office of Management and
Budget) for action. The same procedure is
to be followed 1if there is doubt as to whether
the service requested is included within the
services specifically covered. Section 304 re-
quires an annual summary report by the
agency head to the respective Committees on
Government Operations of the Senate and
House of Representatives on the scope of the
services provided under title ITII of the act.
Possibly future requests for briefings from
State or local police agencles could be con-
sidered under the provisions of that act and
the implementing budget circular.

In the letter of January 29, 1973, to Con=-
gressman Koch from your Legislative Coun-
sel 1t is also stated that the activities in ques-
tion were not considered to violate the letter
or spirit of the provisions of the Natlonal
Security Act of 1947 which states that *“the
Agency shall have no police, subpoena, law
enforcement powers, or internal-security
functions.” See 50 U.8.C. 403(d) (3). We do
not regard the actlvities as set out above as
being in vioclation of these provisions, but
as previously indlcated, we have found no
authority for those activities by vour agency,
unless provided on a relmbursable basis in
accordance with the Intergovernmental Co-
operation Act of 1968, or at the request of
the Law Enforcemenf Assistance Adminis-
tration under the provisions of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968,
which was not the case here.

Copies of this letter are being sent to the
Members of Congress referred to above.

Sincerely yours,
ELMER B. STAATS,

Comptroller General of the United States.
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YOUTH CONSERVATION CORPS

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, today I am
introducing, with 58 of our colleagues, a
new youth conservation corps bill to ex-
new youth conservation corps bill to ex-
pand the program and make it perma-
nent.

The original YCC legislation, which
was passed in 1970, established a 3 year
pilot program for young people 15
through 18 years of age from all socio-
economic and racial backgrounds. At
that time Senator Jacksown and I, as the
original sponsors of the legislation, con-
templated a program in the magnitude of
$150,000,000 serving 150,000 young men
and women. But decided to start with a
pilot program. We could learn from mis-
takes made on a small scale, see what
techniques work best and then expand
the program with 8 minimum of stress.
Last year the Congress stairstepped the
expansion of YCC by providing a fiscal
year 1973 authorization of $30 million
and $60 million for fiscal year 1974.

Considering the success of the Youth
Conservation Corps, it appears from this
vantage point that we may have been too
cautious. The program has encountered
no serious problems; we hear only praise.
It is time that the Youth Conservation
Corps be made a permanent program and
expanded to meet the summer employ-
ment needs of our youth and the main-
tenance needs of our public lands.

The bill introduced today includes a
Federal-State cost sharing program,
whereby 30 percent of the YCC funds
would be devoted to grants to States for
YCC projects on State lands. The provi-
sion has the effect of bringing the YCC
to the East where many young people
reside but where there are few Federal
lands. Assuming full funding and that
the Federal Government pays 50 percent
of the cost of the State grant program,
70,000 young people would be hired each
summer to work on State laws; 80,000
would be employed on Federal lands.

An important part of the Youth Con-
servation Corps is its requirement that
there be a mix of young people in the
program. All socioeconomic and radical
classifications are represented in the
corps. The heterogeneous nature of the
program is one of its strengths. Young
people from all segments of society,
working together, find they have many
things in common not before discovered.
I recently acquired a copy of a letter ad-
dressed to an administrative officer of
the Ochoco National Forest in Prine-
ville, Oregon from a Portland, Oreg.,
high school counselor which I think is
significant:

Last year, one of our Wilson students had
the good fortune to be accepted in the Youth
Conservation Corps. The change for the good
in that young man was absolutely inde-
scribable. His Counselors and teachers had
absolutely given up on him and he was sus-
pended from school. However, when he came
back he had a positive attitude about him-
self as well as school and most people who
knew him at Wilson could not believe the
change.

The experience offered in the Youth Con-
servation Corps is much more valuable to
Wilson students than most others because
it is so different from their past experlence.
It is because of this that I hope you will be
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able to take all four of our applicants. I am
absolutely certain it will be the most valuable
experience any of the four have ever had in
thelr life time.

In hearings last year, a number of
corps participants talked about how the
work they did in YCC was something
worthwhile. Dr. Beverly L. Driver of the
University of Michigan’s Institute of So-
cial Research, testified concerning the
independent evaluation of the program.
The evaluation showed that 98.6 percent
of the participants felt their experience
was worthwhile and highest ratings were
given to be quantity and quality of work
accomplished. Young people today do not
want make-work jobs, merely to be on
the receiving end of a paycheck. Cer-
tainly compensation is important, but
the job must be meaningful.

It is also noteworthy that the Univer-
sity of Michigan study shows that youth
in the 1972 YCC program gained envi-
ronment understanding and awareness
equivalent to a full year of study in a
normal high school setting.

The Youth Conservation Corps is a
people oriented program, but it is also
an environmental and resource mainte-
nance program. Not only does YCC pro-
vide summer employment for our young
people, but the Nation is nearly repaid
the cost of the program in improvements
on our public lands. In upgrading our
public lands, YCC corpsmen work in
areas of erosion control, campground
construction and maintenance, tree
planting, timber production, trail con-
struction, and maintenance and wildlife
habitat improvement, to name a few.

The backlog of needed work on our
public lands increases every year. The
experience of the pilot YCC shows us
that 15,00 hardworking young people,
enthusiastic about their summer jobs,
will certainly be able to hold that back-
log to a minium.

At a time when our young people need
summer jobs and there’s work to be done
on our public lands, the new Youth Con-
servation Corps bill provides us with a
unique opportunity to attack two prob-
lems with one solution.

POSTCARD VOTER REGISTRATION

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

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Speaker, the
House of Representatives will soon be
considering the Senate-passed bill that
would permit voter registration by mail.
Post cards would be mailed from the
Census Bureau to every household in the
United States, and anyone who signed
one and returned it would be duly regis-
tered to vote. I strongly oppose this
legislation.

In my opinion, it would open the very
real possibility of widespread fraud,
error, and confusion. The right to vote
is a unique privilege, but it carries with
it some measure of responsibility as well.
I believe most Amerimans are more than
willing to bear the small inconvenience
imposed by the requirement that they
register in person in order to verify their
eligibility to vote.
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I would like to bring to the attention
of my colleagues, first, a letter I received
from Mrs. John M. Payne, president
of the Virginia Electral Board Asso-
ciation, which clearly states the hazards
inherent in this bill. I would also like to
commend to your attention, an ediforial
from the Roanoke Times of June 5, 1973,
which raises additional questions and
suggests alternatives. Both the letter and
the editorial follow:

THE CIiTYy OoF LYNCHBURG, VA.,
May 24, 1973.

Hon, Wmmriam C, WAMPLER,
Congress of the United States,
Washington, D.C.

DEArR BinL: The Executive Committee of
The Virginia Electoral Board Association met
Tuesday, May 21, at 1:00 AM. at the Capitol
in Richmond. At this meeting the Executive
Committee went on record unanimously op-
posing S. Bill 352—Post Card Reglstration.

For Congress to pass this bill even though
the Senate did pass it is unbelievable!

A bill which would allow Americans to reg-
ister for Federal elections by simply mailing
a post card 1s preposterous. Under this in-
sane proposal, millions of post cards with re-
turn cards attached would be mailed to street
and rural addresses, not to named individuals
but to the “Occupant” or “Householder” as
we understand this proposed legislation. The
estimated cost of the program could run as
high as $300 million a year.

As you know here in Virginia we have been
striving to put a stop to illegal practices in
the Election System and in the last three
years have made tremendous strides in this
direction. The Central Voter Registration Sys-
ftem is just one of mang things which we
have developed recently in Virginia to help
prevent fraud.

Should this Bill pass and become law does
anyone have any clear idea how the system
would work? I understand that the Census
Bureau and the Postal Service opposes it.
There is not a single valid argument that
can be made in its favor and many, many
arguments against it.

The Executive Committee of The Virginia
Electoral Board Assoclation has instructed
me as its President, to issue a statement in
opposition to Post Card Legislation and to
make our position known to the members of
Congress from the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginla.

With my best wishes.

Sincerely,
Mrs. JoHN M. PAYNE,
President, the Virginia Electoral Board
Association,

[Editorial from the Roanoke Times, June 5,
1973]
POSTCARD REGISTRATION

Patrons of the bill to permit registration
by postcard must not be acquainted with
voting practices in the old Ninth District of
Virginia, principally the Southwest. Ulti-
mately those brought down the wrath of a
U.S. district judge. They must have forgot-
ten the voting practices in Chicago, III.,
which left at least a smidgen of doubt that
President John F. Kennedy was fairly elec-
ted In 1960. Senators, who helped pass the
bill, must have forgotten the occasional smell
that follows an election in Texas.

The voting scandals in the Southwest Vir-
ginia counties usually involved the use of
the absentee ballot, which has some relation
to registration procedures. Some people in
the cemetery, but still registered, were
thought to have cast ballots. Registration
may not have played much of a part in the
doubts about the election of 1960 In Chicago.
But taken all together, the scandals and
near-scandals suggest that voting procedures
must have at least a minimum of regulation
to guarantee fairness.
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Reglstration by postcard can be abused.
Counterfeit cards can be made even more
easily than counterfelt money. If the regis-
tration official is in cahoots with the coun-
terfeiter, it would be easy for the crook to
vote in two or more precincts, two or more
counties or, along the border, in two or more
states. In the light of past history, who can
be sure this won’'t happen?

A philosophical objection also can be en-
tered. It is no longer necessary to be literate
or 21 to vote; residence requirements have
been markedly reduced. Is it too much to ask
that a citizen be interested enough in his
government to go to a registration office and
make out a simple form?

Improvements can be made in reglstration
procedures in Virginia, at least. More regis-
trars in more places during more hours, es-
pecially night hours, would make registration
less burdensome. These reforms can he made
without the risks of registration by post-
cards The Senate has passed the bill. The
House should look at the bill more critically
and kill it.

IN THE NAME OF PROFITS

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

Mr. PODELL., Mr. Speaker, it was re-
cently announced by the administration
that this country would be selling be-
tween 24 and 30 F-4 Phantom jet bomb-
ers to Saudi Arabia.

As we all know, these are the planes
which we have traditionally been supply-
ing to Israel. In recen’ years, the Israeli
Government has repeatedly been threat-
ened with an end to the delivery of
Phantoms, or delivery in numbers far
lower than had originally been agreed
upon. Ostensibly, these proposals were
put forth as a means of bringing about
peace in the Middle East by cooling down
the arms race. However, with the Soviet
and French Governments continually
selling greater and greater numbers of
weapons to the Arab States, it would have
been arrant foolishness for us to renege
on our commitments to Israel.

A few weeks ago, it was revealed that
Mirage fighter jets that France had sold
to Libya were winding up at airbases in
Egypt, poised for attack on Israel. The
Israeli Ambassador informed the French
Government that it had irrefutable proof
of the transfer of planes from Libya to
Egypt, even though the sales agreement
stipulated that no surh transfers were to
take place.

The reason I mention this is because
it is more than likely that, should the
sale of Phantoms to Saudi Arabia go
through, we will see a repeat of these
transfers. The State Department has
indicated that it will be a provision of
our sales agreement with Saudi Arabia
that these planes are not to be trans-
ferred. However, when asked what could
be done if the agreement is violated in
this respect, the silence from the admin-
istration is deafening.

The reason given for this sale is that
Saudi Arabia’s defenses need upgrading.
I want to know, for what purpose? Is
Saudi Arabia seriously threatened with
attack from the outside? Is the security
of Saudi Arabia and other Persian Gulf
states that much in peril? Or is this
merely an attempt to placate one of the
world’s greatest oil-producing nations,
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an effort to show that we are not uni-
laterally biased in Israel’s favor.

This proposal by the administration is
highly dangerous. It is a threat to Israeli
security if the planes are transferred to
Egypt or another Arab state bordering
on Israel. It could lead to a serious es-
calation of the arms race in the Mid-
dle East. Once Saudi Arabia can buy jets
from the United States, other Arab na-
tions, even the tiny Persian Gulf sheikh-
doms, will feel that they have legitimate
“security” needs that justify the pur-
chase of vast amounts of weapons, not
only from the United States, but from
the Soviet Union, France, and any other
nation willing to turn a fast profit and
insure its oil supply. The possibility for
economic blackmail is rich and fright-
ening.

It should be recalled, when the no-
transfer agreement is mentioned, that
American tanks given to Jordan with
the proviso that they were not to be
used across the Jordan River, were in
fact deployed against Israel in the 1967
war. Both this incident, and the recent
incident involving Libya and the French
Mirages, leads me to believe that the no-
transfer agreement would be more hon-
ored in the breach than the observance.

The shortsightedness of this adminis-
tration when it comes to the Middle East
is appalling. We have been fortunate in
the last 2 years, that there have been
no serious outbreaks of fighting between
Israel and her Arab neighbors. This sale
of Phantoms to Saudi Arabia will upset
the tenuous balance of power that has
been achieved at such a great cost, and
may perhaps destroy any hopes of peace
in the foreseeable future. I call upon the
administration to abandon this ill-con-
ceived plan immediately.

AMERICA SHOULD HAVE ONE TERM
OF 6 YEARS FOR THE PRESIDENT

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

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, the sugges-
tion that Presidential terms be limited
to one of 6 years has merit. It deserves
more consideration than it has received.

It is generally accepted that a sitting
President, concerned about his reelection,
is less effective as a leader than a man
who knows he need not be political in his
actions. He spends too much of his first 4
years seeking to be reelected. It is only
natural that his decisions be weighted
at least in part with political considera-
tions.

Recent revelations tend to support this
hypothesis. Watergate would not have
happened if some of those around the
President had been more concerned with
what was right than with what was
politically expedient.

When the framers of our Constitution
established the Presidency, there was no
limitation as to the number of terms he
could serve, but tradition dictated over
the years that two 4-year terms would be
the rule. It was only in this century that
tradition was broken, and then by only
one President, Franklin D. Roosevelt.

Congress later approved an amend-
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ment limiting Presidential service to no
more than two terms, largely to avoid
the establishment of a political machine
which the people could not overturn at
the ballot box. I believe that was a wise
decision, but we must change with the
times. The Founding Fathers were seek-
ing an ideal situation. They had few
precedents. We have the benefit of ex-
perience. Other nations have successfully
tested the concept of one 6-year term.
Mexico is a good example. Few govern-
ments in modern times have been as
stable.

That the suggestion for one 6-year
term has been endorsed by President
Nixon is worthy of note. A constitutional
amendment is required and this in itself
is a slow process. It is time for a begin-
ning. For the good of our political system
and our Nation, this Congress should give
prompt and thoughtful consideration to
the President’s recommendation.

A REDUCED SALARY PAYS OFF

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

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker, the
pay cut which Max Hernandez agreed to
take nearly 5 years ago has paid off in
rich dividends for the Spanish-speaking
community of San Diego.

Mr. Hernandez consented to a reduced
salary when he took over as first direc-
tor of Operation SER in San Diego. SER
was a then relatively unproven program
which sought to prepare persons of
Spanish heritage to compete for jobs in
the often unfriendly U.S. market.

In 1968, Mr. Hernandez, who left a
comfortable position in a labor organi-
zation, had one assistant in the fledgling
SER effort. No one knew for sure
whether the SER methods for overcom-
ing old hostility and prejudice would even
work. But Mr. Hernandez never had any
doubt. He says today—

From the start I was a little bit closer to
the people than ever before.

The story of SER in San Diego has
been typical of its success throughout the
Southwest United States.

Some 1,200 persons have heen enrolled
in the San Diego program, and most of
these have been placed in jobs. The staff
has grown from 2 to 17, and the annual
budget from $247,000 to $534,000.

This year alone, 306 enrollees will ob-
tain breakthrough employment in my
district, 100 of whom will also have bene-
fited from a special ESL—English as a
second language—program.

And the figures alone tell us nothing
about individual cases, of success
achieved over odds that initially, at least,
were formidable. One young woman who
graduated from the program only 3
months ago now runs her own restaurant
in suburban Chula Vista. SER had given
her the combination of skills—linguistie,
finaneial, and perhaps even culinary—to
put this endeavor together.

Fittingly, this week is “SER Week,”
recognizing what is now well established
as the only national manpower delivery
system staffed by bicultural and bilingual
professionals. Proclamations of support
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are being issued in all of the 14 States
where SER is located. Citizens, business
groups, and elected officials will observe
the week by hosting a variety of confer-
ences and luncheons, all illuminating the
contributions and achievements of this
unique training system.

As the Representative of a border dis-
trict, I am especially pleased to have this
opportunity to offer my own tribute to
this organization and the individuals
serving it who have had such a positive
impact in my home area.

THE LATE CONGRESSMAN
WILLIAM O. MILLS

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. Gupe) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, BrLL MILLS
was a warm, friendly, and likable man
whose death is mourned by the many he
helped and served. He had represented
the large congressional district surround-
ing Maryland’'s Chesapeake Bay for just
2 years, but his constituents had come to
rely on him as a man who was, as the
Baltimore Sun recently noted, “attentive,
reliable, and most important, totally rep-
resentative of the traditional conserva-
tive qualities they espouse.”

Born Wirriam OswaLp Miris in Caro-
line County, he graduated from the Fed-
eralsburg High School in 1941 and soon
afterward entered the Army, serving
throughout World War II. He was
awarded the Bronze Star for bravery
after crossing the Rhine with General
George 8. Patton’s 3d Army.

After the war, he was employed by the
Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Co.,
becoming commercial manager in 1950.

In 1962, then-Congressman Rogers C.
B. Morton asked him to become his ad-
ministrative assistant. Over the next 9
years, BiLL served well and nonpolitically.
He was a boy from a simple, small-town
background, who had never been to col-
lege, but who worked hard and well. He
and the imposing, sophisticated and out-
going Congressman made a great team.

Some were surprised when BiLL set out
to run for the congressional seat, which
became vacant when Congressman Mor-
ton was named Secretary of the Interior
in early 1971. Brun surprised them by not
only running but winning, and winning
again in this past election. But no one
should have been surprised, because BirLr
stayed close to his constituents, driving
home each day to his district, and making
special efforts on his people’s behalf.

There is a file in his office of thank you
letters—Iletters written just before the
news of his death. He never saw them.
Most of the letters are handwritten and
several are on simple, lined paper. A
woman from Cambridge wrote:

I want you to know how much I appreci-
ate what you have done for me. Thank you
for your concern, your help and the time that
you spent on this matter.

A woman from Compton wrote thank-
ing BriL for helping in a social security
dispute. She said:

We do need a man like you to try and do
somethl.n.g for the old people.

Another letter:
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I wish to thank you very much for helping
me to locate my passport and bringing 1t
over from Washington personally.

Another:

Your interest and help are very much ap-
preciated. It is both comforting and reassur-
ing to know that there is someone like your=
self who can and is willing to actually do
something for the people that he represents.

A letter from Salisbury thanked BiLL
for help in a food stamp problem. A let-
ter from Edgewood thanked him for help
with the Veterans’ Administration and
said:

I thank you from the bottom of my heart.

And a letter from Bryans Road said:
Thank you for your concern for the little
people of your district.

These letters show the concern that
Birn Minis had for his constituents and
the pride they took in his work. For these
and other reasons, BiLL had a rewarding
and very useful career still ahead of him.

His death thus grieves many. I particu-
larly extend my sympathy and that of my
family to Bir's wife, Norma, and their
two children, Lynda Mills Haley and Bill,
Jr., who have lost a loving and attentive
husband and father, respectively, and to
Brr’s fine congressional staff.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Baltimore County, our colleague,
Mr. LONG.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from Maryland
for yielding to me.

B MiiLis was a gracious gentleman
and a hard-working Congressman. He
loved the Eastern Shore of Maryland and
worked hard to represent its people. He
had acquired just at the start of the 93d
Congress one of the counties of my old
district—Harford County—so I had
ample opportunity to hear from friends
in that area about his work. I heard
nothing but praise for his dedication to
the job and his interest in the people.

Birn Miins had been an able adminis-
trative assistant to Rogers Morton, our
former colleague, who went on to become
the Secretary of the Interior.

As a Congressman he again demon-
strated his willingness to work for his
constituents. He was genial, amiable and
sensitive. His people knew that BiL
cared about them.

I shall miss BiLr Mrris. Mrs. Long and
I have extended to the family our deep-
est sympathy and regret.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to insert in the REcorp ex-
cerpts from editorials about Brir MiLLs
in the Baltimore Evening Sun and News-
American. They speak of BiLn MiLis’
dedication to and friendship with the
people for whom he stood in the 92d and
93d Congresses.

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

There was no objection.

The material referred to follows:
[From the News American, May 25, 1973]
REPRESENTATIVE Wirnriam O, MinLs

The death of Rep. Willlam O. Mills, R-Md.,
is a tragedy for his family, his friends, and
for the residents of the First Congressional
District where he was twice elected to office
by substantial margins.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. Mills, 48, was a protege of Becretary
of the Interior Rogers C. B. Morton, and
gained Capitol Hill experience as Mr. Mor-
ton's top aide during the latter’s years as the
congressman from the Eastern Shore. When
Mr. Morton resigned to become a Cabinet
officer, Mr. Mills won a special election to fill
the vacancy and was re-elected last fall.

During his time in office, Mr. Mills became
a faithful supporter of the policies of Presi-
dent Nixon, departing from the White
House position only on a handful of issues
where a contrary vote was dictated by the
inetrests of the First District.

He was known to his colleagues as a hard-
working congressman who put a high pri-
ority on maintaining offices in his home dis-
trict and answering requests of constituents.

Tragedy struck the office of Rep. Mills
once before. Three key members of his stafl
were killed last year in an automobile acci-
dent on the Eastern Shore. ...

It is a fact that a promising political
career has been cut short and a man liked
and respected on the Eastern Shore and in
Maryland is gone. We extend our deep sym-
pathies to his family.

[From the Baltimore Evening Sun, May 25,
1973]

His Bay country constituents, too, will
realize that in Bill Mills they had one of
their own. Unlike his mentor and imme-
diate predecessor—the huge, bluff, charis-
matic Rogers Morton—Mr. Mills was small,
unassuming, a painstakingly conscientious
doer of Washington chores. He functioned
less as a grand political leader than as a
public servant, a man who knew hls own
1imits and preferred to serve his great,
sprawling district by staying within it and
within himself. A hotel man in Ocean City,
an oysterman in Dorchester, a tobacco
grower in St. Marys—these were Blll Mills's
people. He liked to hunt and fish with them,
afterward to tell jokes down at the Elks.
He wasn't so sure about Fourth-of-July type
speechmaking, and nelther are the rural
skeptics he walked with. What he was sure
about was his deep attachment to the fiat,
water-deckled region for which he stood
in Congress and for which, most nights, he
put Washington behind him and turned
his car happily eastward for the long drive
to the bridge and home. That was where
he belonged, and his strength was that he
knew it.

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the
gentlewoman from Anne Arundel Coun-
ty.
Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay tribute
to our departed colleague, Wirriam O.
MiLLs.

BrILn MiLLs was an Eastern Shore man
motivated by a driving desire to represent
the interests of his constituents and
prove himself worthy of their trust. It
was to this end that he dedicated his
considerable energies and talents. The
effects of his leadership and dedication
are evident in his many accomplish-
ments for the First District of Maryland.

None of us can comprehend the effect
on Birr of the tragic loss of his three
staff members last year. This tragedy was
ever with him, the burden constantly
pressing on him. My heart today is doub-
ly heavy because I could not comfort
my friend during his time of need, be-
cause I could not find words to make his
burden more bearable.

Brrn MirLs was above all an honorable
man. The House has lost an honest,
dedicated Representative. The First Dis-
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trict has lost a good Representative. We
have all lost a dear friend.

Mr. DINGELL, Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman from Maryland yield?

Mr. GUDE. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr, DINGELL. I thank the gentleman
from Maryland for yielding to me.

I express my compliments to the gen-
tleman for the service he is providing
to the House today. I join him in ex-
pressing to the family of our former
colleague, our good friend Brirn MriLLs,
my personal condolence, as chairman
of the subcommittee on which he served,
which met just a few hours before the
unfortunate event transpired.

He was an effective, courageous, dedi-
cated and decent man, a valuable mem-
ber of the subcommittee who represented
his constituents faithfully, honorably,
and well. It was only a matter of a few
hours before the unfortunate event took
place, which took Birr Mrirrs from us,
that he was working with the subcom-
mittee, involved in matters of fisheries
and wildlife conservation and water
management, all of great concern to him
and to the people he served. He appeared,
I might say, downcast and sorrowful,
prior to the unfortunate event which
subsequently took him from us.

He was at all times a gentle man and
in all matters thoroughly considerate as
a Representative of the people of his
district and the United States, a valuable
member of the subcommittee and a val-
uable Member of this body. I personally
am sorrowful over the loss of the gentle-
man from Maryland.

Mr. GUDE. I thank the gentleman
from Michigan for his comments.

Mr. Speaker, I yield fo the gentleman
from Baltimore City (Mr. SARBANES).

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding so that I might join
in this tribute to our distinguished col-
league and good friend BrLr MriLrs,

Mr. Speaker, BiL. MiLis was elected
to his seat as Representative from
Maryland’s First Congressional District
in the special election held on May 25,
1971, almost 2 years to the day before
his tragic death. He was subsequently
reelected last year to a full term in the
93d Congress. His tenure as a Member
of Congress was only a part of his long
and distinguished service on Capitol
Hill. For nearly a decade prior to his
election he served as administrative
assistant to Congressman Rogers Morton,
who was then Congressman from the
First District.

The First District in Maryland en-
compasses the Eastern Shore, whicn all
Marylanders recognize as a distinctive
and special part of our State. Despite
his long career in Washington, BILn
Mirrs' deepest ties were always to the
shore. He was born and raised there,
Except for the World War II period,
when he served as a soldier in General
Patton’s 3d Army and was awarded a
Bronze Star for bravery, he lived all
his life there. He shared the spirit of
the Eastern Shore and understood its
concerns. His years in Washington never
weakened his strong identification with
the people he represented and the com-
munities he knew so well. For more than
10 years he commuted daily from his
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home in Easton to his work on Capitol
Hill. He devoted his energies in Washing-
ton above all to solving the varied prob-
lems of his constituents and they never
forgot his concern.

B Miins' death was made more
tragic by its circumstances. He was a
devoted family man, and a thoughtful
person of good nature and deep sensi-
tivity. His loss will be deeply felt by his
constituents and by his colleagues. He
will be greatly missed in the Maryland
delegation and in the House of Repre-
sentatives.

I join with my colleagues in extending
heartfelt sympathies to his wife, Norma
Lea, his two children, Lynda and Bill,
Jr.. and to the other members of his
family.

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for his fine comments.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Baltimore City (Mr. MITCHELL).

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing to me.

I suppose BiLr MirLs and I represented
the exact opposite ends of the political
spectrum, and we probably represented
the exact opposite ends of our ideological
positions. Therefore, someone might ask,
“If this is true, how do you have the nerve
to stand in this well and eulogize this
man?”

Mr. Speaker, the answer is very simple.
Despite political and ideological differ-
ences, I have to admire him because of
the industry that he brought to his job,
the industriousness that he gave to his
work. I have to admire him because he
represented a district that had a par-
ticular political and ideological stance
and he never deviated from the thoughts
and wishes of his district. Therefore, I
have to admire him.

I first knew him when he was the ad-
ministrative assistant to then Congress-
man Morton, and I was a civil servant of
the State and then a civil servant of
the ecity. I remember so well that when I
could not get to Congressman Morton,
I could get to BiLt MiwLs, and I remem-
ber so well the meticulous attention to
detail that he gave to the problems that
we brought to him.

How can one not help but admire a
man who had those capabilities?

Mr, Speaker, I remember him so well
at our Maryland delegation luncheons.
He was always affable, always pleasant,
always attentive, always willing to con-
tribute and always willing to listen. Sure-
ly one must admire a man like that.

Mr. Speaker, there have been various
citizens’ groups that came to Washington
from Maryland, some of them lobbying
for programs and ideas that BiLwr did not
necessarily support, but he came and lis-
tened. Therefore, we have to admire him.
Of course, we shall miss him. Of course,
he did an excellent job representing his
district.

Of course, out of a sense of very deep-
felt sorrow I extend my sincere condo-
lences to his wife and the members of his
family.

Thank you very much for yielding to
me.

Mr. GUDE, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentle-
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man from the Sixth District of Maryland
(Mr. BYRON).

Mr. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, all of us
were shocked by the passing of Congress-
man WiLLiam O. MirLs from Maryland'’s
First Congressional District. He was a
man both jovial and serious who took his
duties and responsibilities as an elected
official with the utmost seriousness. His
presence in this Chamber and in the
Maryland delegation will be missed, and
I know that his concern and interest in
his constituents will be missed by those
he represented so ably for almost 2 years.

BinL MiLLs came to politics late in his
life, but it was obvious to everyone that
he enjoyed the political process and that
he took great pride in his elected office.
His business background had prepared
him well for his public service. As an offi-
cer with the telephone company on the
Eastern Shore, he had spent most of his
life working with and for people; and
he knew the value and importance of
service. Long before he came to Wash-
ington he was a respected figure on the
Eastern Shore beyond Easton and Talbot
County. Those who knew him as a busi-
ness man and an aid on the Hill and later
as a Congressman could detect no change
in his outlook of dedication and service.
The interests of his constituents was
primary in his mind. Their views, their
welfare, and their difficulties he took a
direct interest in on a daily basis. He
worked long and diligently to repre-
sent those citizens who elected him, and
his passing is a personal loss to this body,
his constituency, but above all his family
and friends in Easton. It was an honor to
have known Binr Miirs and to have
worked closely with him for this short
period.

Mr. GUDE. I thank the gentleman,
and I now yield to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MCEWEN) .

Mr. McEWEN. I thank the gentleman
from Maryland for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, it was my great privilege
and pleasure for all too brief a time, as
with the rest of us, to know and serve
here with BrLr Mi1LLs.

BruL was a person who certainly, as
has been said, took the responsibilities
and work of his office seriously but never
took Birn Miins too seriously. He had a
wonderful sense of humor, always
friendly, warm, and outgoing whenever
you met him here in the Chamber or
elsewhere.

I had the rare privilege of also know-
ing BrLr MirLs away from this Chamber.
I visited BirL and his family on the East-
ern Shore of Maryland. He was as much
a part of the indigenous to that area as
I would like to think all of us might be
to the parts of America we come from. I
was with him in his home community in
Easton.

I remember well one day going into
a very modest diner to get something to
eat there, and you know, Mr. Speaker,
how it is here where we come in in the
morning and the garage attendant or
the elevator attendant says, “Good
morning, Congressman.” Well, there it
was “Good morning, Birr,” “How are
you, BiLr,” and “Good to see you, BiLr.”
You realized it was truly a man who was
a part of his district and the people and
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who knew them so well and they knew
him so well. You could feel the warmth
and affection and confidence they had
in their Representative.

Then may I say I had the privilege of
being in the fleld and hunting with this
man and sharing with him the duck-
blind. In those circumstances, Mr.
Speaker, you get acquainted with a man
and find out truly what his values and
feelings and concerns are.

May I say probably no Member of this
Chamber will be longer reminded of BiLL
Miirs than shall I because of a very
simple little statement I happened to
make and how seriously he took it and
responded to it.

I said to him one time when we were
hunting how much I admired one of our
native American dogs, the greatest of
the rugged retrievers, the Chesapeake
Bay retriever. It was a very casual com-
ment that I happened to make while we
were sharing a duckblind, but it was
more than that to B Mriris, because
unbeknownst to me at the time that set
in motion a series of events where he
went to considerable effort to locate for
me and arrange for me to go with him to
the Eastern Shore of Maryland where
I got a little Chesapeake puppy that
now is on the shores of the river St. Law-
rence in the far northern part of our
country.

I remembed flying down with BiLr. I
said: :

Bill, you are about to get the dog for me
that you have arranged for me, and I do not
even have a name for the dog.

And as we were looking down through
the windows of the plane while we were
flying down there, and I was looking
at all the beautiful Tidewater country
that spread below me, I continued, and I
said:

I think maybe I have a name for the dog.
I know that the dog has to bear the name of
the kennel, which is the Burning Tree Een-
nel. I think we will call her Tidewater of
Burning Tree.

I felt very deeply and personally the
loss of my friend BrLr Mivis. I tried to
dismiss my feelings of sorrow over his
death as I returned to the far northern
part of the State of New York where my
home is. I thought I was getting over my
grief. Then as I came into my home you
know, of course, who ran out to greet
me—no one but Tidewater of Burning
Tree—we call her “Tidy”—a beautiful
red Chesapeake Bay retriever. Every time
I return home each week now I am re-
minded by her presence of the wonderful
friendship, thoughtfulness and kindness
of this man to a colleague such as myself
who happened to mention that he liked
a certain breed of dog, and who went to
the trouble to find out whether or not he
could get a fine specimen of a Chesa-
peake Bay retriever for me.

To Brrr’s widow, Norma, and to his son
and daughter, I extend my deepest sym-
pathies on the very real loss they have
suffered. To the people of the First Dis-
trict of Maryland who truly lost a Repre-
sentative who was so much a part of that
district, who knew them, loved them, and
knew their problems—and as the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. Gupe) quoted
from the letters from those constituents
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which showed the interest that BiLn
Mirrs took in their personal problems
and their concerns—they too have suf-
fered a real loss. I want his widow, Nor-
ma, and his constituents to know that
someone from the far reaches of the
northern part of New York shares with
them a real sorrow in B Mrris’ death.

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

Mr. GUDE. I yield to our distinguished
Speaker, the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. ALBERT) .

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I want to
join my colleagues from Maryland and
other colleagues in paying a last word of
tribute to our late colleague, BiLL MILLS.

I think it is appropriate to say that,
from the Speaker’s Chair, almost every
day during the time Brrn MiLLs was a
Member of this House I saw him in the
Chamber in one of the front rows as
the Chaplain offered his opening prayer.

B Miiis was, I believe, one of the
most attentive Members in the House.
I saw him here nearly all of the time.
He was present not just for rollealls.
but throughout the daily sessions of the
House. He was always friendly and he
was always pleasant. The tragedy of his
death shook me deeply, as I am sure it
has shaken every Member of this Cham-
ber. While other Members knew him
better than I, I came to know him well
enough to realize that he was a real
gentleman, a man with concerns and
interests not only in his own family and
his constituency, but in everyone with
whom he came in contact.

He was a fine man and I shall miss
his presence here as long as I remain in
this Chamber.

I extend to his widow and children my
deepest sympathy.

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

Mr. GUDE. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. COLLIER).

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

There certainly is little that can be
added to the beautiful tributes that have
been paid to BirrL MirLs by his colleagues
here today. So I would only say that.
recognizing all the qualities that have
been referred to by my colleagues in
their previous remarks, there was one
that perhaps has not been mentioned,
and that was the deep sense of real hu-
mility that Bt MiLLs possessed. I con-
sidered the acquaintance that I had with
B on a social basls something that I
shall long remember because, indeed, he
was in every sense a fine man.

Mr. GUDE. I thank the gentleman
from Illinois.

I yield to the gentleman from Del-
aware.

Mr. pu PONT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding so that I might
take a moment to pay my respects to and
say a final word about our colleague, BILL
Miiis, His death to me was a very sad
and tragic thing.

Bl and I served together on the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries. We also had districts that were ad-
jacent to one another, and a great many
problems were common to our districts.
We worked closely together on many of
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those problems, and I came to know him
as a man deeply concerned and dedi-
cated. I think he had but one goal in
life. It was a very simple one. It was
to serve his constituency and his country
to the very best of his ability. I am proud
to say that he did that.

I knew him as a man of utmost honor
and integrity, and he was a faithful and
loyal friend.

The people of the Eastern Shore have
lost & very fine Congressman; Delaware
has lost a friend; and the United States
has lost a good man.

I think the gentleman from Maryland
for yielding.

Mr. GUDE. I thank fhe gentleman
from Delaware.

I yield to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. FLYNT) .

Mr. FLYNT. Mr, Speaker, I join in
tribute to our departed colleague, the
Honorable Wirriam MiLLs, the late Rep-
resentative of Maryland.

Biun Miins endeared himself to all of
us who were privileged to serve with him.
He was a great Representative of his
district, the First District of Maryland,
and, indeed, the State of Maryland.

I certainly wish to associate myself
with the remarks of the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. GupE), with the Speaker
of the House, and with others who have
preceded me in paying tribute to this fine
man and friend. He was a great Rep-
resentative of his State. He was a great
American. We were shocked, indeed, by
the news of his untimely death. It was
a tragedy which brings close to all of us
the atmosphere and the times in which
we find ourselves.

Mrs. Flynt and I want to extend our
heartfelt sympathy and our condolences
to Mrs. Mills and to their children.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. GUDE. I thank the gentleman
from Georgia.

I yield to the gentleman from Min-
nesota.

Mr, FRENZEL. I thank the gentleman
from Maryland for yielding, and I thank
him for making the arrangements for
today’s program.

Mr. Speaker, it is with great sadness
that I rise today to reflect on the pass~
ing of Congressman Birnn Miirs and to
acknowledge my personal feeling that
Birr was one of the really fine Members
of this body with whom I served.

It is hard not to know pretty well the
Members of one’s own class in Congress,
especially when they are of the same
political persuasion. It is also very diffi-
cult not to form personal judgments in
those associations, especially when those
associations are close and warm, as mine
were with BiLL.

From the daily contact that I had with
Brrr Mriris, I can only conclude that it
was a privilege and a great good fortune
to me to serve with such a Congressman
and such a fine human being. I respected
his judgment, and I valued his friend-
ship.

I miss Binr Miris, and I find the Con-
gress poorer for his absence.

I offer my sincerest sympathy to his
family and my best wishes for their
future happiness.

Mr. GUDE. I thank the gentleman
from Minnesota for his comments.
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Mr, Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr, BURKE).

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Maryland, for yielding.

I wish to join with my other colleagues
in the House in expressing my deep sor-
row at the passing of WiLriam Miris. I
have known BiLL in passing each other
in the corridor here. It was a deep shock
to all of us to hear of his tragic passing.
I have listened to the statements made
by many of the employees around the
Capitol about how sorrowful they felt on
learning of his passing.

Brir MiLis was a dedicated public serv-
ant. He was a hard worker and, as the
Speaker has pointed out, very attentive
to his duties. He had a fine war record,
serving with the famed 3d Army Divi-
sion under General Patton, and he served
his nation well and his beloved country,
representing his Eastern Shore district.
He loved his work here in the Capitol. I
knew him first when he was working as
the administrative assistant for former
Congressman Rogers Morton. BILL car=-
ried on his work there very well.

We are all going to miss Birr MiILLs
because he was a kindly man and a good
family man. I hope in this hour of sorrow
his widow and his children will get some
comfort outf of our prayers and our sym-
pathy.

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Massachusetts for his
comments,

I yield to the gentleman from Hawaii
(Mr. MATSUNAGA) .

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to join with my colleagues in ex-
pressing my deepest sympathy to the
family of the late Honorable Mr. Brn
Miirs. Although my acquaintance with
him was rather brief I truly enjoyed his
friendship, one of cheerfulness, and one
which made me feel that my friendship
was really appreciated.

I think if an epitaph can be written in
one sentence about our friend, it is this:

That unto the very end he lived an
honorable life.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Hawaii for his fine con-
tribution.

I yield to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. HUNT) .

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
colleague, the gentleman from Mary-
land, for yielding.

I cannot help but note the air of sad-
ness in the Chamber this evening inso-
far as the eulogies for Bi.r MiLLs are
concerned. It seems so sad we have to
wait until a time such as this to sudden-
ly realize the loss we have all suffered.
I have known Birt. Miirs for a number
of years, long before I came to this
Chamber. Brun Mivrs, although he was
a gentleman from the Eastern Shore, was
a rare combination of sportsman and
family man and businessman and a cou-
rageous individual. I enjoyed my ac-
quaintanceship with him over the years.

Rogers Morton and his administrative
aide used to talk to me and then when he
came to the House, Mr. MiLLs made a
contribution most rare in these days be-
cause he was knowledgeable. He very
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rarely exercised any animosity for any-
one as an individual.

The thing that really disturbs me is
the underlying reason for our loss of
Biin Miiis. It would seem ironic that
this situation should develop for a man
like Brir MiLLs in the prime of life and
a very capable leader, one who has been
known to all of his colleagues as a man
of integrity and outstanding courage,
a churchman and a family man.

So I find myself tonight with the gen-
tlemen who are here expressing this one
thing: Our sorrow for his family. I ex-
tend to Mrs. Mills and the family my
sincere condolences.

Mr. GUDE. I thank the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. Speaker, one of the officers of the
House, Jimmie Lea, is a longtime friend
and associate of Mr. Mirrs. I know he
shares in the thoughts that have been
expressed by so many of our colleagues
here on the floor of the House.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, it was with deepest regret
that I learned of the recent death of
our colleague from Maryland, BILL
MiLLs. He was a most pleasant and like-
able person who, in his few years as a
Congressman impressed his colleagues
with his hard work and his dedication
to serving his constituents.

BrLr Mirrs was proud of representing
the State of Maryland and the Eastern
Shore, and I know that those he served
so well are saddened by his loss.

He will be missed as well by all of us
who knew and worked with him in the
House of Representatives.

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, we gather
here today to pay tribute to the memory
of our late colleague, WiLLiam O. MILLS
of Maryland.

I did not have the privilege of a long
and personal friendship with B MiILLs
And yet, I knew him to be personable,
thoughtful, courteous and a dedicated
legislator.

His tragic death has taken from our
ranks a man who, in his brief period of
service, left his mark on this body.

He will be sorely missed by his col-
leagues with whom he worked, his con-
stituents whom he served, and his fam-
ily whom he loved.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, it is with
a sense of deep sadness that I join with
my colleagues today in paying tribute to
the memory of the late Congressman
Wirriam O. MinLs. Word of Brnn MiLrs’
tragic death just days ago stunned this
Chamber. His absence diminishes this
body as his presence distinguished it.

B Mirs served his country with
diligence, first as a congressional staff
member, and later, as a forceful and con-
scientious Congressman.

I know the loss of Birr Miis is felt
acutely by all present and most partic-
ularly by his First District of Maryland
consftituents. The sum of his contribu-
tions to their well-being will continue to
be tallied for a long time to come.

At this time, I would like to offer my
heartfelt condolences to Mrs. Mills and
the Mills children on the death of this
good man and dedicated public servant.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, I join with
all of my colleagues in expressing the
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deepest sorrow at the passing of our good
friend and colleague, WiLLiamMm MILLs.

B MiLrs was & man who knew the
work of the Congress as well as any fresh-
man Member has ever known it. Working
for years as administrative assistant to
our former colleague, and now the dis-
tinguished Secretary of the Interior,
Rogers Morton, Birr. MirLs grew to love
the Congress and its work enough to seek
a place in its membership himself.

His constituents in the First District of
Maryland appreciated that loyalty and
that ability enough to elect him as their
representative, and the wisdom of their
selection was proven time and again
through his service in this body.

‘We have lost a good friend and an able
servant of the people, and our body is
diminished by his absence from us.

Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania. Mr,
Speaker, I join my colleagues in their
sorrow over the recent untimely death of
our friend and fellow representative,
WirLiam MirLs of Maryland.

Binr came to Congress just 2 years
ago and in that short time he established
a reputation as a truly concerned and
diligent representative of the people of
Maryland’s First District.

His service on the Committee on the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries and the
Post Office and Civil Service was nothing
less than distinguished and all of us bene-
fited from his presence here on the floor.

I would like to offer my condolences to
his wife, Norma, and two children, Wil-
liam, Jr., and Lynda, along with the hope
that God will sustain them in their time
of need.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, it was with
a sense of real shock and sadness that I
learned of the death of my colleague, The
Honorable WiLrriam O. Mriis. BILL was
a person of highest integrity, who served
his district, hi~ State, and his Nation with
dedication and honor. We who knew him
well in our association in the House
recognized him as a fine person, who was
richly deserving of the esteem and un-
reserved respect he enjoyed.

Mr. Speaker, in the passing of WirLriam
Miis, we have all suffered the loss of an
outstanding public servant, and I have
lost a true friend. I join my colleagues
and Americans everywhere in mourning
that loss, and in extending my sincere
and heartfelt sympathy to his family in
their bereavement.

Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to pay tribute in this body
to our late and beloved colleague, WiL-
L1aMm O. Mrwits of Maryland’s First Dis-
triet.

Mr. Speaker, I served with Birr MILLs
on the House Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice Committee. I knew him as a quiet,
sincere and totally dedicated Member
who chose to let his actions not his words
speak for him. A Hill staff member before
he was elected to Congress on May 25,
1971, to succeed Rogers C. B. Morton,
Birr. had been Secretary Morton's ad-
ministrative assistant all during the lat-
ter's service in the House.

At 48 years of age representing a rela-
tively safe district all of us, I am sure,
would have thought that Biur would
have continued to represent his bay
country district for many more years
to come. But the ways of divine provi-
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dence are often inscrutable to mere mor-
tals, and BirL has gone back to the East-
ern Shore he loved so well. It is my hope
that he will sleep the sleep of the just
and find the peace that he lacked during
his last days among us. I know that I
shall miss him very much, his basic good-
ness, his quiet sense of humor and his
total dedication to his country.

Mrs. Daniels joins with me in express-
ing our deepest sympathy to Mrs. Mills
and BiiyL's children in their time of
SOI'TOW.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, we
were all deeply saddened by the news of
the untimely passing of our friend and
colleague from Maryland, BiLt. MILLS.

Birn was the kind of man who did not
spend much time talking; he just got the
job done. He did not believe in fanfare
or in capturing headlines. His main goal
was to be an effective representative and
voice in the Congress for the people of
Maryland’s Eastern Shore, his good
friends and neighbors to whom he re-
turned home at the end of each day. He
did his job well and in so doing earned
the respect and admiration of those of
us privileged to work with him.

The passing of BinL Mirrs must be re-
garded as a loss to all of us who believe
as he did in constitutionally sound gov-
ernment. Particularly at this time I offer
to Mrs. Mills and family my sincere con-
dolences and prayers that they might be
comforted at this most difficult time.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, we pause
today to pay tribute to BrLr MiLrLs—a
man who, in only a short tenure in the
Congress, showed so much promise and
potential to be a fine public servant.

BrrL came to the Congress with the
added experience of having served in a
staff position with one of our truly out-
standing former Members and now Sec-
retary of the Interior, Rogers C. B. Mor-
ton. For that reason, BiLL already knew
the ropes and he sensed the weight of
responsibility involved with service in the
Congress. These added to his stature and
his effectiveness.

Birn Minis was genteel. He was quiet.
He was unassuming. He tended to busi-
ness. He truly worked at his job. He
served the residents of his district so ably
and so well.

All of us who knew him feel that we
have lost a good friend and a respected
colleague. I was very proud to call him a
friend. The Congress misses BiLL MILLS.

We extend our warmest wishes to his
wife and family.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, with
the feeling of sadness that accompanies
the loss of a friend and colleague, I join
in paying tribute to the life and memory
of the late Wirriam O. MiLLs.

When I came to Congress in 1961, BiLL
was serving as Rogers C. B. Morton’s ad-
ministrative assistant; and I remember
well the outstanding job he was doing
then. With this knowledge of his past
record and experience, I was pleased that
the people of Maryland’s First District
chose to elect him to serve in the 92d
Congress when Rogers Morton chose to
resign. Brir’s contributions during his
tenure of office here in the House were
significant, and he served diligently and
well on both the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries Committee and the Post Office
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and Civil Service Committee. It was an
honor for me to serve along with him in
the 92d Congress and during these first
months of the 93d Congress.

Words alone cannot express my feel-
ings in regard to the tragic loss of our
distinguished colleague. He will be truly
missed by those of us who knew him well.
I extend my deepest sympathy to Birv's
entire family in this time of sorrow.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I certainly
share the feelings of esteem and high re-
gard which others have expressed today
for our former colleague, BiLL MIiLLs,
and I am grateful for this opportunity
to pay my respects to his memory.

We often talked together here on the
floor or in walking back and forth be-
tween our offices in the Cannon Build-
ing. I am sure that everyone found BirL
as warm and friendly as I did for this
was the true nature of the man. Also,
earlier this year, I was privileged to
attend the Interparliamentary Union
Conference with him and his lovely wife,
Norma, and this provided an opportu-
nity to enlarge upon and extend our
friendship.

We will miss Brrr. M1rs. We will miss
his warmth—his winning smile. We will
miss his concern for others. My deepest
sympathies go to his family. They have
lost a loving husband and father and
we in the House have lost a dear friend
and dedicated public servant.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
we were all deeply saddened and sorrow-
ful at the recent death of our colleague
and friend, Wirriam O. MiwrLs of the
First District of Maryland.

B Mirs' distinguished service to
his district, to Maryland, and to the Na-
tion goes far back beyond his initial elec-
tion to Congress in the special election on
May 25, 1971, Previous to that time, from
1962 to 1971, he had been a very efficient
administrative assistant to Congressman
Rogers C. B. Morton, whom he succeeded
in the House of Representatives. We
shall all remember BirL MILLS as one of
the hardest working Members of this
body and one who served his constituency
effectively and with great dedication.

We all mourn Brrr MrILis’ passing and
our heartfelt sympathies continue to go
out to his family and loved ones.

Mr. CAMP, Mr. Speaker, I join my col-
leagues with great sadness in paying
tribute to the Honorable WriLriam O.
Mirrs, Congressman from the First Dis-
trict of Maryland. It is indeed unfortu-
nate that this able man served for such
a brief time in this Chamber, but even so
he made his mark as a talented legislator,
a good friend and a kind man.

Birr Mivrs served the people of Amer-
ica and Maryland long before his elec-
tion to Congress in 1971 as administra-
tive assistant to then Representative
Rogers C. B. Morton. All of us can testify
to the importance of this position to the
smooth and effective operation of every
Member’s office, and I feel we were for-
tunate to have Brrr with us in that ca-
pacity since 1962.

We will all miss Birr. and I offer my
sincerest condolences and sympathy to
his fine wife and children.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr, Speaker, the
passing of BiLL MiLLs is a genuine loss to
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the Congress and the people of the State
of Maryland. As a freshman Member of
this body, Bi.r MinLs worked conscien-
tiously and with great effect to serve both
his constituents and the country. His
dedication to the people he served and
to excellence in the performance of his
legislative tasks marked him as a public
servant in the finest traditions of this
body.

Having gained a unique insight into the
workings of the Congress while serving
on the staff of his distinguished prede-
cessor, the Secretary of the Interior,
Rogers Morton, BiLr. M1LLs came to the
Congress prepared to make a genuine
contribution and possessing a knowledge
of the Congress which would assist him
in that effort. In the short time that he
served he made his mark with his col-
leagues on the various committees and
with his fellow Members. He will cer-
tainly be remembered for the fairness
and good humor which he injected into
our legislative life. I know that we here in
the Congress, as well as the people of
Maryland will miss Brrr MrLLs’ dedicated
service. The country will be deprived of
the services of a fine public servant who
always kept the best interests of the Na-
tion in mind as he carried out his legis-
lative tasks.

To his wife, Norma, and his children,
Lynda and Bill, Jr., Mrs. Cederberg and
I extend our deepest sympathy.

Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. Speaker, I wish
to join in expressing my sorrow over the
death of Brn MiLrs, our beloved col-
league from Maryland.

Although Biry MiLLs’ service as a Rep-
resentative was all too short, his spirit
and ideals had long been felt in the Halls
of Congress during his 10 years as ad-
ministrative assistant to Rogers C. B.
Morton. Both then, and in the past 2
years as Congressman from Maryland’s
First District, Br. MrmLs displayed un-
tiring efforts in behalf of others, as well
as true dedication to the welfare of
America.

I know that I express the sentiments
of all my colleagues when I say that BiLL
Mirrs will be sadly missed. I hope that
the high affection and esteem in which
we held him will provide some small
measure of comfort to his wife and chil-
dren, to whom I extend my most sincere
condolences.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, 1
have suffered a personal loss in the death
of our colleague, Birr. MiLLs.

For many years when he was adminis-
trative assistant to Rogers Morton, his
office was just across the hall from mine;
and representing a coastal North Caro-
lina district as I did, I found many com-
mon interests with Maryland’s First
District.

Like BrLL, I served in a staff capacity
before my election to Congress and later
succeeded the retiring member for whom
I had worked.

Biun was assigned to the House Post
Office and Civil Service Committee and
on the Manpower and Civil Service Sub-
committee which I have the honor to
chair.,

Although he was a member of the mi-
nority party, BiLL and I enjoyed an un-
usually close relationship and he often
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sought my advice on matters related to
our committee.

In all of my relationships with him,
he conducted himself with unfailing
courtesy, fairness, warmth, and integrity.

It was my sad duty to attend his fu-
neral as a member of the official congres-
sional delegation and to join there his
family and hundreds of friends in pay-
ing our last respects.

B Miuis served his district, his
State, and his Nation well. The House of
Representatives will be the poorer for his
loss.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Speaker, every
Member of the House has suffered a per-
sonal loss in the untimely passing of our
dear friend, B MiLrs. As a dedicated
and loyal staff member to former Con-
gressman, and now Secretary of the In-
terior, Rogers Morton, and for the past
2 years as a Member of this body, Brin
Mirrs earned the respect and admira-
tion of everyone who was privileged to
know him.

BriLL was truly a constituent Congress-
man without peer. He traveled back and
forth to his congressional district—the
great Eastern Shore of Maryland—on a
daily basis. He loved politics, because he
loved people. His constituents sensed
this, and they knew that BIiLL was always
available to help them. The residents of
the First District of Maryland have lost
& great public servant.

Biri. was a serious student of govern-
ment. Yet, he always had time during a
particularly long legislative day on the
Floor to cheer up his colleagues with a
word of encouragement or one of his
wonderful anectodes. He understood is-
sues, and it always amazed me how well
he retained the details of complex legis-
lation.

Mr. Speaker, each of us who knew BiLL
Mirs will savor the fond memories of
our association. One such memory for
me personally happened just 2 months
ago. Brurn asked me to go over to the
Eastern Shore and make a speech to the
Republican Club of Dorchester County.
I accepted, and we had a wonderful time.
The speech was in Cambridge, so I de-
cided to drive over. It was early spring,
and driving through the beautiful farm
country of Maryland, I think I under-
stood why Brrr loved his area and its
great people. I'm not sure if my speech
was a success, but there was no doubt in
my mind after the meeting that I was in
“BruL Miirs Country.” I will certainly
never forget the warm hospitality that I
received from Biin and his constituents
during the visit.

Mr. Speaker, I have lost a colleague
and a friend in the death of BrLr. MiLis.
This House has lost a great Member
who was just beginning to make a sig-
nificant and lasting impact on the Con-
gress. To his dear family I extend my
profound sorrow.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, today we
pause to honor Wirriam D. MILLs, my
good friend and colleague. It was only
9 days ago that news of BrLr's untimely
death stunned and shocked every Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives.

The death of BrLL MiLLs is a tragedy
not only for the House of Representa-
tives, but for the State of Maryland and
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particularly for the First Congressional
District that he represented ably and
with complete dedication.

I first became acquainted with BiLL
during his years of service as adminis-
trative assistant to Rogers C. B. Morton
who was then Congressman from the
First District. When Rog Morton ac-
cepted the appointment as Secretary of
the Interior in 1971, BirL successfully
ran for the vacancy and immediately
established himself as a competent, ca-
pable and dedicated Member of the
House.

Last November BirL won one of the
most convincing victories in the history
of the First Congressional District. The
residents of Maryland’s Eastern Shore
knew and respected B and he worked
hard for their interests in Congress.

I served with BiLL on the Post Office
and Civil Service Committee and worked
closely with him on Maryland problems.
He was very much aware of the problems
of his district and could always be
counted on. He was scrupulously con-
scientious in the performance of his
duties.

Binr. Mirrs was always ready to serve
his country. Soon after he graduated
from Federalsburg High School in 1941,
he entered the U.S. Army and served
throughout World War II, distinguish-
ing himself in service with George S.
Patton’s Third Army. After the crossing
of the Rhine River by the Third Army,
Biir received the Bronze Star for
bravery.

He was always active in civic and fra-
ternal organizations. Among the posts
that he held were: President of the

Easton Combined PTA; Talbot County
chairman for the American Cancer So-
ciety; member of the Easton Memorial
Hospital advisory board; president of the
Easton Rotary Club; exalted ruler of
B.P.O.E. 1622, Elks Club. He was a mem-

ber of St. Mark’s United Methodist
Church in Easton.

To better understand what kind of a
person BrLL MirLs was, let me relate to
you a statement made by one of his long-
time friends shortly after death:

Binn Minrs was the kind of a person, who,
finding a dirhe on the pavement near a park-
ing meter, would go up and down both sides
of the block to locate the person who dropped
it rather than put it in his pocket.

After assuming his duties in Congress,
in addition to his service on the Post
Office and Civil Service Committee, BILL
was a member of the Merchant Marine
and Fisheries Committee, a very impor-
tant assignment for his district. Early
last year, he was named to the Board
of Visitors of the U.S. Naval Academy in
Annapolis.

By was recognized by his colleagues
as a devoted and thoughtful legislator,
and he was very well liked in his quiet,
friendly way. He never lost his down-to-
earth character, he was an honest, hard-
working Eastern Shoreman through and
through and his constituents and his
colleagues appreciated that.

Bi MirLs was not only my colleague,
but a close personal friend. I feel a deep
sense of loss. I extend my sympathy to
his wife Norma, his two children, Lynda
and Bill, Jr., and all his friends.
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I join my colleagues in expressing my
sense of deep personal loss at the un-
timely death of Birrn MiLLs. I know the
people of Maryland’s Eastern Shore will
feel his absence also, for BiLL MILLS was,
first and foremost, a “man for the peo-
ple,” whose total dedication to their
welfare was a byword.

As administrative assistant for 10
years to Congressman Rogers C. B. Mor-
ton, before that gentleman became Sec-
retary of the Interior, BiLr was totally
familiar with all of the people, problems,
and needs of the First District of Mary-
land. When he won the special election
to fill the unexpired term of Secretary
Morton, he immediately set up one of the
most demanding schedules of any Mem-
ber of this House in order to make him-
self totally accessible to the people of
the district.

Birr put in long hours of hard work
to fulfill his congressional and district
responsibilities. No matter the legislative
schedule or the weather, he drove back
to the district every night so as to be
available to see people and take part in
all activities involving the welfare of his
constituency.

I spent many hours talking with BiLn
Mirrs, and must say that he was one of
the most sincere, honest, and loyal indi-
viduals to serve in the House. His per-
sonal modesty was such that he prob-
ably never realized how much he was
loved and appreciated by his colleagues
and constituents.

Binr's integrity and honesty was be-
yvond question. It is an utter tragedy that
implications drawn by the media from
an event of which he had no personal
knowledge would make him feel that
this integrity was stained to such an ex-
tent that he felt he could no longer serve
his people. Service was Brirr's life, and
when he felt he had lost that central
core, there was no further reason for
living.

I hope that Biri’s family knows that
we share their grief and dismay and that
we will feel his loss as deeply. BiLL was
a good man, a true American, and his
dedication to the reople has created a
love for him that will be his greatest sin-
gle memorial.

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, this is a
very sad occasion for me, as I am sure it
is for all our colleagues. BiLL MILLS was
one of the finest men it has been my
pleasure to know. Quiet, unassuming, and
gracious, BrLL was a hard worker who
left the limelight to others.

Bru's tragic and untimely passing
leaves a void here in the House that will
be difficult to fill. During his many years
here, both as an assistant to our former
colleague, Rog Morton, and later as a
Member himself, Bi.. made scores of
friends. I was privileged to consider my-
self in that category. We served together
on the Post Office and Civil Service Com-
mittee, and only last December, I was
privileged to travel with him and his
lovely wife, Norma, on an inspection trip
to Germany for the committee.

Mr. Speaker, Rita and I join with all
our colleagues in extending our deepest
sympathies to Norma and to her two
wonderful children, Linda and Bill, Jr.,
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and in praying that they will have the
strength to carry on despite their tre-
mendous loss.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, I
could express some thoughts about BiLL
Miwrs, and his competence in fulfilling
his congressional office, both as the
elected Representative of the people of
the First Maryland District and as the
administrative assistant to former Rep-
resentative Rogers Morton.

His record in these respects has got-
ten much attention in the newspapers
and in statements by his constituents.

Let me turn my attention to another
facet of his character. I did not know
him well as a Congressman, but I did
know him as a fine fellow and a good
companion. He was a cheerful outdoors-
man; and I am happy to have enjoyed
many hours with him on the Eastern
Shore which he loved so much.

Many of us will. miss Bir. MILLs.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to join my colleague,
GILBERT GUDE, in expressing my respect
and regard for the late Congressman
BrLr Miris. During his 11 years on the
Fill, both as an administrative assistant
and later as a Member of Congress, BILL
Mrirrs impressed everyone with his hard
work, his conscientious efforts, and his
ability to get things done.

BiLn Minrs was awarded the Bronze
Star after crossing the Rhine with Gen-
eral Patton’s Third Army. He brought
this same determination to the Congress,
and it was evident in his dedication to
helping his Maryland constituents.

Mr. Speaker, I join my colleagues in
expressing my sympathy to BiLr’s family
and his many friends. We will miss him
here in the House of Representatives.

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to join my good friend and dis-
tinguished colleague from Maryland (Mr.
GupE) in pausing this afternoon to eulo-
gize the late Honorable Wirriam O.
MiLis,

Although Bl was a Member of the
House for only a short time, his congres-
sional career spanned the decade prior to
his election when he had the great for-
tune to work as administrative assistant
to his predecessor, the present outstand-
ing Secretary of the Interior, Rogers C. B.
Morton. We shall remember for many
years the good humor and dedication
with which BiLy rendered his services as
a staff member and as a Congressman
from the First District of Maryland.

Mrs. Whalen joins me in extending our
sympathy to Mrs. Mills and her children.
May BiLL rest in peace.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, the late Rep-
resentative WiLrtam O. MiLis was one
of the finest men it has been my privilege
to know as a Member of this body.

Not only did I admire him as a man
of principle and dedication to the ideals
of this country, but also I came to have
a great respect for his competency.

He was in fact an example of one of
the highest accolades that any of us can
hope to earn—a Congressman’s Con-
gressman.

To his widow and family, I extend my
deepest sympathy. It is with great pleas-
ure that I recall our time together at the
annual Birr Mirrs trail ride last Sep-
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tember which my son and I attended.
The country has lost a great public serv-
ant who served the people of the First
District of Maryland with diligence and
distinction. We in the Congress have lost
a respected colleague, and in my own
case, a warm personal friend.

Mr. THONE. Mr. Speaker, it was sad
news indeed to hear of the death of BILL
MiLLs.

He was a man of courage and convic-
tion. He was a quiet and sincere person
who was well thought of by Members on
both sides of the aisle.

We will miss B MiLrs, and we ex-
press our very best to Mrs. Mills and the
family.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to thank the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. Guog) for arranging this special or-
der and wish to join in paying tribute to
our late colleague WiLLiam O. MILLS.

Brn Minrs and I were both delegates
to the recent meeting of the Interparlia-
mentary Union in Abidjan. The trip pro-
vided a welcome opportunity for my wife
and myself to get acquainted with BriL
and Norma Mills. We found them to be
delightful and outgoing people and very
much enjoyed the time we were able to
spend with them.

The news of BiLL MiLLs’ sudden death,
therefore, came as a tremendous shock.
It is a tragedy that such a fine man and
promising legislator should have his
career cut short.

My wife and I extend to Norma Mills
and her family our deepest sympathy in
their grief.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, the Gospel
of John declares:

All things were made through God and
without Him was not anything made that
was made. In Him was life and the life was
the light of man. The light shines in the
darkness, and the darkness has not over-
come it.

Darkness cannot overcome light. Nei-
ther will the darkness in our lives caused
by the passing of BiLr Mirrs blot out
the light of his life.

The untimely death of my friend and
colleague, BiLL MiiLs, gives pause for
each of us to take account of the tem-
poral nature of human life. Moreover, it
allows each of us to express gratitude
for eternal life and lets us reaffirm that
those qualities of understanding, devo-
tion, and wisdom with which Brur MiLLs
was imbued will live on.

The spiritual ideals, of which Brn
MLs’ earthly existence was but a mortal
manifestation, are those which each of
us can not forget. Our bereavement, our
grief, and our mourning is for the loss
of human life. We need not mourn BiLL
Mriris, for his spiritual qualities remain
very much with us.

Rather than grieve Birrn MiLLs’ pass-
ing, let us make these highly emotional
days following BiLr's death moments of
increased awareness and devotion to life
and love and God. It is that which should
help each of us embolden our hopes, re-
affirm our desires, and rededicate our
lives to the good to which each of us, in
our own way, has committed ourself.

Bl MiuLs was a great American and
he will be missed. But that which BiLn
Mirrs represented, those eternal quali-
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ties to which we all hold, will be a source
of increased strength and purpose. For
that, my sorrow is tempered with hope.

Mr. DULSKI, Mr. Speaker, the pass-
ing of our able and distinguished col-
league, the Honorable Wirriam O.
Mirrs of Maryland, came as a great
shock to all of us, and particularly to the
members of the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee on which he had
served with distinction.

Bmr Miirs, chosen in a special elec-
tion to fill a vacancy, immediately be-
came a member of our committee and
was deeply interested in our legislative
responsibilities.

Although he served just less than 2
years as a Member, he was no stranger
to Capitol Hill, having served ably for
9 years as administrative assistant to his
predecessor, the Honorable Rogers C. B.
Morton, now Secretary of Interior.

BrLL was & public servant in the true
sense of the words. He devoted himself
to the interests of the people of his dis-
trict, taking full advantage of the op-
portunity which was his to commute
daily from his home in nearby Easton.

Our committee is deeply saddened by
his loss. He was a quiet, hard-working
colleague whom we all miss.

At the outset of our full committee
meeting today, the ranking minority
Member, the Honorable H. R. Gross, of
Iowa, offered a resolution of sympathy.
It was adopted by unanimous vote after
which the members joined me in stand-
ing for a short silent tribute.

Mr. Speaker, I include the text of the
committee resolution as part of my re-
marks:

Whereas, the Honorable Willlam O. Mills, a
Representative from the State of Maryland,
served with dedication on the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service since his elec~
tion to the Congress in 1971; and

Whereas, his brief service with the Com-
mittee was {lluminated by the development
of bonds of frlendship and esteem between
the Members of sald Committee and Repre-
sentative William O. Mills; and

Whereas, the Committee, both individually
and collectively will deeply miss the sense of
responsibility and dependability that Repre-
sentative Willlam O. Mills brought to sald
Committee: it is hereby

Resolved by the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service In regular session, that
it has learned with profound sorrow of the
death of Representative William O. Mills and
that it extends its deepest sympathy to his
family.

Mr. HUDNUT. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
thank the distinguished gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. Gupe) for arranging this
special order and I wish to join in paying
tribute to our late colleague WiLLiam O.
MiLLs,

My staff and I felt close to BiLL MILLS
and his staff, because we have the same
office in the Longworth Building which
they occupied before moving to the Can-
non Building at the beginning of this
93d Congress. When I first came to Con-
gress as a freshman last January, BiLn
MirLs was very kind and helpful to me
and he would come by my office every so
often to see how we were doing.

It was a privilege for me to know and
serve with such a fine gentleman and I
valued his friendship and advice highly.
His constituents in Maryland have lost a
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very fine Representative, America has
lost a good man, and all of us here have
lost a good friend.

Bir’s untimely death diminishes us
all, and we extend to his family our sin-
cerest sympathy.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, none of us
can fully comprehend the tragic death of
our colleague, Birr Mirrs, which has so
shocked and saddened all who knew him.
Our heartfelt sympathy goes out to his
widow, Norma and their son and
daughter.

All of us who served with By in the
House of Representatives know what his
passing means, in the sense of great loss,
to the thousands of people he loved and
on whose behalf he worked so hard—his
constituents from his native eastern
shore of Maryland. Although he had
represented them in Congress a rela-
tively short time, they had demonstrated
their strong trust and confidence in him
by two convincing election pluralities.

They knew him as one of their own—
quiet, unassuming, and wholly dedicated
to his family and his duties as a Member
of Congress.

We knew him as a congenial, attentive,
and knowledgeable colleague who did his
homework, was faithful in his attend-
ance, and who had the ability to win
friendship and respect from members on
both sides of the aisle and from whatever
political persuasion. Uppermost in his
mind at all times was how to serve his
constituents most effectively.

The news of BrLy's death had an espe-
cially personal impact upon me, since it
was only last month that we traveled to
the African Republic of the Ivory Coast
together as members of the American
delegation to the Interparliamentary
Union. That common experience outside
our regular legislative assignments gave
me an opportunity to become better ac-
quainted with BiLr and Norma, and Mrs.
Latta and I were looking forward to the
future when we would have an oppor-
tunity to share our time together again.

B will be missed and remembered
by all who knew him.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, the tragic
loss of the Honorable WrrLriam O. MILLS
has come as a sudden blow to the House
of Representatives leaving the many
Members who were privileged to know
him personally with a deep sense of
grief.

I first met Wirriam Mitrs when he
was the dedicated and hard-working ad-
ministrative assistant to his predecessor,
the Honorable Rogers C. B. Morton.
When Rogers Morton resigned his seat as
Representative for the First District of
Maryland it was only natural for the
district to elect WiLriam O. Miris who
had done so much for the people of the
area as his successor, There are many cit-
izens on the Eastern Shore who will al-
ways be grateful for the way Bin O.
MirLs looked after their problems, pa-
tiently tracing a social security dlaim,
making repeated calls to a Government
agency to obtain needed information,
pressing for Federal aid to deal with cases
of pollution in Chesapeake Bay and in
general doing anything and everything
he could to make the Eastern Shore a
better place to live.
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The short but distinguished congres-
sional career of Briun O. MILLs was
only the capstone of a life devoted to
public service. WirLriam O. MILLs served
his country valiantly in General Patton’s
legendary Third Army; after crossing
the Rhine in 1945, lie was awarded the
Bronze Star for heroism. Upon his re-
turn to the Eastern Shore, BiLn devoted
his considerable energies to the service of
his community, State, and Nation. He
was a leading member of St. Mark's
Methodist Church of Easton, Md.; Tal-
bot County chairman of the American
Cancer Society and of the American Red
Cross; he was also a member of the ad-
visory board of the Easton Memorial Hos-
pital and a member of the Board of Visi-
tors of the U.S. Naval Academy in An-
napolis.

The Eas.ern Shore, the Free State of
Maryland, the House of Representatives,
and his country will sorely miss the Hon-
orable Winrzam O. MiLLs.

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Speaker, the death
of our distinguished colleague was as
tragic as it was unnecessary, bringing
home to us in the most vivid manner the
need for constructive change in a num-
ber of areas much in the news these

S.

I had the pleasure of working with
him in the House Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service on an intimate,
daily basis, and knew him to be an able
and thoroughly decent man. In his work
on the committee, he was diligent,
straightforward, and took a keen interest
in the problems that concerned us.

He took his responsibilities seriously,
setting an example that no one could find
fault with.

My heartfelt sympathy is extended to
his family and constituents, who have
sustained a grievous and painful loss.
The Congress will miss him.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it is
with very deep feelings that I join my
colleagues this afternoon in eulogizing
our late colleague, BiLr MILLS.

It was my privilege to work with BiLL
closely on a number of major legislative
assignments and I knew him as a con-
scientious, hard-working man. At the
same time, he was very warm, pleasant,
and always an understanding individual.

Birr Mruis was one of the finest men
that I have met in my years of service
in the Government. The great potential
that he had, based on his knowledge of
government and his experience, makes
his passing an even greater loss.

Recently, it was my privilege and pleas-
ure to travel with Birn and his wife,
Norma Lee, to a special meeting of the
IPU in Abidjan, Ivory Coast, where he
served in an exceptional fashion repre-
senting our country in a major meeting
of world parliamentarians.

But above all, Mr. Speaker, I feel the
loss of a true friend. I only regret that
words are inadequate to describe my feel-
ings at the loss of BiLi MiLLs.

Mrs. Derwinski joins with me in ex-
tending our deepest sympathy to Mrs.
Mills and their whole family,

Mr. MILLER,. Mr. Speaker, I am deeply
saddened by the tragic passing of our
colleague and good friend, Brir MrLrs,

Biry's long Hill experience as adminis-
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trative assistant to former Congressman
Rogers Morton for nearly 10 years and
later as the Representative of Maryland’s
First Congressional Distriect will be
missed by all.

I recall it being said by one of his aides
shortly after BiLr’s death that BiLL was
completely dedicated to doing his very
best for the people he represented. Nei-
ther the public nor the Congress could
ask more of a man. We're fortunate to
have known such dedication in this
Chamber.

It was with profound sorrow and deep
regret that I learned of BiLr's death and
it is with deep sincerity that I extend my
sympathy to his family.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, the untimely
death of our colleague, Congressman
Winriam O. Mirrs of Maryland, was a
shocking loss to all of us who knew him
and respected his work in Congress.

In the all too brief time in which he
was a Member of this body, Birn MILLS
distinguished himself by his thoughtful-
ness and his tireless dedication to his
job. As a lifetime resident of Maryland's
Eastern Shore, he had a close racport
with his constituents, and he always
represented them well.

I know that he will be sorely missed by
everyone who had the privilege of serv-
ing with him in the House, and by the
residents of the First District of Mary-
land.

I would like to extend to his family and
many friends my sincere sympathy.

Mr. DOWNING. Mr. Speaker, the loss
of our dear friend and colleague, BILL
MiiLs, was a great tragedy to the Na-
tion, to the House of Representatives,
and to his district which is so full of his
loved ones and his friends. It was no less
a tragedy to me and to my office.

The First District of Maryland and the
First District of Virginia adjoin on the
southern portion of the Delmarva Pe-
ninsula, the eastern shore, as it is known
in both of our States. BiLL was a typical
eastern shoreman. He loved people and
seemed to take a heartfelt enjoyment in
immersing himself in their problems as
well as enjoying a deep sense of pride in
the trust which they placed in him.

Since our districts were adjacent, many
of our interests were mutual. An enjoy-
able relationship between the two offices
was established immediately, one which
continues to this day. Birr. MiLrLs was
always a key part of this fine relation-
ship which has never known any parti-
san political overtone. We were sorry to
lose former Congressman Rogers Morton
to the President’s Cabinet, but we were
delighted that Brin could succeed him.

In every way Biryn MiLLs seemed to be
an ideal representative of his district.
He spent his nights at home, driving al-
most 200 miles every day to be with his
people and to serve them here in Wash-
ington. His generosity knew no bounds.
His integrity and his moral fiber were of
the very highest and truest kind. His
character remains above reproach.

It was typical of BirL to sit in session
with the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries until late in what
turned out to be his last day in Wash-
ington.

We mourn his loss grievously, and we
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regret most deeply its tragic circum-
stances. It is my unquestioned belief that
any inquiry will completely vindicate our
friend.

The smiling face and warm heart of
Birr MinLs will live forever with those of
us who were his colleagues and those
people on his beloved eastern shore
whom he served with every measure of
devotion.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I was
deeply saddened to learn of the recent
loss of our fine colleague, WiLLiam O.
MiLLs.

B was elected to his congressional
seat a few months after I came to Con-
gress, and we had the opportunity to be-
come acquainted when the role of Con-
gressman was new to both of us. I must
admit that although Brri was new to the
role, he had already demonstrated an un-
tiring dedication to the constituents of
Maryland’s First District through his
previous 9 years of service as administra-
tive assistant to former Representative
Rogers C. B. Morton.

B Miuns believed in constitutionally
sound government, and he knew thor-
oughly the great responsibilities involved
in good legislation. He undertook these
responsibilities of congressional service
with diligence, quiet efficiency, and
fairmess.

It was impossible to be around this gen-
tle and friendly man without realizing
how deeply he felt about his duty to his
family, his elected office, and his coun-
try. BiLr’s service has been cut short but
there is no question that all of us are the
beneficiaries of his past record of excel-
lence in legislative tasks, and his example
as a capable, conscientious and caring
human being. We will miss his leadership
and companionship.

My wife and I extend our sincerest con-
dolences and prayers to Birv’s wife and
family in this time of grief.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
it was with great remorse that I learned
of the passing of BiLr Miirs. It is always
sad to lose a colleague—it is tragic to lose
a friend. Therefore, I speak with pro-
found and heartfelt sorrow, because BiLL
MiiLs was my friend.

Whenever the name of a colleague is
mentioned, I believe each of us is inclined
to associate that name with an image.
The image I have of Brrr MirLs will al-
ways be that of a man who was admired
here in this body; a man who was loved
and respected in his home, in the com-
munity of Easton where he lived, and his
beloved native State of Maryland. A man
of character and compassion, Birr. MI1LLs
was truly a dedicated public servant.

I first met Brnt while he was serving as
administrative assistant to Rogers C. B.
Morton during which time I found him
to be a very knowledgeable, concerned,
and conscientious staff man. During his
first campaign for Congress, Birt and I
discussed many of the issues that sur-
faced and we exchanged ideas on his
campaign.

In short, Birr. MiLLs was, in every sense
of the word, a gentleman. His tragic and
untimely passing leaves a vacuum that is
difficult to understand and will be even
difficult to fill. I wish to extend my deep-
est sympathy to Birr's widow Norma and
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to his fine children—Lynda and William,
Jr.

Remembering that Bt Mirrs partici-
pated in the famous crossing of the Rhine
River with General Patton in World War
II, for which BiiL received the Bronze
Star Medal, I believe it appropriate to
close with a motto which both General
Patton and Brr Miuis knew very well
and believed in fully—“duty, honor,
country.”

Birr Miris did his duty and served his
country and the people he represented
with honor.

Rest in peace, my friend.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, the death
of Wirriam O. MirLs is a sad loss to the
House, to his District and to his many
friends.

Brin Minrs was an honest, courageous
man who was sincerely dedicated to his
duties as a Congressman. He was knowl-
edgeable about the workings of Congress
and he did his homework faithfully. He
was truly a public servant.

His responsibility to his constituents
was primary in his mind, and he repre-
sented them well. He devoted his many
energies and talents to helping them.

This hard-working man was a
thoughtful, understanding individual
who won the respect of all with whom he
came in contact, and he is sorely missed
by all.

yrA&Ithm.:glrx BinL MiLs served but a short
time in this Chamber, he will always be
remembered as a good legislator, a great
American and a truly fine gentleman.

I extend my deepest sympathy to his
wife and family.

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
on the afternoon of his final day of serv-
ice in the House, I was on an elevator
with BiLr MiuLs. When I learned the fol-
lowing morning of his death, I thought
of seeing him on his way to the Capitol
for what turned out to be his final vote.
This reflects what was typical of BiLL
MirLs. He was on the job.

He worked hard and was doing his
very best to represent his constituents
well and to help make his State and Na-
tion a better place. I shall remember BILL
MivLLs as a worker, as a tireless Congress-
man, as a capable and dedicated man.

Although his time of service as a Mem-
ber was not lengthy, he could be con-
sidered a veteran of the legislative proc-
ess, having ably served for a number
of years on his predecessor’s staff. His

, experience and his willingness to stay on
the job contributed to his success as a
Member of Congress.

While I did not know him well, I want-
ed to join with his colleagues in express-
ing a sense of loss, and to extend my
deepest sympathy to his fine family.

Mr. FORSYTHE. Mr. Speaker, my col-
leagues, I want to briefly express my own
sorrow over the death of Congressman
WitLram O. MiLrs

I have lost a friend, the House has lost
a competent and effective legislator, and
his district has lost a dedicated servant.

It is tragic when anyone dies, but it
is especially so when the victim is cut
down at the very time that he is emerg-
ing as a forceful leader for his people.

It is tragic, indeed, the circumstances
that apparently led to his death. BrLL
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MiLLs was an unnecessary victim; he
should not have died. And, had he lived,
his constituents would still have the
benefit of his vigor and dedication, I am
certain, for many years to come.

Though many days have passed since
his death, I have not forgotten, nor will
I forget, this man I considered a friend.

My sympathy is with his family; they
have lost a good man. My hopes are that
his constituents will not forget the man
who was their Congressman; the man
who wanted so desperately to serve them
well.

Mr. MALLARY. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to join my many colleagues in this ex-
pression of sorrow on the death of our
associate and good friend, Witriam O.
Miis, of Maryland.

When I arrived in Congress as a fresh-
man, after a midterm election, to take
my seat during the middle of the 92d
Congress, one of the first people to ap-
proach me and offer his help, advice, and
services was Binn Minus. During those
difficult, early days he not only offered
but provided invaluable counsel and as-
sistance to me. This kind of selfless and
generous action was very typical of the
kindly and thoughtful person that we all
discovered Brrr MinLs to be.

During my all-too-brief association
with him, I never heard him say a mean
or thoughtless word about any person. He
showed a gentle and compassionate con-
cern for the welfare and the interests of
his constituents as well as the best in-
terests of the Nation as a whole.

I am sure that I join all my colleagues
on both sides of the political aisle in say-
ing how deeply we shall miss him here
in the Congress.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
10 legislative days in which to insert
their remarks in the Recorp in eulogy of
B MiLLs.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Maryland?

There was no objection.

DISCLOSURE OF FUNDS

(Mr. GUDE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex=-
traneous matter.)

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, the House
Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duect requires an annual, partial disclo-
sure of the financial holdings of Members
of the House. In my opinion, citizens are
entitled to a more comprehensive finan-
cial statement from public officials. Such
a statement provides another measure
whereby citizens can assure themselves
that officials are not subject to conflicts
of interest which would prevent or deter
them from performing their official du-
ties in an objective manner. I insert in
the Recorp at this point a statement of
my wife’s and my financial holdings.
Taxable income in 1972 was $65,598. All
income exclusive of that from the U.S.
Government was from sources listed un-
der assets.
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FINANCIAL STATEMENT OF GILBERT GUDE AND
JANE CALLAGHAN GuUDE, His WiFe, JUNE 6,
1973

Assets:

Cash, checking and savings ac-
counts

First National Bank of Mary-
land (stock, 120 shares)

American Finance System De-
benture Bonds

$36, 446
3, 600

3, 150

o 2,818

Part ownership of A. Gude Sons
Co., Inc. (family landscape
nursery and florist firm).____

Residence

Part ownership, dwelling,
‘Wall Street, Rockville, Md._.__

Part ownership, unimproved
lots, Woodland Beach, Anne
Arundel County, Md

Life insurance, cash value

Household furnishings,
sonal belongings...

Two automoblles____

2, 178, 268
80, 000

9, 000

ot
Liabilitles:
Accounts payable
Mortgage, residence
Note, automobile

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of
absence was granted as follows to:

Mr. Savror (at the request of Mr.
GeraLd R. Forp), for balance of the
week, on account of attendance at a
funeral for a member of the staff.

Mr. ToweLL of Nevada (at the request
of Mr. Gerarp R. Forp), for today, on
account of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PriTcHARD) and to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. Kemp, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Anprews of North Dakota, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. Hocan, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. FiNpLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. WaLsH, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Younc of Florida, for 10 minutes,
today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SareanNes) and to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. EILBERG, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. FraseRr, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Haminton, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. WoLrF, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Gonzarez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MaTtHis of Georgia for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. Aszug, for 60 minutes, today.

Mr. James V. StanTon, for 15 minutes,
today.

Mr. CoTTER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. TierNAN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BREAUX, for 5§ minutes, today.

Mr. HorrrIeLp, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. OwenNs, for 5 minutes, today.
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Miss Hovrrzman, to revise and ex-
tend her remarks immediately follow-
ing the vote on the second Talcott
amendment.

Mr. FrenzeL, immediately following
the remarks of Mr. GonzaLEz today on
the Erlenborn substitute, and to include
extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PriTrcHARD) and to include
extraneous material:)

Mr, STEELMAN.

Mr. EscH.

Mr. Teacue of California.

Mr. StErGer of Wisconsin in two in-
stances.

Mr. GOODLING.

Mr, BUTLER.

Mr. RoncaLro of New York in four in-
stances.

Mr. WymaN in two instances.

Mr. Kemp in three instances.

Mr. WALSH.

Mr. ZWACH.

Mr. BROTZMAN.

Mr. HocaAn in two instances.

Mr. HILLIS.

Mr. Youne of Alaska.

Mr. HUBER.

Mr. SEBELIUS.

Mr. DERWINSKI.

Mr. STEELE.

Mr. Price of Texas.

Mr. RarLsBACK in three instances.

Mr, WIDNALL.

Mr. RUPPE.

Mr. SNyDER in two instances.

Mr, CONLAN.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN,

Mr. COHEN.

Mr. BEARD.

Mr. HosMER in two instances.

Mr. M1zeLL in five instances.

Mr. VEYseY in three instances.

Mrs. HEckrLEr of Massachusetts in 10
instances.

Mr. McCLosKEY in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Sareanes) and to include
extraneous material:)

Mr. O'NEILL.

Mr, CORMAN.

Mr. Won Par.

Mr, MoakKLEY in 10 instances.

Mr, GoNzALEZ in three instances.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. SikEs in five instances.

Mr. MaTHis of Georgia.

Mr. CrARLES WiLson of Texas in three
instances.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee.

Mr, HICKS.

Mr. Gray in four instances.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee in 10 instances.

Mr. LEaMAN in 10 instances.

Mr, MINISH.

Mr, Teacuk of Texas in six instances.

Mr. DELANEY,

Mr. Brasco in eight instances.

Mr. Epwarps of California.

Mr. COTTER.

Mr. FuQUA.

Mr. AnpErsoN of California in two in-
stances.

Mr, MurprHY of New York.

Mr. ADAMS.
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Mr. WarpIE in two instances.
Mr. Carey of New York.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A Dbill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

8. 306. An act for the relief of Harold C.
and Vera L. Adler, doing business as the
Adler Construction Co.; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of
the following titles:

8. 38. An act to amend the Airport and
Airway Development Act of 1970, as amended,
to increase the United States share of allow-
able project costs under such act, to amend
the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, as amended,
to prohibit certain State taxation of persons
in air commerce, and for other purposes;

8. 40. An act to amend title 38 of the United
States Code in order to establish a National
Cemetery System within the Veterans' Ad-
ministration, and for other purposes; and

8. 1136. An act to extend through fiscal
year 1974 certain expiring appropriations au-
thorizations in the Public Health BService
Act, the Community Mental Health Centers
Act, and the Developmental Disabilities Serv-
lces and Facilities Construction Act, and for
other purposes.

THE SPECIAL CONSTITUTIONAL
POWER AND DUTY OF IMPEACH-
MENT BY THE HOUSE OF REPRE-
SENTATIVES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. McCLOSKEY)
is recognized for 60 minutes.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
subject of this special order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from California?

There was no objection.

THE SPECIAL CONSTITUTIONAL POWER AND DUTY
OF IMPEACHMENT BY THE HOUSE OF REPRE-
SENTATIVES
Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I have

asked for time this afternoon to encour-

age a tempered discussion of the im-

peachment process. There are those who

suggest that mere discussion of the topic
is inappropriate and dangerous at the
present time.

I respectfully disagree and would like
to set forth the reasons why I believe our
constitutional history now imposes a spe-
cial duty on the part of Members of the
House to discuss the substantive and le-
gal background for this historic corner=-
stone of our check and balance system
of Government.

A great deal is being written and said
about America today being in a state of
crisis and chaos. I think this is over-
stated. If anything, upon sober reflection,
I believe most of us would concede that
the difficulties we are currently exper-
iencing are minor compared to the diffi-
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culties our Nation has successfully en-
dured and overcome in the past. It is
true that we are presently conducting a
careful re-examination of the relation-
ship between our various branches of
Government. Congress is in disagreement
with the Chief Executive over use of the
war power in Cambodia, the termination
of programs and impoundment of funds
duly authorized and appropriated by
Congress; indeed, the right of Congress
to receive full and complete truth from
the executive branch of Government is
at issue. We are confronted -with ex-
tremely grave problems of energy, for-
eign trade, inflation, and tax reform.

Nevertheless, the problems of 1973
pale into insignificance compared with
the great crises of the past. A nation
that has survived the dark days of Val-
ley Forge, the burning of this very build-
ing in 1814, the Civil War and Recon-
struction, the Great Depression, Pearl
Harbor, the landing in Europe 29 years
ago today—that nation should certainly
be able to take in stride the discovery
of serious misconduect and corruption on
the part of a few Cabinet officers and
White House advisers. Today's press re-
ports are no more strident than those
of the eras of Grant and Harding, or even
during the second term of President
Washington.

Our institutional strength remains
sound if our faith in some individual
officeholders does not.

On every hand, there is increasing
evidence that we are moving with speed
and determination to meet many of the
challenges before us.

We have lately enjoyed healthy debate
over war and trade powers, freedom of
the press, budgetary controls, spend-
ing priorities, excessive governmental
secrecy, campaign financing reform,
and in a whole host of areas where our
committees are making steady progress
in the ordinary legislative and admin-
istrative Processes.

I suspect our committees and agencies
are moving at a speed Washington has
not seen for 40 years.

We remain uncertain as to new goals
in energy, land use, health, housing, and
agriculture. We have not solved infiation.

These difficulties are nothing new,
however. The difficulty of achieving ex-
cellence in government has been with us
since the Nation’s beginning. It is as
worthy a challenge as we can possibly
undertake, and the joy of undertaking
and doing battle with that challenge is
a real privilege for those of us honored
to serve in Congress.

Whatever may have been the despair
and dismay of our people over the reve-
lations of corruption in recent months,
we have every right to hope that the Na-
tion will ultimately be stronger for the
reevaluation and reformation of our sys-
tem of government which Watergate has
stimulated.

In the House we should have no fear
whatsoever of vigorous debate and rea-
soned argument on any subject, particu-
larly one of constitutional power and re-
sponsibility. There should certainly be
no fear of considering the constitutional
process of impeachment and the condi-
tions under which it may become the
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duty of this House to initiate appro-
priate proceedings.

It was only a few weeks ago that the
Attorney General of the United States, in
testimony to the Senate, suggested that
impeachment was the appropriate rem-
edy to pursue if Congress disagreed with
the President’s use of Executive privilege
to deny the testimony of his aides before
Congress.

Thereafter, the Chairman of the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission re-
signed, allegedly citing a fear of im-
peachment by this House if he did not so
resign.

There have been national polls taken
on the question of whether the President
should be impeached, and yesterday a
Las Vegas oddsmaker was quoted on
the question.

If impeachment is to be debated, it
is certainly proper that that debate take
place in this Chamber. Impeachmment is
one of the two special powers which the
Constitution specifically reposes in the
House of Representatives, the other be-
ing that of initiating revenue measures.

It is relatively seldom in our history
that the House has brought impeach-
ment to trial by the Senate. On each oc-
casion, commencing with the impeach-
ment of Senator Blount in 1797, there
have been varying learned opinions ex-
pressed on the interpretation of the con-
stitutional provisions involved and their
history. I do not presume to suggest that
my limited research on this subject is
conclusive or even persuasive, but I think
it not inappropriate to initiate the dis-
cussion by setting out some tentative
views on the constitutional and legal
background of the impeachment process,
and on the various methods of proce-
dure which the House has pursued in the
past.

Before proceeding to this discussion,
however, I would like to briefly set forth
those few facts thus far established
which bear on the question as to whether
impeachment proceedings should be
brought against President Nixon. In so
doing, I would like to stress the impor-
tance of the principle that we decline
even to consider those matters of in-
nuendo, hearsay, opinion, and specula-
tion which would be inadmissible in an
ordinary judicial proceeding. The Pres-
ident is entitled to the same presump-
tion of innocence that is afforded every
other American citizen, and I suggest
that it would be inappropriate for the
House to bring an impeachment unless
a majority of us are convinced of the
guilt of the President on the basis of
facts which meet the ordinary test of
admissibility in evidence.

I believe the following facts, at least,
meet this criteria, most of them hav-
ing been expressly admitted in the Pres-
ident’s statement of May 22 or in other
releases:

First. In June 1971, President Nixon
personally established a special investi-
gations unit in the White House. Its
members included E. Howard Hunt and
G. Gordon Liddy.

Second. In September of 1971, mem-
bers of this White House special inves-
tigations unit burglarized the office of
Daniel Ellsberg's psychiatrist in Cali-
fornia.
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Third. In June of 1972, individuals
from the same unit burglarized the
Watergate headquarters of the Demo-
cratic National Committee in Washing-
ton, D.C.

Fourth. At some time thereafter, but
apparently prior to July 6, 1972, in the
President’s own words, the President:

Instructed Mr. Haldeman and Mr. Ehrlich-
man to ensure that the investigation of the
break-in not expose either an unrelated
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 Direc-
tor of the CIA, and Mr. Gray of the FBI.

Fifth. On August 29, 1972, at a press
conference, the President was asked if it
might not be a good idea for a special
prosecutor to be appointed to investigate
the campaign contributions situation and
also the Watergate case. The President
responded, in pertinent part:

With respect to who is investigating it now,
I think it would be well to notice that the
FBI is conducting a full field investigation.
The Department of Justice, of course, is in
charge of the prosecution and presenting the
matter to the Grand Jury. The Senate Bank-
ing and Currency Committee is conducting
an investigation. The Government Account-
ing Office, an independent agency, s con-
ducting an investigation of those aspects
which involve the campalgn spending law.
Now with all of these investigations that are
being conducted, I don't believe that adding
another speclial prosecutor would serve any
useful purpose.

The other point that I should make is that
these investigations, the investigation by the
GAO, the investigation by the FBI, by the
Department of Justice, have at my direction
had the total cooperation of not only the
White House but also of all agencies of the
government.

The last statement was a misrepre-
sentation. The President had not di-
rected the total cooperation of all agen-
cies of the Government. He had expressly
ordered a cover-up of the activities of
the special investigations unit.

Sixth. On April 18, 1973, when the
President learned that Mr. Hunt, a for-
mer member of the White House special
investigations unit was to be questioned
by the U.S. attorney, the President, in
his own words:

Directed Assistant Attorney General Pe-
terson to pursue every issue involving Wa-
tergate, but to confine his investigation to
Watergate and related matters and to stay
out of national security matters.

Seventh. It was not until May 22, 1973,
that the President finally admitted to
the actions taken to cover up any crimi-
nal activities which might have been
conducted by White House personnel.

Without drawing conclusions at this
point from the facts set forth above, it is
pertinent to list several Federal criminal
statutes which a U.S. attorney might
consider relevant to such facts:

Title 18, section 3 of the United States
Code reads as follows:

Whoever, knowing that an offense against
the United States has been committed, re-
celves, relieves, comforts or assists the of-
fender in order to hinder or prevent his ap-
prehension, trial or punishment, is an ac-
cessory after the fact.

Except as otherwise expressly provided by
any Act of Congress, an accessory after the
fact shall be imprisoned not more than one-
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half the maximum term of imprisonment or
fined not more than one-half the maximum
fine prescribed for the punishment of the
principal, or both; or if the principal is
punishable by death, the accessory shall be
imprisoned not more than ten years.

Title 18, section 4 reads as follows:

Whoever, having knowledge of the ac-
tual commission of a felony cognizable by a
court of the United States, conceals and does
not as soon as possible make known the same
to some judge or other person in civil or
military authority under the United States,
shall be fined not more than $500 or im-
prisoned not more than three years, or both.

Title 18, section 1505—in part:

In any proceeding pending before any de-
partment or agency of the United States . . .
whoever corruptly . . . influences, obstructs,
or impedes or endeavors to influence, ob-
struct, or impede the due and proper ad-
ministration of the law under which such
proceeding is being had before such depart-
ment or agency of the United States . . .
shall be fined not more than $5,000 or im-
prisoned not more than five years, or both.

Title 18, section 1510 reads as follows:

(a) Whoever willfully endeavors by means
of bribery, misrepresentation, intimidation,
or force or threats thereof to obstruct, de-
lay, or prevent the communication of in-
formation relating to a violation of any
criminal statute of the United States by any
person to a criminal investigator; or

Whoever injures any person in his person
or property on account of the giving by such
person or by any other person of any such
information to any criminal investigator—

Shall be fined not more than $5,000, or im-
prisoned not more than five years, or both

(b) As used in this section, the term
“criminal investigator” means any individual
duly authorized by a department, agency, or
armed force of the United States to conduct
or engage In investigations of or prosecutions
for violations of the criminal laws of the
United States.

So much for the facts thus far known
and the law which might be applicable in
the case of an ordinary citizen.

What is the relationship of these facts
and law to the constitutional remedy of
impeachment of a President?

Here I think it appropriate to briefly
mention the constitutional history of im-
peachment. A concise description of its
procedural aspects prepared by the Li-
brary of Congress is appended in the Ex-
tension of Remarks, as is a chronological
record of the debates on impeachment
during the period of May 29 until final
agreement on September 17, 1787.

The removal of executive officers
weighed heavily on the minds of the
framers of the Constitution. They had
ample and recent experience with arro-
gant and tyrannical kings and governors,
and impeachment was part of accepted
colonial procedure.

The fundamental orders of Connecti-
cut, adopted in 1638, first gave the power
to the colonial assembly to remove of-
ficials, and the charter of Rhode Island
in 1663 used the term “impeachment” for
this removal process. William Penn'’s pro-
posed frame of government in 1682 pro-
vided for prosecution of impeachment by
the general assembly with trial of the im-
peachment by the Pennsylvania Council,
or upper house, and this principle was
later adopted in various forms in the
constitutions of a number of the original
13 States.
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There is considerable evidence in the
adoption of the Constitution itself that
the Founding Fathers considered im-
peachment as analogous to criminal pro-
ceedings. The first full draft of a consti-
tution, presented by the Committee of
Five on August 5, 1787, contained a spe-
cific clause:

The trial of all eriminal offenses (except in
cases of impeachment) shall be in the state
where they shall be committed; and shall be
by jury.

Also, at the time of the Constitutional
Convention, the delegates were cognizant
of the on-going impeachment proceeding
in the British Parliament against War-
ren Hastings, the Governor General of
India. This trial was expressly referred
to in the debates reported by James
Madison in the Constitutional Conven-
tion of 1787, in which there were a total
of 59 separate references to various plans
of impeachment during the process of re-
solving the final language which was
adopted. The key constitutional provi-
sions finally accepted which relate to im-
peachment are five in number and are
included in the first three articles of the
Constitution.

That language is as follows:

From article: I, on the legislative
branch:

Section 2, paragraph 5:

The House of Representatives shall choose
their Speaker and other Officers; and shall
have the sole Power of Impea-chment.

Section 3, paragraph 6:

The Senate shall have the sole Power to
try all Impeachments. When sitting for that
Purpose, they shall be on Oath or Affirmation.

When the President of the United States is
tried, the Chief Justice shall preside: and no
Person shall be convicted without the Con-
currence of two thirds of the Members
present.

Section 3, paragraph 7:

Judgment in Cases of Impeachment shall
not extend further than to removal from Of-
fice, and disqualification to hold and enjoy
any Office of honor, Trust, or Profit under the
United States: but the Party convicted shall
nevertheless be liable and subject to Indict-
ment, Trial, Judgment and Punishment, ac-
cording to Law.

From article II, on the executive
branch:

Section 4, paragraph 1:

The President, Vice President and all civil
Officers of the United States, shall be re-
moved from Office on Impeachment for, and
Conviction of, Treason, Bribery, or other
high Crimes and Misdemeanors.

From article III, on the judiciary:

Section 2, paragraph 3:

The trial of all Crimes, except in Cases of
Impeachment, shall be by Jury.

From these provisions taken together,
it seems fair to draw the following con-
clusions:

First. Impeachment is in the nature of
a criminal proceeding, and in the case of
executive officers, at least, is limited to
conduct of a criminal nature: “bribery,
treason, and other high crimes and mis-
demeanors.”

Earlier draft language which included
grounds such as “‘corruption,” and “mal-
practice or neglect of duty” was rejected
in the course of the debates at the Con-
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stitutional Convention. Madison sug-
gested that there should be some means
to protect against “incapacity, negligence
or perfidy,” and George Mason moved to
add the words “or maladministration”
after the original words bribery and
treason. Both of these suggestions were
rejected.

While some writers have urged that
the term “high crimes and misdemean-
ors” should include the English interpre-
tation of the word “misdemeanor” as in-
cluding noncriminal conduct—see 64
Pennsylvania Law Review, No. 7 of May
1916—I think the better interpretation is
that impeachment of executive officers
should be limited to criminal conduct or
to the violation of constitutional require-
ments such as the requirement of article
II, section 3:

He shall take Care that the Laws be falth-
fully executed.

In any event, I would respectfully dis-
agree with the interpretation urged
against Justice Douglas by our distin-
guished minority leader, the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. Gerarp R. FoOrD)
when, 3 years ago, he said:

An impeachable offense is whatever a ma-
jority of the House of Representatives con-
giders it to be at a given moment in history;
conviction results from whatever offense or
offenses two-thirds of the other body con-
giders to be sufficiently serious to require
removal of the accused from office. (Con-
gressional Record, April 15, 1970).

While a careful review of the eleven
impeachment trials in our history may
indicate the political validity and reality
of Mr. Forp’s contention up until the last
successful impeachment in 1936, I would
argue that in 1973, we should limit our
consideration to instances of high crimes
of a felonious nature, defining the term
“high crimes and misdemeanors” as the
modern counterpart of felonies.

Second. In impeachment proceedings,
the House acts as prosecutor and grand
jury. This was Mr. Forp’s contention in
his speech against Justice Douglas, and
I believe him to be correct.

Third. I suggest that as prosecutor
and grand jury, the House should ac-
cept a very severe restriction on the
weight of evidence required before voting
for impeachment. In ordinary criminal
proceedings, a grand jury need require
only “probable cause” that a crime has
been committed by an individual, leaving
it to the jury as to whether the defend-
ant is guilty. With respect to the serious
action of impeachment against the Pres-
ident of the United States, however, I
suggest that we, as Members of the
House, should be personally and individ-
ually convinced of the guilt of the Presi-
dent before voting his impeachment.

Fourth. While there have been various
views expressed as to the applicability of
judicial rules of evidence and procedure
in congressional impeachment proceed-
ings, I suggest that we accept the further
limitations of those rules of the Federal
judiciary. I would think particularly per-
tinent the words of California Senator
Hiram Johnson, dissenting on the con-
viction of Judge Halsted Ritter in 1936.
Senator Johnson said:

The High Court of Impeachment is a court
bound by rules of evidence and judicial deci-
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slon. It is not a haphazard tribunal to be
swayed by suspicion or moved by vengeance.

Fifth. Impeachment is the sole remedy
against a President who has committed
a crime while in office. While the con-
tention can be made that a President is
subject to indictment and criminal pros-
ecution before or during impeachment,
this view becomes patently absurd if we
are to maintain the separation of powers
doctrine. If the President can be crim-
inally charged, convicted, and incar-
cerated while holding office, the judicial
branch is possessed of the power to im-
mobilize a coequal branch of Govern-
ment,.

The constitutional provision that “the
party convicted shall nevertheless be lia-
ble and subject to indictment, trial, judg-
ment and punishment, according to the
law” would also seem to infer that such
liability must follow conviction upon im-
peachment, not precede it.

Accepting the foregoing principles,
what is the duty of the House under the
present circumstances? Do the known
faets previously mentioned establish in
anyone's mind the certainty required for
conviction: That the President has com-
mitted the felony of obstruction of jus-
tice or misprision of a felony? Reasonable
minds may differ on this point. The facts
do, however, seem to establish the type
of probable cause that an ordinary pros-
ecutor would think sufficient to take be-
fore a grand jury in the case of an ordi-
nary citizen as defendant.

The elements of misprision of felony
are four: That felony was committed;
that the defendant had knowledge there-
of; that defendant failed to notify
appropriate authorities; and that de-
fendant took affirmative action to con-
ceal the original crime.

If the President knew that Hunt and
Liddy committed the felony of burglary
of the office of the Los Angeles psychia-
trist, for example; if the President or-
dered the concealment of that fact and
acted to prevent the arrest, investiga-
tion or conviction of Hunt and Liddy, he
would be guilty of a felony unless a valid
afirmative defense could be presented.

Whether national security consider-
ations could constitute such a defense is
a highly dubious question, but certainly
a question of law and not merely a mat-
ter of Presidential opinion. The Con-
stitution, statutory law and Supreme
Court decisions govern what the Pres-
ident can or cannot do. For example, un-
der article I, section 9, the President can
suspend the privilege of the writ of ha-
beas corpus in cases of rebellion or inva-
sion, but presumably not otherwise, The
fourth amendment protects individuals
against unreasonable searches and seiz-
ures and requires a warrant issued upon
probable cause. The President’s right to
wiretap has been expressly limited by the
Supreme Court.

Again assuming these principles, we
reach the crucial question of the respon-
sibility of the House when confronted
with a showing of probable cause that
the President has committed a felony.

The Constitution’s grant of prosecu-
torial power to the House presumably
carries with it the same kind of duty
faced by any prosecutor confronted with




18400

evidence establishing probable cause that
an individual has committed a felony.

That duty is to make reasonable in-
quiry into the circumstances, and to as-
certain if the facts are sufficient to con-
vince the prosecutor that the potential
defendant is guilty. If the prosecutor is
then so satisfied, it is his duty to duly en-
force the law.

As the sole body in our system of gov-
ernment which can prosecute a Presi-
dent, the House of Representatives would
seem to have a clear duty to assume the
prosecutor’s burden of inquiry when
probable cause is presented.

That inqury can, of course, be
initiated by any Member filing a resolu-
tion of impeachment, which would then
be referred either to the Judiciary Com-
mittee, the Rules Committee or a spe-
cially appointed Select Committee. Such
an inquiry could likewise be initiated by
the method suggested by the minority
leader in his speech of April 15, 1970:

The creation of a select committee to rec-
ommend whether probable cause does lie,

In the Douglas case, the distinguished
minority leader argued:

We are dealing here with a solemn con-
stitutional duty. Only the House has this
power.

I agreed with both statements.

Because we are the sole repository of
the power of impeachment of a President
for high crimes and misdemeanors, we
have that solemn constitutional duty to
carefully investigate the fact of alleged
criminal conduct, particularly on the
part of our highest executive officer.

Neither the Senate nor the Justice De-
partment shares this duty nor are we en-
titled to delegate it to them.

This being so, the question before us
is at what point of time does the evidence
of guilt reach that degree of probable
cause that we are bound by the Consti-
tution to commence formal inquiry?

To me that time seems almost at hand
unless the President makes a full and
fair disclosure of everything he knows
and when he learned it.

The Presidents’ unquestionable right to
a presumption of innocence is matched,
I believe, by the high duty of trustee-
ship he recognized in his April 30 address
to the Nation.

A trustee ordinarily owes his benefi-
ciaries the duty of full disclosure, par-
ticularly as to possible conflicts of in-
terest.

Why the President has chosen to thus
far refrain from a full disclosure of rel-
evant information is hard to appraise.
Even as late as yesterday the White
House was refusing to release logs of the
President’s 1973 meetings with John
Dean. The source of many of his cam-
paign contributions remains undisclosed.
There is an historic California jury in-
struction which the President cannot
have forgotten from his days as a lawyer
there.

If weaker and less satisfactory evidence is
offered by a party when It was within his
power to produce stronger and more satis-
factory evidence, the evidence offered should
be viewed with distrust.

And another:
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If you should find that a party wilfully
suppressed evidence, you may consider such
suppression in determining what inferences
to draw from the evidence or facts in the
case against him.

I would sincerely hope that the Presi-
dent would now fully and fairly disclose
all evidence known to the White House
with respect to Watergate, its cover-up,
the financing and tactics of his cam-
paign organization, all actions of the
executive branch relating to the Ellsberg
prosecution, and in particular, the do-
mestic security activities, legal and il-
legal, of the President’s own special in-
vestigations unit.

Such disclosure might well remove the
heavy constitutional burden on the
House which I have tried to discuss fo-
day. It would certainly clear the air.

As Ben Franklin was reported by
James Madison in the Constitutional
Convention:

It would be the best way, therefore, to
provide in the Constitution for the regular
punishment of the Executive where his mis-
conduct should deserve it, and for his hon-
orable acquittal, where he should be unjustly
accused.

I suspect that none of us wish to im-
peach the President or even inquire into
the matter if he will fairly lay before us
the facts that will establish his right to
honorable acquittal or the precise rea-
sons for his inability to properly release
such facts.

Should the national security be truly
involved, the Constitution provides that
protection that we can keep our pro-
ceedings secret. Our record in this regard
is at least as good as those in whom the
President has formerly reposed his trust.

It is in order to provide the President
this opportunity to make a full disclosure
to this House that I personally hope my
colleagues will defer the filing of a ress
olution of impeachment or to appoint a
select committee for a few more days.

An additional brief delay cannot fur-
ther injure the rights of any parties. I
do not mean to suggest by this that the
current Senate hearings be in anyway
deferred.

Whatever may be the merits of Spe-
cial Prosecutor Cox's suggestion that
postponement of the Senate Select Com-
mittee’s current hearings would assist in
the work of the Justice Department, I
share the committee’s belief that the
Senate must continue its own proper and
independent inquiry into matters of
proper Senate jurisdiction. This is like-
wise true of the House.

The expeditious pursuit of legislative
business is certainly equal in importance
to the continuing conduct of judicial
business.

There is a further dilemma that can
result from our failure to act. Should
the Special Prosecutor and the Justice
Department seek indictments against
Messrs. Haldeman, Ehrlichman or others
for obstructing justice, for example, how
can we explain our failure to press action
against the individual who ordered the
performance of the acts in question?
The phrase in our Pledge of Allegiance,
“Liberty and Justice for All” would be
meaningless if the President were not
prosecuted for the same acts for which
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Mr. Haldeman and Mr. Ehrlichman may
be prosecuted.

We are, after all, a government of
laws, not of men. No man is above the
law. We specifically rejected the English
concept that “the king ean do no wrong,”
as Chief Justice Marshall pointed out at
the trial of Aaron Burr in 1807.

There is one other question which has
been raised. Does impeachment damage
the country?

It is, no doubt, a painful reality that
impeachment of the President may dam-
age for a time the effective operations of
our Government. It is an equally grave
question, however, whether failure to in-
vestigate the reasonable probability of
presidential criminal conduct may not do
even graver damage to our system of
government and to the faith of our peo-
ple in that system. Faith requires con-
fidence that the laws are enforced equal-
ly against the powerful as well as the
weak.

In the case of Justice Douglas 3 years
ago, the gentleman from Michigan put
a similar question this way:

A third question I am asked is whether
the step we are taking will not diminish
public confidence in the Supreme Court.
That is the easlest to answer. Public confi-
dence in the U.S. Supreme Court diminishes
every day that Mr. Justice Douglas remains
on it.

I disagreed then and I disagree now
with the gentleman from Michigan’s
conclusion about Mr. Justice Douglas.
His opinions continue to justify respect,
and just 2 days ago I was privileged to
hear him deliver a distinguished dissent
from the bench in which he was joined
by Mr. Justice Rehnquist, another legal
scholar of considerable accomplishment.

I was particularly pleased to note the
House Judiciary Committee’s unqualified
rejection of the facts urged as the basis
for impeachment of Justice Douglas, and
I commend to my colleagues a thorough
review of the reports of that committee
which acted in this most recent case of
impeachment in our history. Those re-
ports, on House Resolution 93, are dated
June 20, 1970, and September 17, 1970.

While I disagreed with the gentleman
from Michigan's conclusion, nevertheless
I concede the principle of his argument:
that confidence in government is dim-
inished when circumstances of appar-
ent misconduct remain wunquestioned
through fair and impartial investigation.

The argument that impeachment
would paralyze our governmental proc-
esses should also be considered against
recognition that our system of govern-
ment suffers a similar uncertainty and
disability every 4 years during the 10
months of Presidential campaigning,
and in particular the 2%-month period
between election day and inauguration.

Our system is stronger than it may
seem, and as far as forelgn nations are
concerned, we have not seen major dif-
ficulties in recent years in achieving co-
operation between successive adminis-
trations, no matter how serious their
differences in philosophy.

Our system has shown itself strong
enough to survive extended periods of po-
litical uncertainty and transition and I
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suspect it will be likewise if we are forced
to the unhappy necessity of impeach-
ment.

In conclusion, I would like to express
the hope that whatever may be our in-
dividual and collective decisions in the
weeks ahead, that we retain the judicious
and temperate language and attitudes
we have come to expect in judicial pro-
ceedings. We are after all performing an
investigatory and judicial, not a political
process. In reading the history of past
impeachments, I am forced to agree with
the conclusion of Yale’s Professor Goddis
Smith in his excellent discussion of the
12 cases of trial by impeachment in
American history:

The investigators of the actual impeach-
ments, with few exceptions, made a travesty
of the Constitution. The result is that a
proper and essential part of the constitu-
tional system lles in ill repute.

The issue before us is one of constitu-
tional and legal import, not of political
or partisan concern.

The manner in which the House ap-
proaches and resolves this issue of con-
stitutional responsibility could well pro-
vide the foundation for restoration of
the full faith of our people in the finest
system of government under law ever
devised,

APPENDIX: CHRONOLCGY OF DEBATE ON IM-

PEACHMENT DURING THE CONSTITUTIONAL

CONVENTICN OF 1787

The original Virginia draft, offered by
Mr. Randolph on May 29, 1787, provided
for impeachment for “treasomn, bribery,
or corruption.”

On June 1, Mr. Bedford argued that

impeachment as proposed would not
reach incapacity but only misfeasance in
office,

On June 2, Mr. Williamson successfully
moved addition of the words “and to be
removable on impeachment and convic-
tion of malpractice or neglect of duty.”

On June 13, the word malpractice was
changed to malpractices.

On June 18, Alexander Hamilton sug-
gested a plan of impeachment limited to
“malpractice and corrupt conduct.”

On July 19, Gouverneur Morris argued
against any impeachment power against
the President.

On July 20, in response to a motion to
strike out the impeachment clause, Mr.
Davie is cited by Madison as follows:

If he be not impeachable whilst in office,
he will spare no efforts or means whatever to
get himeelf re-elected. Mr. Davle considered
this essential secur!ty for the good behavior
of the Executive.

Mason joined in the argument. “Shall
any man be above justice?”

Franklin then argued that without the
power of removal, the only recourse
would be to assassination:

It would be the best way, therefore, to
provide in the Constitution for the regular
punishment of the Executive, where his mis=
conduct should deserve it, and for his hon-
orable acquittal, where he should be unjustly
accused.

Mr. King argued against impeachment
but Mr. Randolph responded:

Gulilt, wherever found, ought to be pun-
ished. The Executive will have great oppor-
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tunities of abusing his power; particularly
in time of war, when the military force, and
in some respects the public money, will be
in his hands. Should no regular punishment
be provided, it will be irregularly inflicted
by tumults and insurrections.

Mr. Morris subsequently announced
he had changed his opinion and now felt
impeachment should lie for treachery,
corruption, and incapacity.

A vote to preserve the impeachment
power was then adopted 8 to 2, with
Massachusetts and South Carolina vot-
ing no.

On July 26, a tentative draft listed the
sole grounds for impeachment as “mal-
practice or neglect of duty.”

On August 6, the Committee on Detail
reported back a draft using the words
“treason, bribery, or corruption.”

On September 4, the Committee of
Eleven removed the word “corruption,”
and on September 8, Colonel Mason first
offered the additional ground of “mal-
administration,” but upon the objections
of Madison, substituted ‘“‘other high
crimes and misdemeanors against the
State.” This language was adopted 8 to
3, with New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and
Delaware voting no. This time Massachu-
setts and South Carolina voted Aye.

On September 12, the Committee on
Style, through Doctor Johnson, reported
back a draft removing the words “against
the state,” and using the language finally
adopted on September 17.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to question the validity of this type
of special order which is a so-called dis-
cussion of the ‘“‘responsibilities of this
Chamber to initiate action to remedy
Executive and judicial misconduct.” I
fear that this special order is being used
as a forum for the sort of trial by hear-
say, innuendo, and guilt by association
to which the Washington Post finally ad-
mitted in a recent publication.

That it is indeed a trial in print—at
least so far—where the accused has no
protection of his rights, the Post itself has
finally openly confessed. I refer my col-
leagues to their “Outlook” section of
Sunday, June 3, 1973. Dominating the
cover page is a banner headline, “The
Trial of President Nixon.” It encom-
passes two articles on Watergate, one of
them written by a professor of political
science and the other by an assistant
managing editor of the Post.

The Professor’s article deals with the
administrative structure of the Executive
Office and relates it to a general theory of
government, The headline itself, backed
by the other article written by the Post
editor, blatantly declares the President
of the United States to be on trial
and, in fact, convicts him in the eyes of
public opinion, on the weight of hearsay
evidence and innuendo which, to a great
extent, have been media-created by
quoting unnamed sources repeating what
some other unnamed sources are sup-
posed to have said.

Mr. Speaker, this is not the first time
in history that the press has overstepped
its rightful role as an objective reporter
of events and sought to become a maker
of events. President Linroln was vilified
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by some press of his day to such an extent
that only his deep personal convictions
and moral certainty saved him from total
despair. History has recorded who fol-
lowed the more honorable course then.

And now we find that the Washington
Post, representing itself as a Pulitzer
Prize-winning model of reportorial recti-
tude, has reached the apex of hubris and
is, by their own admission, trying the
President of the United States in print.
By what mandate and under what au-
thority does the Post see fit to ignore
every fundamental principle of justice
and fair treatment which has kept this
country free and seek to convict before
the evidence is in or charges even filed?

Such action goes against every con-
stitutional and legal value of our free
Nation, and against the Post’'s own self-
proclaimed role as defenders of individ-
ual rights. What paper is first to cry
“foul” when a warrant is issued on in-
sufficient evidence, when one of its own
reporters is arrested for transportation
of stolen documents, or when the Dis-
trict of Columbia’s judicial system does
not provide for a full and fair trial for
an “underprivileged” defendant?

The memories of the McCarthy era
are still vivid in the American mind, and
the Post as well as the Congress would
rise today in unison against such vicious
demagoguery, slander, and destruction
of public servants. Yet incidents like the
front page trial of the President of the
United States in print have served to
set the stage for this special order in
which the House of Representatives is
asked to join in the same sort of extra-
legal trial.

The courts have repeatedly held that
trial by the media before the actual
legal trial is grounds for—at the mini-
mum—a change in venue, and at the
maximum, a mistrial. Assassins, rapists,
and mass murderers are afforded the
legal protection of having their jurors
secluded during the course of the trial.
There must be a good reason why jurors
are denied all access to radios, news-
papers, or television during the course of
a trial.

The gentleman from California, in the
face of ongoing investigations by a dis-
tinguished Senate panel, a Federal grand
jury, and a special prosecutor appointed
by the Attorney General, has decided to
call the attention of the House to its con-
stitutional responsibilities. I must con-
clude that he holds some clear and direct
evidence of criminal complicity of the
President, calling for the immediate re-
dress of an impeachment resoluton. If
he does not have such evidence, but in-
tends merely to rehash already public
information for political purposes, then
suspicions that he is indulging in head-
line-baiting will flourish.

Since the U.S. House of Representa-
tives is the only body in the world which
has the constitutional authority to in-
itiate impeachment proceedings against
a President of the United States, then
the very mention of the word impeach-
ment by a member of that body during
its proceeding must be considered more
than just a casual interest.
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While I am delighted to hear the
words that our colleague believes that,
quote:

The President is entitled to the presump-
tion of innocence.

The underlying principle of the Amer-
ican system of justice—other words in
his statement leave me doubting that he
really means it in this case. Brief oral
presentation here—the necessary pre-
trial investigation is being undertaken,
as I have already noted, by three sep-
arate and highly competent bodies.
Those found to be directly involved have
been criminally indicted and three men
are already imprisoned. The investiga-
tions continue.

Is my colleague suggesting via this
order that we leapfrog these traditional
legal procedures and bring impeach-
ment proceedings before all the facts are
known? Is he implying that the inves-
tigatory bodies are not competent to per-
form their duties? Is he not willing to
afford the President of the United States
those same protections guaranteed to the
most common of eriminals?

Mr. Speaker, the type of discussion
initiated today is not becoming to the
dignity of the House. It is an extension
into the very Halls of Congress of an on-
going trial by hearsay and innuendo be-
ing conducted in some areas. In this
kind of trial, the accused has no protec-
tion of his rights at all, no protection of
his official and personal reputation, and
no means of redress or rebuttal. Indeed,
in this special instance, the very dignity
of the high Presidential office precludes
any response but one—reliance upon the
law of the land as set forth in the Con-
stitution of the United States.

I suggest to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia that he turn his attention to the
true question involved at this point. If
impeachable offenses have been com-
mitted, the House does not—as he
asserts—have  “alternative actions”
which it can consider. If Mr. McCLOSKEY
is aware of the constitutional responsi-
bilities entrusted to the House, then he
is aware that there is only one action
which can responsibly be taken. If my
colleague has evidence upon which to
base a resolution of impeachment, it is
his long overdue responsibility to present
it and immediately introduce the resolu-
tion. If not, I suggest he desist from de-
meaning the highest office in the land
unless and until he has such evidence and
is willing to present it to the House.

Let the American constitutional system
of justice work—a system which has
proven its uncompromising effectiveness
time and time again.

Let it work without pretrial declara-
tion of guilt.

Let it work with the same protection
for one as for any other, regardless of
position.

Let the trials be held in the courts of
this land after proper, and only after
proper, indictment. Or, in the case of im-
peachable offenses, let the trial be held
in the Congress as provided in the Con-
stitution after, and only after, the proper
resolutions and evidences have been
presented.

But, my colleagues, let us not permit
this hallowed Chamber to be used for
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headline baiting which serves neither this
Nation nor its great people.

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Speaker, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. McCLOSKEY)
has performed an admirable and useful
service to the House and to the Nation
by attempting to encourage presentation
in the House of views and opinions on
the process of impeachment.

It is a measure, perhaps, of the fear
of the administration of discussion, let
alone pursuit, of this topic that attempts
to limit his remarks and our discussion
have been made by a Republican col-
league of his.

Nonetheless, the Nation is entitled to
such a discussion. The House would be
well served by such a discussion.

Impeachment is not a desirable topic,
nor is it a desirable remedy. But neither
is corruption in the White House a de-
sirable topic, nor is silencing of debate
or prevention of action, if indicated, a
desirable remedy to corruption in the
White House.

I am not certain impeachment should
be embarked upon. But I am certain a
full debate on the issue would harm no
one including the President or his party
and I regret the debate has been fore-
closed.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
inject a note of caution into today’s dis-
cussion of alleged wrong-doing in the
executive branch of the Government—
allegations which extend to the highest
levels of the White House.

I concede that these are serious al-
legations, indeed. They involve charges
of wholesale violation of the law—
charges of breaking and entering:
charges of spying on Government of-
ficials, members of the press, and private
citizens; charges of turning the legiti-
mate agencies of Government into illegit-
imate instruments of political espio-
nage; charges of illegal raising and ex-
penditures of millions of dollars in polit-
ical contributions; charges of perjury;
charges of obstruction of justice—
charges, in short, of total disdain of the
law and total disregard of the rights of
the American people.

As a result of this unprecedented scan-
dal, two former Cabinet officers already
are under indictment; top officials rang-
ing from Cabinet officers to the closest
advisers to the President either have re-
signed or have been fired from their jobs;
and a pall of uncertainty hangs over the
entire executive branch of Government.

But, Mr, Speaker, we in this body
should not lose our sense of proportion,
even in the face of a scandal of this mag-
nitude. It is my hope that this House will
show that it merits respect as a great
deliberative body, by demonstrating pru-
dence in our speech and action—so that
we will not, by inadvertence, contribute
further to the crisis of confidence which
is spreading across the Nation.

I would hope, Mr. Speaker, that my
colleagues would reserve judgment in this
matter until all of the facts are avail-
able—and I am convinced that, at this
juncture, we are still a long way from
knowing all of the facts.

(During the special order of Mr. Mc-
Croskey, the following proceedings oc-
curred.)

June 6, 1973

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. LANDGREBE, Mr. Speaker, this is
a very important matter being discussed.
I do not believe there is a quorum in
the House. I make the point of order that

a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore

(Mr.

MazzoL1) . The Chair will count.

Sixty Members being present in the
Chamber, a quorum is not present.

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:

Abdnor
Adams
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Beard
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Bolling
Brademas
Bray
Breaux
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich,
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Callf.
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex,
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clay
Cochran
Cohen
Collins
Conable
Conte
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniels,

Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.,
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dennis
Diggs
Donohue
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala,
Edwards, Calif,
Ellberg
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn,
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Fisher

[Roll No. 181]
Flood

Flowers

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Ford

William D.
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gibbons
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gubser
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Wash.

ington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Heinz
Helstoski
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifield
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hungate
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala,
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Karth
Eastenmeier
Eazen

Eemp
Ketchum

McCollister
McDade
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr,
Mathias, Callf.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne

Metcalfe
Michel
Mills, Ark.
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.Y,
Mizell
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Mosher
Moss

Myers

Nedzl
Nichols

Nix

O'Brlen
O'Hara
Owens
Parris
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle

Pike

Poage
Podell
Powell, Ohio
Preyer

Price, Tex.
Quie
Quillen
Rallsback
Rangel

Rees

Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Roberts
Robison, N.Y.
Roe

Rogers
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot

Ro

¥
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
8t Germain
ndman
Sarasin
Satterfield
Schneebell

Staggers
Stanton,
J. Willilam
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Stelger, Arlz.
Stelger, Wis.
Stokes
Stuckey
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Bullivan Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vigorito
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wigglins

Winn
Wright
Wyatt
Wyman
Yates
Young, Alaska
Young, Ga.
Young, Ill.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion

Zwach

Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan Willilams
Towell, Nev. Wilson, Bob
Udall Wilson,
Ullman Charles, Tex.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, may we have
the regular order?

The SPEAKER. The regular order is
the establishment of a quorum and the
rule provides a minimum of 15 minutes
for Members to respond. Clause 5 of rule
XV states that Members have “not less
than 15 minutes to have their presence
recorded.”

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the Xouse do now adjourn.

Ms. ABZUG. 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 9, nays 143,
present 1, not voting 279, as follows:

[Roll No. 192]
YEAS—9

Milford
O'Neill
Stephens

NAYS—143

Fountain
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gilman
Goodling
Gross
Grover
Gude
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Henderson
Hicks
Holt
Holtzman
Hudnut
Hunt
Ichord
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Okla.
Jordan
Keating
Kluczynski
Koch
Landgrebe
‘Latta
Litton
Lott
McCloskey
McCormack
McEwen
McEay
McKinney
Madigan
Mallary
Mann
Martin, N.C.
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Mezvinsky
Miller
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Montgomery

PRESENT—1
Huber
NOT VOTING—2T9

Annunzio Ashbrook
Archer Ashley
Arends Aspin
Armstrong Badillo

Brinkley
Matsunaga
McFall

Stratton
Stubblefield
Waggonner

Abzug
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif,
Anderson, I11.
Andrews, N.C.

Moorhead,
Calif.
Morgan
Murphy, Il
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nelsen
Obey
Pettis
Price, I11.
Pritchard
Randall
Regula
Reid
Rinaldo
Robinson, Va.
Rodino
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rose
Ryan
Sarbanes
Saylor
Scherle
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shuster
Smith, ITowa
Smith, N.¥.
Snyder
Studds
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Thompson, N.J.
Treen
Vanik
Veysey
Waldie
Walsh
‘Wampler
Ware
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wolfl
Wydler
Wylie
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, 8.C.

Breckinridge
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C,
Burke,
Burlison, Mo,
Burton
Butler

Byron
Clancy

Clark

Cleveland
Collier
Conlan
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Crane
Daniel, Robert
Ww.,Jr.
Davis, 8.C.
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Dorn
Drinan
Erlenborn
Flynt
Forsythe

Abdnor

Adams

Andrews,
N. Dak.

Bafalis
Barrett
Beard
Bergland
Bevill
Bilaggi
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Bolling
Brademas
Bray
Breaux
Brooks
Broomfleld
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Callf.
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex,
Camp
Carey, N.X.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clay
Cochran
Cohen
Collins
Conable
Conte
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Danlels,
Dominick V.
Danlelson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dennis
Diggs
Donchue
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,
William D.
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gibbons
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.

So the motion to adjourn was rejected.
The result of the vote~was amended

Griffiths
Gubser
Gunter

Guyer

Haley
Hamilton
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington

Harvey
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays

Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifleld
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hungate
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Karth
Kastenmeler
Eazen
Kemp
Ketchum
King
Kuykendall
Eyros
Landrum
Leggett
Lehman
Lent

Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
McCollister
McDade
McSpadden
Macdonald

Martin, Nebr.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Metcalfe
Michel

Mills, Ark.
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Mosher

Moss

Myers

Nedzi

Nichols

Nix

O'Brien
O'Hara
Owens

Parris
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser

Pickle

Pike

Poage

Podell
Powell, Ohio

as above recorded.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Preyer
Price, Tex.
Quie
Quillen
Rallsback
Rangel
Rarick
Rees
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Roberts
Robison, N.Y.
Roe
Rogers
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
St Germain
Sandman
Barasin
Satterfield
Schneebeli
Schroeder
Shipley
Bhoup
Shriver
Sikes
Bisk
Bkubitz
Slack
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Stark
Bteed
Bteele
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stokes
Btuckey
Bullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.

Thomson, Wis.

Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Udall
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vigorito
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams

Young, Il
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion

Zwach

The SPEAKER. The order of business
is the establishment of a quorum. The
House is still in the process of trying to
establish a quorum, the motion to ad-
journ having been rejected. Are there
further Members in the Chamber who
desire to record their presence?
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MOTION OFFERED BY MRE. STRATTON

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the Sergeant at Arms be instructed
to bring in the absent Members.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in order that I may be recognized for a
motion to adjourn.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR, M'CLOSKEY

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
California, (Mr. McCLOSKEY) .

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I have
a motion pending.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
that the motion to adjourn offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr. Mc-
CLoskEY) takes precedence over the
motion offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. STRATTON) .

ADJOURNMENT

The motion was agreed to; according-
ly (at 9 o’clock and 38 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until Thursday, June 7,
1973, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1001. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting certification
that an adequate soil survey and land clas-
sification has been made of the lands in the
Kanawha Water District, Sacramento Canals
unit, Central Valley project, and that the
lands to be firrigated are susceptible to the
production of agricultural crops by means
of irrigation, pursuant to Public Law 83-172;
to the Committee on Appropriations.

1002. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce transmitting the 103d quarterly re-
port on export control, covering the first
quarter of 1973, pursuant to the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1969, as amended; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

1003. A letter from the Secretary of Labor,
transmitting the 11th Annual Report on the
administration of the Welfare and Pension
Plans Disclosure Act, covering calendar year
1972, pursuant to section 14(b) of the act;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

1004. A letter from the Deputy Becretary
of Defense, transmitting the Annual Report
of the American National Red Cross for fis-
cal year 1972, together with the combined
statement of income and expenditures of
the National Organization and the 3,180
chapters for the same period, pursuant to
38 U.B.C. 6; to the Committee on Forelgn
Affalrs.

1005. A letter from the Executive Dilrec-
tor, Federal Communications Commission,
transmitting a report on the backlog of
pending applications and hearing cases in
the Commission as of April 30, 1973, pur-
suant to section 5(e) of the Communica-
tions Act, as amended; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

1006. A letter from the Chalrman, Con-
sumer Product Safety Commission, trans-
mitting the amended Flammability Standard
for Mattresses, which will become effective
on June 7, 1973; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.
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1007. A letter from the Vice President for
Public and Government Affairs, Natlonal
Railroad Passenger Corporation, transmitting
a financial report of the Corporation for the
month of February 1973, pursuant to section
308(a) (1) of the Rall Passenger Service Act
of 1970, as amended; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

1008. A letter from the Acting Commis-
sioner, Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice, Department of Justice transmitting re-
ports concerning visa petitions approved ac-
cording certain beneficiaries third and sixth
preference classification, pursuant to section
204(d) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, as amended [8 U.B.C. 11564(d)]; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

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. HAYS: Committee of conference. Con-
ference report on H.R. 5610; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 93-260). Ordered to be
printed.

Mr. MORGAN: Committee of conference.
Conference report on H.R. 5203; (Rept. No.
93-261). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. EDWARDS of California: Committee
on the Judiciary. House Joint Resolution
490. Joint resolution providing for an exten-
sion of the term of the Commission on the
Bankruptey Laws of the United States, and
for other purposes; (Rept. No. 93-262). Re-
ferred 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. MILLS of Arkansas (for him-
self and Mr, SCHNEEBELI) :

H.R. 8410. A bill to continue the existing
temporary increase in the public debt 1imit
through November 30, 1873, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. ABDNOR:

H.R. 8411. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interlor to construct, operate,
and maintain the Pollock-Herreid unit,
South Dakota pumping division, Pick-Sloan
Missouri Basin program, 8.D.; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. ADAMS:

H.R. 8412. A bill to authorize the District
of Columbia Council to set the real property
tax rate and assessment for all real property
located in the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Dis-
trict of Columbia.

By Mr. ANDERSON of California:

H.R. 8413. A bill to amend the Internal Re-
venue Code of 1954 to provide income tax
simplification, reform, and rellef for small
business; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. BAFALIS:

H.R. 8414. A bill to provide for conveyance
of certain mineral interests of the United
States in real property situated in Florida to
the record owners of the surface of that
property; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BAEER (for himself and Mr.
WINN) :

H.R. B415. A bill to amend the Natlonal
Labor Relations Act to make certain limita-
tions on penalties levied by a labor organiza-
tion upon its members, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.
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By Mr. BROTZMAN:

HR. 8416. A bill to amend the Postal
Revenue and Federal Salary Act of 1967 to
require congressional action to effectuate
increases in the rates of pay for Members of
Congress and certain officers and employees
in the legislative branch of the Government;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia:

H.R. 8417. A bill to amend title 28 of the
Distriet of Columbia Code relating to usury
in the District of Columbia; to the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr., puv PONT (for himself, Mr.
BUCHANAN, Mr. FINDLEY, Mr. WiL-
viam D. Forp, Mr. FrRENZEL, Mr.
Hanwna, Mr. Morcaw, Mr. PobDELL,
Mr. Rinarpo, Mr. St GeErRMAIN, and
Mr. WoN PaT):

H.R. 8418. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, to provide a mail delivery in-
surance program under which a person who
insures an article of mail could recover for
losses occurring when there is late or no
delivery of the article; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself,
Mr. Won Pat, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr.
WaLpme, Mr. Nix, Mr. GoNzaALEZ, Mr.
BurgE of Massachusetts, Mr. Tier-
nan, Mrs, CHIsHOLM, Mr, DRINAN,
Mr. EILBERG, and Mr, STARK) :

H.R. 8419. A bill to provide economic ad-
Justment assistance to communities in which
military facility closings have caused eco-
nomic Injury to the community, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself, Mr.
ROSENTHAL, Mr. Boranp, Mr. Nix,
Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. RANGEL, Mr, BERG~
LAND, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. CoNYERS, Mr.
PEPPER, Mr. YaTroN, Mr. MITCHELL,
of Maryland, Mr. STARK, Mr. FAUNT-
ROY, Mr. WorrFr, Mr. RiEGLE, Mr.
METCALFE, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr, STOKES,
and Mr. BURTON) :

H.R. 8420. A bill to provide public service
employment opportunities for unemployed
and underemployed persons, to assist States
and local communities in providing needed
public services, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself
and Mrs. HeckiLeER of Massachu-
setts) :

H.R. 8421, A bill to amend the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 to require congressional
authorization for the involvement of Ameri-
can forces In further hostilitles in Indo-
china, and for extending assistance to North
Vietnam; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs,

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself,
Mr. LEEMAN, Ms. BUurge of Califor-
nia, Mr. BoLAND, and Mr. STOKES) :

H.R. 8422, A bill to provide adequate men-
tal health care and psychiatric care to all
Americans; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself,
Mr. Bapinro, Mr. O'Hara, Mr. RIEGLE,
Mr. WoN PaT, Mr, MrTcHELL of Mary-
land, Mr. Dices, Mr. Rog, Mr. Rovy,
and Mr. BurTON) :

H.R. 8423, A bill to enforce the provisions
of the 14th amendment to assure the proper
conduct of elections; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. HARRINGTON
and Mr. WoLFF) :

HR. 8424. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Aect to impose an
additional liability upon owners and opera-
tors of vessels, onshore facilities, and off-
shore facilities for the discharge of oll onto
private property, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Public Works,

(for himself
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By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself,
Mr. ConYERS, and Mr. BrowN of Cali-
fornia) :

H.R. 8425. A bill to require the President to
notify the Congress of any impoundment
of funds ordered, authorized, or approved by
the Executive, to provide a procedure for
congressional review of the President's action,
and to establish an expenditure ceiling for
the fiscal year 1974; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself,
Mr. RoseNTHAL, Mr. BurTON, MI.
Diges, Mr. WitLiam D. Fomrp, Mr.
RoysaL, Ms. Apzue, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr.
STokEes, Mr. Stupps, and Mr. CoN-
YERS) :

H.R. B426. A bill to improve the extended
unemployment compensation program; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself,
Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. BURTON, Mr.
Dices, Mr. WiLLiAm D. Forp, Mr. Roy-
BAL, Ms. ABzug, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr.
StoxEs, Mr. Stupps, and Mr. CoN-
YERS) :

H.R. 8427. A bill to amend the Federal-
State Extended Unemployment Compensa-
tion Act of 1970 to permit Federal sharing of
the cost of unemployment benefits which
extend for 52 weeks; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HENDERSON :

H.R. 8428. A bill to amend the National
Labor Relations Act to clarify judiclal pro-
cedures, standards, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 8429. A bill to prohibit the issuance to
a minor of a passport which would permit
him to leave the United States in violation
of legal custody order; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

H.R. B430. A bill to authorize the appor-
tlonment of funds for the National System
of Interstate and Defense Highways for fiscal
years 1974 and 1975; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr. HOGAN:

H.R. 8431. A Dbill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to provide a tax credit
for homeowners, apartment owners, small
businessmen, and car owners who purchase
and install certified pollution control de-
vices; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KOCH:

H.R. 8432. A Dbill to amend the National
Security Act of 1947 to prohibit the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency from providing
training or other assistance in support of
State or local law-enforcement activities; to
the Committee on Armed SBervices.

By Mr, MEEDS (for himself, Mr. Dom-
INICKE V. DANIELS, Mr., PERKINS, Mr,
DENT, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. WILLIAM D.
Forp, Mrs. MiNK, Mr. Gaypos, Mrs.
CHisHOLM, Mrs. Grasso, Mr. Ba-
DILLO, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. BENITEZ, Mr.
AsPiN, Mr., BoLring, Mr. Brown of
California, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr.
BurkE of Massachusetts, Mr. BYrRON,
Mr. CarNey of Ohio, Mr. CoRMAN,
Mr. DaniELsON, Mr. pE Luco, Mr.
DingeLL, and Mr. DULSKI) :

H.R. B433. A bill to amend the Youth Con-
servation Corps Act of 1972 (Public Law 92—
597, 86 Stat. 1319) to expand and make per-
manent the Youth Conservation Corps and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. MEEDS (for himself, Mr. EiL-
BERG, Mr. Evins of Tennessee, Mr.
FrAseErR, Mr. GieeonNs, Mrs. HANSEN,
of Washington, Mr. HAMMER-
scHMIDT, Mr. HANNA, Mr. HARRING-
TON, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. JOHNSON of
California, Mr. LEceETT, Mr. Mc-
DapE, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. MOLLOHAN,
Mr. Moss, Mr. OBeY, Mr. PEPPER, Mr.
Price of Illinois, Mr. PopeLn, Mr,
REEs, Mr. RiecrLE, Mr. Ropmno, Mr.
Rog, and Mr. RoUsH) :

H.R. 8434. A bill to amend the Youth Con-
servation Corps Act of 1972 (Public Law 92—
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597, 868 Stat. 1319) to expand and make per-
manent the Youth Conservation Corps and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Ed-
ucation and Labor.

By Mr. MEEDS (for himself, Mr. Ros-
TENKOWSKI, Mr. RoysaL, Mr. Sar-
BANES, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. BIKES,
Mr. Sisk, Mr. SToKeEs, Mr. VEYSEY,
Mr. Won Pat, and Mr. WYATT) @

H.R. 8435. A bill to amend the Youth
Conservation Corps Act of 1972 (Public Law
92-597, 86 Stat. 1319) to expand and make
permanent the Youth Conservation Corps
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. O'HARA (for himself, Mr.
Winriam D. Forp, Ms., Aszuc, Mr.
AwnpERsoN of California, Mr. BApILLO,
Mr. BeLL, Mr. BingHAM, Mr. BoLAND,
Mr. Brasco, Mr. BrROOMFIELD, Mr.
BrowN of Michigan, Mr, BRowN of
California, Mr. BURGENER, Mr. CED-
ERBERG, Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, Mr. ConN-
YERS, Mr. CorMAN, Mr. COTTER, Mr.
DaNiELsoN, Mr. DELLumMs, Mr, DI1GGS,
Mr. DiNgELL, Mr. DuLski, Mr. Ep-
warps of California, and Mr. EscH) :

H.R. 8436. A bill to amend the Federal
Meat Inspection Act in order to provide that
States may not have less strict standards
with respect to marketing, labeling, packag-
ing, and Ingredient requirements than those
made under the Federal Meat Inspection
Act; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. O'HARA (for himself, Mr,
WiLLiam D. Forp, Mr. GERaLD R.
Forp, Mrs. Grasso, Mrs. GRIFFITHS,
Mr. HANLEY, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr.
HarvEY, Mr. HorTon, Mr. HUBER,
Mr. Kemp, Mr. KocH, Mr. McKInN-
NEY, Mr. Moaxirey, Mr. MOORHEAD
of California, Mr. Moss, Mr. Nepzr,
Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr.
RUPPE, Mr. SarasiN, Mr. STARK, Mr.
Stupps, Mr. ToweLL of Nevada, and
Mr. WaLsH) :

H.R. 8437. A Dbill to amend the Federal
Meat Inspection Act in order to provide that
States may not have less strict standards
with respect to marketing, labeling, packag-
ing, and ingredient requirements than those
made under the Federal Meat Inspection Act;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. PARRIS:

HR. 8438, A bill to amend the Federal
Meat Inspection Act with respect to custom
slaughtering; to the Committee on Agricul-
ture.

By Mr. RHODES:

H.R. 8439. A bill to amend the Fair Pack-
aging and Labeling Act to provide that the
commodity label required by that act must
disclose the manufacturer’s name and place
of business, and packer's name and place of
business if different from the manufacturer:
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. RHODES (for himself, Mr.
CoNLAN, Mr. STEIGER of Arizona, and
Mr. UpALL) :

H.R. 8440. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture and the Secretary of the In-
terior to cooperate with States, local agen-
cies, and individuals In the planning and
carrying out of practices for water yield im-
provement, and for other purposes; to the
Commi‘tee on Intericr and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. RINALDO:

HR. 8441. A bill to provide for the ccmpen-
satlon of persons Injured by certain criminal
acts, to make grants to States for the pay-
ment of such compensation, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SAYLOR:

H.R. 8442. A bill to provide that Flag Day
shall be a legal public holiday; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. SLACK:

H.R. 8443. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide for voluntary
agreements between ministers and their em-
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ployers to treat ministers as employed per-
sons; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr, TIERNAN:

H.R. 8444. A bill to provide economic ad-
justment assistance to communities in which
military facility closings have caused eco-
nomic injury to the community, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

H.R. 8445. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide special assistance and
benefits to Federal employees involuntarily
separated through reductions in force, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Clvll Service.

By Mr. WALSH (for himself, Mr. Ap-
paBBO, Mr. WYDLER, Mr. DERWINSKI,
Mr. PepPErR, Mr. Brasco, Mr. Won
Pat, Mr. HasTIiNGS, Mrs. GREEN of
Oregon, Mr. COHEN, Mr. MCEWEN, Mr.
HARRINGTON, Mr. PODELL, Mrs. Grasso,
Mr. MoaKLEY, Mrs. HECKLER of Mass-
achusetts, Mrs, CHIsHOLM, Mr, RosE,
Mr. GmuMmanN, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr.
Huser, Ms. ABzuc, Mr. Rog, Mr.
Stark, and Mrs. BurkE of Califor-
nia) :

H.R. 8446. A bill to provide for the issuance
of a special postage stamp in commemoration
of the life and work of Dr. Elizabeth Black-
well; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. WALSH (for himself, Mr.
WaLpigE, Mr. RINaLDO, Mr. MITCHELL
of New York, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN,
and Mrs. BoGas) :

H.R. 8447. A bill to provdie for the issuance
of a special postage stamp in commemoration
of the life and work of Dr. Elizabeth Black-
well; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for him-
self, Mr. CoucHLIN, Mr. RoNcaLLo of
New York, and Mr. STEELE) :

H.R. 8448. A bill to improve the conduct
and regulation of Federal election campalgn
activities and to provide public financing for
such campaigns; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. BARRETT (for himself, Mr.
WioNaLL, Mrs. SuLLivaN, Mr. AsH-
LEY, Mr. MoorHEAD of Pennsylvania,
Mr. STEPHENS, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr.
GongALEZ, Mr. REUss, Mr. HANNA,
Mr. BRown of Michigan, Mr. J. WiL-
LIAM STANTON, Mr. BLACKBURN, Mrs.
HeckrLER of Massachusetts, and Mr.
ROUSSELOT) :

H.R. 8440. A bill to expand the national
flood insurance program by substantially in-
creasing limits of coverage and total amount
of Insurance authorized to be outstanding
and by requiring known flood-prone com-
munities to participate in the program, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking and Currecny.

By Mr. BIAGGI:

H.R. 8450. A bill to terminate the Airlines
Mutual Ald Agreement; to the Committee
on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself, Mr,
Won Part, Mr. PopELL, Mr. LEGGETT,
Mr. Rog, Mr. WALDIE, Mr. CLARK, Mr.
REEs, Mr. CoHEN, Mr. HuBer, Mr.
VigoriTo, Mr. LENT, Mr. BURKE of
Massachusetts, Mr. MurPHY of New
York, and Mr. CORMAN) :

H.R. 8451, A bill to increase the subsistence
payments to students at the State marine
schools; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisherles.

By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself, Mr.
Won Par, Mr. PopELt, Mr. LEGGETT,
Mr. RoE, Mr. WALDIE, Mr. CLARK, Mr.
Rees, Mr. HuseEr, Mr. Vicorrro, Mr.
LewT, Mr. Burke of Massachusetts,
Mr. MurpHY of New York, and Mr.
CORMAN) :

H.R.8452. A bill to amend the Maritime
Academy Act of 1658 in order to authorize
the Secretary of the Navy to appoint stu-
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dents at State maritime academies and col-
leges as Reserve midshipmen in the U.S.
Navy, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.
By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself and Mr.
HINSHAW) :

H.R.8453. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to permit an exemp-
tion of the first $5,000 of retirement income
received by a taxpayer under a public re-
tirement system or any other system if the
taxpayer is at least 65 years of age; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

HR.B454. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code cf 1954 to provide that the
perscnal exemption allowed a taxpayer for a
dependent shall be available without regard
to the dependent's income in the case of a
dependent who is over 656 (the same as In the
cese of a dependent who is a child under
19); to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 8455. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to increase to #7560 In
all cases the amount of the lump-sum death
payment thereunder; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 8456. 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.

H.R. 8457. A bill to amend title II of the
Sorial Security Act so as to remove the limit-
atlon upon the amount of outside income
which an individual may earn while recelv-
ing benefits thereunder; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

By Mr. CAREY of New York:

H.R. 8458. A bill to amend the Soclal Se-
curity Act to provide for judiclal review by
providers and others of actions undertaken
pursuant to titles XVIII and XIX of such
act, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DELLENBACK:

H.R. 8469. A bill to amend the act of June
4, 1897, to expand the Secretary of Agricul-
ture's authority for permitting the free use
of timber and stone found upon the national
forests; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. DENHOLM :

H.R. 8460. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to relleve employers of
15 or fewer employees from the requirement
of paylng or depositing certain employment
taxes more often thar once each year; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. EILBERG:

H.R. B461. A bill to establish certain rules
with respect to the appearance of witnesses
before grand juries, and to provide for in-
dependent inquiries by grand juries, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. GINN:

H.R. 8462. A bill to amend the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970 to exempt cer-
tain small employers; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

H.R. 8463, A bill to amend the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970 to provide ad-
ditional assistance to small employers; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. JOHNSON of California:

H.R. 8464. A bill to amend chapter 2 of
title 16 of the United States Code (respect-
ing national forest) to provide a share of
timber receipts to States for schools and
roads; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MEEDS (for himself and Mr.
EscH) :

H.R. 8465. A bill to amend the Youth Con-
servation Corps Act of 1972 (Public Law 92—
597, 86 Stat. 1319) to expand and make per-
manent the Youth Conservation Corps and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. MURPHY of New York (for
himself, Mr. PopELL, Mr. THOMPSON
of New Jersey, Mr. STEPHENS, MTr.
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EILBERG, Mr. AppaBeo, Mr. REEs, Mr.
HARRINGTON, Mr. MazzoLl, Mr. SIKES,
Mr. St GErRMAIN, Mr. CAREY of New
York, and Ms, ABZUG) :

HR.8466. A bill to provide for a national
educational campalgn to improve safety on
the highways by improving driver skill, driver
attitudes, and driver knowledege of highway
regulations; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. RANDALL:

H.R. B4687. A bill to create a Drug Enforce-
ment Administration; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

By Mr. RANGEL:

H.R. 8468. A bill making appropriations for
the Office of Economic Opportunity for fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974; to the Committee
on Appropriations.

By Mr. RANGEL (for-himself and Mr.
PICKLE) :

H.R.8469. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to prohibit bribery of
State and local law enforcement officers and
other elected or appointed officials; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. STEFHENS (for himself, Mr.
WirLiams, Mr. GETTYS, Mr. ANNUN-
z10, Mr. KocH, Mr. Brasco, Mr. Cort-
TER, Mr. Rousseror, and Mr. Han-
LEY) :

H.R. 8470. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. THONE:

H.R. 8471. A bill to make rules governing
the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States in the absence of a declaration of war
by the Congress of the United States or of a
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military attack upon the United States; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.
By Mr, KING:

H.J. Res. §599. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States for the protection of unborn
children and other persons; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PERKINS:

H.J. Res. 600. Joint resolution proposing a
national education policy; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BIKES:

H.J. Res. 601. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide an age limit and a
single 6-year term for the President; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WAGGONNER:

H.J. Res. 602. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim the week beginning
on the last Monday in September each year
as “Youth Appreciation Week"”; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WALSH (for himself, Mr.
Smiti of New York, Mr. CONABLE,
Mr. Froop, Mr. KEmpP, Mr. RoE, Mr.
LENT, Mr, KNG, Mr. RoersoN of New
York, Mr. Roncarro of New York,
Mr. GrEEN of Pennsylvania, and Mr.
RoonEY of Pennsylvania:

H. Con. Res. 240, Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress with
respect to the sale or abandonment of cer-
tain railroad lines; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HAYS:

H. Res. 427. Resolution providing a postage

stamp allowance for the Chaplain of the
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House of Representatives; to the Commit-
tee on House Administration.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:
By the Speaker: A memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of Colorado, relative to
radio news service in Colorado; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. GRAY:

H.R. 8472. A bill for the relief of Carmela
Giordano; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. MANN:

H.R. 8473. A bill for the relief of Renato M.
Diogquino; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. OWENS:

H.R. 8474. A bill for the relief of J. Clar-
ence Ingram, Don W. Ingram, and Dick L.
Ingram of Nephi, Utah; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. WHITE:

H.R. 8475. A bill to authorize the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Adminis-
tration, or his designee, to convey a parcel
of land at the Fort Bliss Military Reserva-
tion in exchange for another parcel of land;
to the Committee on Armed Services.
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EULOGY FOR MAJ. GEN. JAMES L.
PRICE

HON. WILLIAM F. WALSH

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, June 6, 1973

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, on May 15,
this Nation lost one of its great military
leaders. Air Force Maj. Gen. James Price,
commander of the 21st NORAD Division
headquartered at Hancock Field in Syra-
cause, N.Y.,, was killed when his F-106
aircraft exploded in the air. Much has
been said about the loss of General Price,
but I think a eulogy delivered at a me-
morial service on May 18 says it best.
The eulogy was delivered by 21st Divi-
sion chaplain, Lt. Col. Jefferson E. Davis,
Jr., at Hancock Air Base and I think it
most aptly describes the meaning of
General Price’s greatest sacrifice.

Following is the text of Lieutenant
Colonel Davis’ eulogy:

EvLocY FOR MaJ., GEN. JAMES L. Price

We are here to pay tribute to the life of
Major General James L. Price. Because he
was one of us and our Commander, we honor
his life with this Memorial Service, but I
feel there is another reason that we should
honor him.

This man lost his life in the midst of a
set of circumstances that were Introduced
by a requirement. That requirement is simply
the preservation of a cause. General Price,
or any other man, may lose his life in a com-
pletely different set of circumstances, but I
for one feel a sense of obligation to this man
for the very fact that he has given his life
for his country.

I suppose the words are “routine training
mission to maintain fiight proficlency.” There

is so much behind the scenes assoclated with
these words. Call it what we will, reduced to
its basic element, General Price gave his life
to the preservation of human freedom. There
seems to be a tendency for a lot of people
to forget this in times of so-called peace.
These tragic events make the headlines in
the vicinity of where they happen. but go
unnoticed in other parts of the country. You,
his family are stricken with grlef. We, his
friends and military comrades feel his loss,
but most of America goes on its normal
course without any sense of interruption.

This incident directly touches a relatively
few people. People go on about their business,
the farmer in the fields, the factories hum,
the stores are loaded with the material goods
of life, children board their school busses,
family homes are still 1it with the lilt of love
and laughter, and people still gather in their
places of worship in absolute freedom of
worship.

General James L. Price, a man with many
productive years ahead of him loses the pre-
cious gift of life—and America goes on its
way. American people go on living as they
have been living, no drastic change comes
about in their way of life. Why? Because of
men like the man whose life we honor today.
This 1s no sentimental mush of going down
in fame or flame. This is no bizarre eat, drink
and be merry for tomorrow you may die rou-
tine that has grown up in the folklore of our
Service, but a dedicated General Officer called
on to sacrifice his life in the performance of
his dutles.

And let it be said again, America goes on its
way. It goes on its way of freedom because
there are dedicated men who have not for-
gotten a basic fact that we must live with
yet for sometime to come—and that fact is
freedom has to be guarded in this day and age
that we live just as it has in the past. Free-
dom has to be protected. This s a costly proc-
ess in dollars and from time to time in hu-
man life.

And so it 1s that men must be proficient

in the instruments of defense that we may
be ready to stand up against a force that
teqches that freedom is for the weak men—
and so it is that we must have willing men
to subject themselves to certain hazards
above and beyond the normal routines of liv-

g.

What is the motivation behind men like
this? It is not glory, for there is not that
much glory to it. It certainly isn’t for fortune
and it isn't for fame. What 1s 1t? Well, the
observation of one who has been assoclated
with men of this caliber is that they love
to fly. As is true in any vocation, the men
who are the most successful seem to be the
ones who enjoy doing it—but I am con-
vinced of another motive—one that seems
to fall into sad repute these days in some
places. And it is pure, unadulterated patri-
otism.

The day of the American patriot 1s not
over. These men know that there must be
a force in being ready to go in on short
notice or else the cold brutal facts are that
there is every reason to belleve that our
glorious freedom could be placed In a more
serlous jeopardy than it is now,

It is this spirit that was so much the
personality of General Price that we wish to
memorialize today.

There is one thing that is certain. What
we do or say here will not add to nor detract
from the merits of General Jim Price's life.
I knew him well enough to know that to him
a eulogy for him or anyone else would be
considered a waste of time.

It 1s simply that we come to pay tribute to
this man'’s life, to share our love and concern
for his family and to reafirm through the
scripture and prayers of the Church that even
though physical life has been sacrificed, spirit
is Indestructible. In God's order of things,
we cannot help but know that personality is
sacred, stamped with the image of God which
can only mean that death is only that transi-
tion into another realm of God's great plans.
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