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question about the merits. What is the
strategy that he wants us to accom-
plish?

Mr. HARTKE, I will be glad to ex-
plain it to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land. No. 1, the chairman of the Finance
Committee wants to bring up the renego-
tiation bill, which expires June 30.

Mr, PASTORE. I heard him. I would
like to hear from you.

Mr. HARTKE. Yes; if the Senator will
permit me, I will explain what I want
to do.

I am in favor of the renegotiation
bill being extended if we can have an
agreement not to attach the social se-
curity amendments which he proposes to
attach to that bill tonight. If they are
not to be attached to that bill, we can
proceed with that legislation.

Mr. PASTORE. Where would they be
attached? I understand they were re-
pudiated by the House of Representa-
tives.

Mr. HARTKE. They were what?

Mr. PASTORE. The conference report
was repudiated by the House, was it not?

Mr. HARTEKE. If the Senator from
Rhode Island is aware of why the House
repudiated the conference report, I wish
he would tell me.

Mr. PASTORE. I do not know.

Mr. HARTKE. I do not know, either.
I have my ideas, but I do know that the
chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee is not in any hurry, either, and
neither he nor I are in a hurry, if you
want to know the truth,

Mr. PASTORE. I do not care who is
in a hurry. I wonder exactly what the
Senator is campaigning for here tonight.
What does the Senator from Indiana
want us to do?

Mr. HARTKE. I want to proceed with
the business in an orderly fashion.

Mr. PASTORE. Well, what is that?

Mr. HARTKE, To go ahead with the
renegotiation bill on its merits, with the
understanding that there will not be this
attempt to do an end run to get around
and put the social security amendments
for 35 million Americans on a bill which
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is certain to be vetoed. That is what the
chairman of the Finance Committee is
asking us to do, to take these amend-
ments and put them on a bill he himself
has told us the President will veto. Is that
not a nice set of dishes?

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator's argu-
ment is that if it goes on the debt limit
bill, it will not be vetoed?

Mr, HARTKE, I will guarantee the
Senator that then the burden is on the
President to go ahead and answer the 35
million people, is on him but not on us;
but we know in advance tonight that if
we put these amendments on this bill,
we are asking for a veto, according to the
word of the chairman of the Finance
Committee that it will be vetoed, and
then we take our chances on overriding
that veto.

I say if we want to make sure that
the President provides for those 35 mil-
lion Americans the benefits of social se-
curity which we provided in the Senate,
let us put it on a bill which puts the bur-
den on him instead of on us.

Mr. PASTORE. But no matter who as-
sumes the burden, as I understand the
argument made by the Senator from
Louisiana, the President has already in-
dicated that he will veto these bills in
any event, and his idea is that it would
be easier to override the veto if we put
them on the renegotiation bill rather
than the debt limit bill, because there
are so many people who are against rais-
ing the debt limit anyway, and for that
reason they would vote to sustain the
President’s veto, whereas if we had a
clear chance with the renegotiation bill,
the meat of the nut would actually be
these amendments we are talking about,
and they would be more amicable toward
overriding the President’s veto.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a further observation?

Mr. HARTEE. I understand what the
Senator from Rhode Island says. I sup-
pose if you really believe you want to get
these beneficiaries of social security and
the aged, blind, and disabled the money
we voted on the Senate floor, the best
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chance of doing it is to keep it on the
debt limit bill.

Mr. PASTORE. That is the Senator’s
idea. The Senator from Louisiana dis-
agrees with that, and that is the question
we have to decide.

Mr. HARTKE., If you want to con-
tinue this tomorrow morning, it is all
right with me.

Mr. PASTORE. What time tomorrow
morning, 8:30?

Mr. HARTKE. I did not say we would
vote tomorrow morning. I said take this
measure up tomorrow that is what I
meant to say.

Mr. PASTORE. I think it is rather un-
fair, at 11 o’clock at night, to insist, “I
either get my way or nothing is going to
happen.” I think the Senator ought to
have an opportunity to argue his point,
and I think the Senator has argued his
point. He is now arguing about the
merits, and there is no question about
the merits. The Senator ought to under-
stand that it is 11 o’clock at night; let
us see what the will of the Senate might
be.

Mr. HARTKE. I would be glad, Mr.
President, to adjourn and go home now.
I will be glad to yield for that purpose, if
I do not lose my right to the floor.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will my friend indicate how much longer
he intends to talk, if he talks longer
tonight?

1‘\;11" HARTEE. As long as I can hold
out.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Will the Sen-
ator yield to me to make a motion to ad-
journ?

Mr. HARTKE. I yield for that purpose.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9 AM.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move, in accordance with the
pervious order, that the Senate stand in
adjournment until 9 a.m.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
10:59 p.m.) the Senate adjourned until
tomorrow, Saturday, June 30, 1973, at
9 a.m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, June 29, 1973

The House met at 11 o'clock a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Behold, God is Mighty, He is mighty in
sirength and wisdom.—Job 36: 5.

O Thou Supreme Architect of the uni-
verse and the Father of all persons, in
whose circle of love we live and move
and have our being, keep us close to
Thee through the hours of this day that
strengthened by Thy spirit, guided by
Thy wisdom, and filled with Thy peace
we may work the ways of Thy will do-
ing justly, loving mercy, and living hum-
bly with Thee.

As we face the Fourth of July when
we commemorate our great day of in-
dependence, we call to mind the great
men whose creative faith and courage-
ous stand made liberty a grand and glori-
ous reality. May we here highly resolve
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to keep this spirit alive in our world and
work for the time when all nations shall
be free and all people enjoy the fruits
of a just, righteous, and honorable peace.

In the spirit of the Prince of Peace
we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that

the Senate had passed without amend-
ment a bill of the House of the following
title:

HR. 7670. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for the fiscal year 1974 for certain mari-
time programs of the Department of
Commerce.

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

HR. 8152. An act to amend title I of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968 to improve law enforcement and crim-
inal justice, and for other purposes;

H.R. 8510, An act to authorize appropria-
tions for activities of the National Science
Foundation, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 8619. An act making appropriations
for Agriculture-Environmental and Con-
sumer Protection programs for the fiscal year
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ending June 30, 1974, and for other pur-
poses.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol-
lowing title:

8. 1808. An act to apportion funds for the
National System of Interstate and Defense
Highways and to authorize funds in accord-
ance with title 23, United States Code, for
fiscal year 1974, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 8152) entitled “An act to
amend title I of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to im-
prove law enforcement and criminal jus-
tice, and for other purposes,” requests
a conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and appoints Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr.
Ervin, Mr, Harr, Mr. Hruska, and Mr.
Scorr of Pennsylvania to be the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 8619) entitled “An act mak-
ing appropriations for Agriculture-En-
vironmental and Consumer Protection
programs for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1974, and for other purposes,” re-
quests a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. McGeg, Mr.
McCLELLAN, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. ROBERT C.
Byrp, Mr. Tarmapce, Mr. Fowng, Mr.
Hruska, and Mr. Youne to be the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

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

8. 11. An act to grant the consent of the
United States to the Arkansas River Basin
compact, Arkansas-Oklahoma;

8. 1776. An act to amend the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended;

8. 1794. An act to amend section 308 of
title 44, United States Code, relating to the
disbursing officer, deputy disbursing officer,
and certifying officers and employees of the
Government Printing Office;

8. 1795. An act to authorize the Public
Printer to adopt an official Government
Printing Office seal, and to designate em-
ployees to administer oaths;

8. 1802. An act relating to certain authority
of the Joint Committee on Printing;

S. 1884, An act to permit national banks
to invest in agricultural credit corporations;

8. 1904. An act to amend the act of Au-
gust 4, 1950 (64 Stat. 411), to provide salary
increases for members of the police force of
the Library of Congress;

5. 1945. An act to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, as reenacted and amended
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act
of 1937, so as to authorize certain grapefruit
marketing orders which provide for an as-
sessment against handlers for the purpose of
financing a marketing promotion program to
also provide for a credit against such assess-
ment in the case of handlers who expend
directly for marketing promotion;

5. 1972. An act to further amend the U.S.
Information and Educational Exchange Act
of 1948;

S. 2016. An act to amend the Rail Passenger
Service Act of 1970 to provide financial assist-
ance to the National Railroad Passenger Cor-
poration, and for other purposes; and

8. 2079. An act to amend the Federal Frop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949,
as amended.
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CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

Mr. BOLLING. 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. 312]
Fuqua
Gibbons

Gray
Griffiths

Andrews, N.C.
Ashbrook
Ashley
Badillo

Bell

Biaggi
Blatnik

Breaux
Burke, Calif.

Reid
Robison, N.Y.
Rooney, N.Y,
Ryan
Sandman
. Bisk
Staggers
Stratton
Jarman Symington
Jones, Ala. Teague, Tex.
McCormack Thompson, N.J.
McEinney Thornton
Matsunaga
Mitchell, Md.
Murphy, N.X.
Nedzi
Pepper
Rees

Holifield

Tiernan
Waggonner
Whitehurst
Wilson, Bob
Fisher Wright
Frey Wyatt

The SPEAEKER. On this rollcall 379
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

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

Derwinski
Esch

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS, 1973

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 479 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H. Res. 479

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move, clause
6, rule XXI to the contrary notwithstanding,
that the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union for the consideration of the bill
(H.R. 9055) making supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973,
and for other purposes, and all points of or-
der against said bill for failure to comply
with the provisions of clauses 2 and 5, rule
XXI are hereby waived. It shall be in order
to consider without the intervention of any
point of order the following amendment in
the nature of a substitute for section 307 of
the bill H.R. 9055.

“Sec. 307. None of the funds herein appro-
priated under this Act or heretofore appropri-
ated under any other Act may be expended
to support directly or indireetly combat ac-
tivities in, over, or from off the shores of
Cambodia or in or over Laos by United States
forces.”.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr, Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr, LaTtra), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I should like to explain
this rule very clearly so that the Mem-
bers will understand exactly what is in
it and what will be possible after it has
been adopted.

Mr. Speaker, I have tried to avoid any
discussion on our side of anything except
the rule. I have refused to yield time to a
number of Members who would like to
discuss the issue. The Committee on
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Rules tried extremely hard to provide a
rule that was absolutely fair to all the
Members of the House and all of the
groups in the House who have expressed
their position in this matter, and I
should appreciate if it were possible for
those who are interested to hear what I
have to say.

First of all, we waived the provisions
of clause 6. That is the 3-day rule, and
unless that were waived, obviously this
matter could not come up today.

We also waived the provisions of
clauses 2 and 5. Clause 2 deals rather
broadly with the question of authoriza-
tions. Clause 5 deals with the question of
transfer and reappropriation, and be-
fore the waiver on clause 5 was included,
it was determined that that had no ef-
fect on the issue which is really before
the House.

The Committee on Appropriations
added section 307 which is an effort to
achieve a compromise over the issue
which concerns the Members.

Those who have supported the amend-
ments variously called Addabbo, Long,
and Eagleton felt very strongly that they
should have an opportunity since this
compromise language, which was not
germane to the bill under normal cir-
cumstances, was to be included. They
have a straight opportunity to vote on
that which they preferred. I will call it
the Eagleton amendment. The Rules
Committee provides that opportunity.

That is as accurate and precise a de-
scription of the rule as I can give you, If
there are guestions I would be glad to
try to answer them. If there are no ques-
tions, I yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

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

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

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker,
I want to find out whether under the rule
that is reported out by the Rules Com-
mittee, and I think it is a good rule, the
language of the Eagleton amendment is
open to an amendment to that amend-
ment, or whether it poses a straight up
and down vote on the substitute as au-
thorized by the rule.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman from Ohio yield?

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman repeat that so I can be sure
of it?

Mr. LONG of Maryland. I wanted to
find out whether in the authorization of
the rule it is specifically provided, be-
cause it repeats the language of the Ea-
gleton amendment, whether this allows
someone to offer an amendment to that
amendment as proposed by the gentle-
man from Georgia (Mr. FLYNT) or
whether this keeps us to a straight up
and down vote on the Flynt offer?

Mr. BOLLING. The substitute lan-
guage could be amended. An amendment
to the substitute language could be of-
fered.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. One more
question. Could any type of amendment
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be offered or would we be held to amend-
ments which did not change the whole
import of the language?

Mr. BOLLING. The gentleman from
Missouri cannot foresee all possibilities.
I can only answer that the normal rules
of the House with respect to germane-
ness and so forth would prevail with re-
spect to any amendments or the pro-
priety of any amendments or to the abil-
ity of any Member to offer an amend-
ment. That would be a ruling made by
the officer in the chair. I cannot go be-
yond that.

Mr. LATTA. I would like to say I con-
cur with the statement just made by
the gentleman from Missouri about the
rule. We spell the amendment out on
page 2 of the rule and certainly the
House could not change the amendment
in such a form that it would not refiect
what the Rules Committee has reporfed.

Mr, YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr, YATES. After the rule is adopted
by the House, will the bill itself be sub-
ject to any amendments?

Mr. LATTA. This is an open rule. If
the Members want to change the bill
the House passed previously they would
have the opportunity to do so. I might
point out, as the gentleman from Texas
will mention in general debate, with one
other exception dealing. with the trans-
fer of funds, this is the identical bill
which was previously passed by the
House. If I am not correct, I will yield
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. Ma-
HON). But I see he is shaking his head
affirmatively, so I must be correct.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman will yield further, I do
think this is important. Under the rule
proposed here could an amendment be
offered to the Flynt language which
would reinstate the Whitten amend-
ment with, say, a somewhat different
date, maybe August 14 or August 1 or
something of that sort?

Or, would this be so different from
the intent of the rules committee in
providing for a vote on the Eagleton
amendment that it would be ruled out
of order?

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I would say
that this is a parliamentary question
which will be answered by the Chair
when we get into general debate.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman vield?

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. PICKLE) .

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

Mr. PICKLE, Mr, Speaker, is it my
understanding that this is an open rule?
Do I further understand that the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. FLynT) in-
tends to offer the Eagleton amendment
as a substitute which we had voted on
in the last few days?

I understand from conversations which
I have had at the Chair that it would bhe
in order then to offer amendments to the
substitute which will be offered by the
gentleman from Georgia, and if any of
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those amendments were passed, it would
be an amendment to that substitute.

If that substitute passes, there can be
no more amendments and the vote will
be up or down on that issue. Thus, if I
am correct, then, Mr. Speaker, if the
substitute is passed, then there will be
a vote on that up or down, and there
can be no amendment beyond that
point, is that correct?

The SPEAEKER. The Chair will an-
swer that this is a matter for the Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

The Chair is not able at this time fo
take over the responsibility of making
parliamentary rulings from the Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, the Speaker
is absolutely correct. This is something
that can be taken up in the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

The Rules Comimittee has provided
an adequate rule to accommodate the
different positions on this issue. We can-
not in the Rules Committee set forth
every possible amendment which could
be offered to this legislation.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further——

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I intend to
phrase that question in the committee
and have the ruling on it.

I think I understand what will be the
procedure, and I will also say to the
House that if the substitute is not passed,
I think a motion will be made then to
amend the committee amendment.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I might say,
as far as my own pesition in the Com-
mittee on Rules is concerned, I sought to
save the House the task of plowing this
same ground again and voted against this
rule permitting the offering of the same
amendment which caused the veto of this
bill. This question has been before the
House many, many times. We have
stated our individual positions as a mat-
ter of record. The President has vetoed
the language which is proposed to be
again inserted by this amendment. We
were 35 votes short of the number re-
quired to override the veto. The votes
are not available to override another
veto.

I do not think that we want to take
this course again and send the same
identical legislation downtown for a cer-
tain veto. I think we should realize it is
time to compromise. We have a very
serious situation on our hands. On Sat-
urday night this Government will be
without operating funds. Hundreds of
thousands of people working for the Fed-
eral Government will deserve to be paid.

Mr. Speaker, I think this is too serious
a matter to do something foolhardy, and
I think it would be foolhardy on the part
of the House to adopt the same language
and send it to the White House for a cer-
tain veto. What would be accomplished
by such an action?

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

Mr. LATTA. I yield to my colleague
from Ohio (Mr. HAYS).
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Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to say to the gentleman from Ohio that
I respect his position. My position, I
think, has been the same as his for a
long time. I have never voted for any
kind of amendment which would hand-
cuff the President in his dealings with
the situation in Southeast Asia.

On the other hand, however, the House
has made certain plans for next week.
Now, we are simply kowtowing to a veto,
or being asked to, and I intend from
here on out to vote for every amendment
which will cut off the war in Asia which
is offered on any bill.

Mr. Speaker, I just think it is abso-
lutely absurd for us to be here dancing
a jig while the President is vacationing
out in San Clemente.

Mr. LATTA. Mr, Speaker, I might say
that this is not a question of whether
or not we are for or against continuing
bombing in Cambodia. It is a matter of
facing reality. I think we are reasonable
individuals, and I think we all can count.
When this issue was before us on the
question of overriding the veto, the yeas
were 241 and the noes were 173. The veto
was sustained.

We were 35 votes short of the two-
thirds necessary to pass it over the veto
of the President.

My colleagues, we might as well face
reality. The votes are not available to
pass this bill over a veto, so compromise
we must. The bill must become law and
time is running out.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that on the bill H.R. 9055,
which the House will soon have before it,
all Members may be permitted to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous matter. I make that reyuest,
Mr. Speaker, in order that all Members
may know they may insert their remarks
in the REecorb.

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

There was no objection.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
r-it‘ze of the Whole House o the State
of the Union for the consideration of the
bhill (H.R. 9055) making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973, and for other purposes:
and pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that general de-
bate be limited to 1 hour, the time to be
equally divided and controlled by the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. TEDER-
BERG) and myself.

The SPEAKER. Is there o.jection to
the request of the gentlemin from
Texas?

There wac no objection,

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

The motion was agreed to.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 9055, with Mr.
Brooks in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani-
mous-consent agreement, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. MaHoN) will be recog-
nized for one-half hour, and the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. CEDERBERG) will
be recognized for one-half hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

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

Mr. Chairman, it is refreshing to feel
the atmosphere of serenity and calmness
that pervades the House of Representa-
tives today.

Not long ago, upon invitation, I went
to the Kennedy Center and listened to a
production by British actors of Shake-
speare’s “Midsummer Night’s Dream.”
The actors spoke with such a British ac-
cent that I was not able to understand all
they were saying. I did catch a line which
was:

What fools these mortals be.

Well, I am sure that William Shake-
speare was not speaking of the House of
Representatives, and certainly not of the
other body. I have great respect for our
institution, very great pride in the House
of Representatives.

It is the genius of our system of gov-
ernment that we are always able to re-
solve our differences.

Yes, once we did have a war between
the States, but otherwise we have been
able to resolve our differences for almost
200 years.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would hope, and
I earnestly believe, that today we will
resolve the matters involved in this bill.
Indeed, we must. We have no other alter-
native. And so I come to reason with you
about this bill.

Mr. Chairman, the bill must be passed;
it is our responsibility to pass it. It pro-
vides urgently needed funds for the cur-
rent fiscal year which ends tomorrow
night.

Mr. Chairman, maybe we could get
along at this time without the $40 mil-
lion in the bill for claims and judg-
ments on which interest is running; may-
be we could get along at this time without
the $26 million for workmen's compen-
sation benefits; maybe we could get
along at this time without the $61 mil-
lion for firefighting costs, and maybe
even the $87 million for retired mili-
tary pay could be postponed. Maybe we
could put off appropriating the money
for defaults on the student loan insur-
ance fund and break faith with the
lenders. But it would be bad indeed to
decline to give the States the $614 mil-
lion in the bill for grants to States for
public assistance.

Failure of this bill would really bring
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vital programs to a grinding halt and
bring condemnation and the contempt of
the people upon the Congress.

Then there is $748 million for emer-
gency flood relief for many areas of the
Nation. This involves SBA disaster loans.
The SBA has not been able to fund new
loan applications since May 25. There are
perhaps $175 million in loan applications
pending at SBA and more will be coming
in as accurate damage assessments can
be made. There have been disasters in 29
States and the Government cannot re-
spond with the assistance that is needed
at this critical time.

There is also the matter of pay in-
creases which we have promised by legis-
lation for several million Federal
workers. There is in this bill $891 million
for pay costs for this final year.

So, of course, if we are to act respon-
sibly, we must pass this bill, and we need
to pass it before Saturday night.

Now, as has been stated, the amount of
money appropriated in this bill is just the
same as the conference agreement on
H.R. 7447 when it was passed by the
House earlier this week.

Yes, we did delete some transfer au-
thority for defense because there was
some controversy and we wanted to eli-
minate any controversy we could.

Mr. Chairman, I will urge that we not
adopt any amendments to the bill and
thereby bring on a lot of additional con-
troversy. We have fought out these
amendments heretofore. In five confer-
ence meetings with the Senate we finally
settled on the bill, and what we have here
is the conference version of the bill. So if
we do not amend the bill with respect to
the funds, then we come down to the
question of what to do about the amend-
ment involving combat activity in and
over Cambodia and Laos.

Mr. Chairman, we have been up and
down this hill before. We will have to
compromise. There is nothing disgrace-
ful about compromise. It is a necessary
and honorable procedure, and without it
we could not operate our system of gov-
ernment. We do not have a dictatorship,
s0 we cannot permit any member of
either branch to be a dictator.

Therefore, we must compromise our
differences.

I have never, heretofore, supported a
definite cutoff date applicable to South-
east Asia until this week.

But, along with others, I have to com-
promise, and so today in this bill, which
bears my name, for the first time I am
supporting a bill reported out of commit-
tee with an ironclad, ironfisted cutoff.
After August 15, the President can use no
funds in this bill or heretofore appropri-
ated for combat activity in Cambodia or
Laos.

Mr. YATES. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAHON. I would like to proceed
if I might.

So this measure seems to me to be
something that I can reluctantly agree
to, because we do have to have a com-
promise. The date of August 15 does not
seem too unacceptable since compromise
is required.
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So here we are. There will be those
who say “Well, the President has been
a bit arrogant; the President has vetoed
the bill.” Well, the Constitution gives
the President the right to veto a bill,
And the Constitution also gives the Con-
gress the right to override it. However,
rightly or wrongly, the Congress did not
override it. Now that the Congress did
not override the veto, what do we do?
Shall we just vote on the same bill that
was vetoed before and go up that hill
again? In my opinion, it would make us
look childish, and in my view it would
be unrealistic to undertake to do the
same thing that we did before.

If we are going to make our system
work, we have to provide a different
arrangement. We have provided for a
different arrangement here. In the final
pages of the committee bill we have this
language:

None of the funds herein appropr
under this Act may be expendedp& sﬂggﬁ?;

directly or indirectly combat activities in
or over Cambodia or Laos . . ,

Of course, I must say there should not
pe any reference to Cambodia or the war
in Southeast Asia in this bill, There are
no funds in the bill for combat activities
in Cambodia or Laos. But we have been
forced to consider it. I regret that we
ha\re: to consider it but this is necessary
In view of previous actions. It says:

None of the funds herein appropriated
under this Act may be expended to support
directly or indirectly combat activities in or
over Cambodia or Laos or off the shores of
Cambodia or Laos by United States forces—

Funds in this bill will not be used that
way, anyway. It is surplus language. But
if that pleases people, that is good. We
say then, and here is a definite, unequiv-
ocal cutoff
and after August 15, 1973, no other funds
heretofore appropriated under any other Act
may be expended for such purpose.

That language seems to be something
that everyone could accept, some with
great enthusiasm and others with re-
luctance, in order to solve this problem
and take care of these emergency needs
involving $3.3 billion and millions of
U.S. citizens.

I just think regardless of how I or
you voted previously we can say, “Well,
I voted my feelings previously, but we
now have come to an impasse and having
come to that impasse and it being urgent
that we provide funds to pay the Federal
workers and make flood loans and all
of the other neetls, I felt I had to adjust
to changed circumstances, even though
reluctantly, and support a different ap-
proach.”

As I understand it, now the White
House and the administration are willing
reluctantly to go along. The White House
does not support any of this language,
but as a matter of compromise they will.

So here we have compromise by the
administration, and a compromise by
those in the House who entertain differ-
ent views. So we can reach a settlement,
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and that seems to be the way to approach
this matter.

There will be those who will raise their
voices and pound the table and say that
this represents an abject surrender. How
ridiculous, how indefensible such a state-
ment. It is not an abject surrender to fix
a definite cutoff date for the bombing
and to try to work out a way to serve
the best interests of the Nation and to
provide this $3.3 billion which is urgently
needed. It is mnot abjeet surrender to
try to make our system of government
work.

I hope we will not hear those words
in the debate this afternoon.

So Mr. Chairman, I believe I have
covered the case.

Let me suggest, if the Members wish
to have a quick understanding of what
this bill does, it is set forth in four
pages in the report perhaps better than
I have stated the matter in the remarks
which I have made.

So, let us reason together and make
our system work. Stiff-necked people
have not been responsible for the progress
this Nation has made in the past and
stiff-necked people must not lead us into
error today or for the future.

Mr. Chairman, the debate on the bill
today will be centered around the Cam-
bodian issue. The question of the
amounts of money in the bill was set-
tled by action of the conferees on H.R.
7447, the original second supplemental,
and by adoption by the House and Sen-
ate of the conference report. But for the
information of Members and others, I
shall make brief reference to totals in
the bill.

All the appropriated amounts are
identical to what was provided in H.R.
7447 as sent to the President. The
changes made in the bill before us to-
day do not affect the appropriation to-
tals. The bill totals $3,362,845,279, which
is $244,260,225 below the budget esti-
mates. The new bill is $336,394,000 under
the Senate-passed version of HR. 7447.

The bill before us today is $507 mil-
lion above the total confained in the
original bill when it passed the House.
The Senate did consider additional
budget estimates of more than $444 mil-
lion which were not before the House.
These new estimates were nearly all for
expenses associated with recent flood
disasters.

The Recorp of June 25, 1973, seginning
on page 21164, contains a statement as
to the principal features of the confer-
erence agreement on H.R. 7447, Since the
appropriated amounts are identical to
those contained in the pending measure,
the statement accurately reflects the bill
before us today.

Mr. Chairman, I have made reference
to the report which accompanies this bill.
It is relatively short and, under leave to
revise and extend my remarks and in-
sert extraneous material, I offer for
printing in the Recorp the text of the
report which includes a summary by
chapter of the amounts in the bill com-
pared to the budget estimates:
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[H. Rept. No. 93-350]

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS BILL,
1973

The Committee on Appropriations submits
the following report in explanation of the
accompanying bill making supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1973, and for other purposes.

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The President on June 27 vetoed the bill
HR. 7447, the Second Supplemental Ap-
propriation Act, 1973. The bill provided addi-
tional funds for a large number of depart-
ments and agencies of Government. The
great majority of the funds in the bill were
for programs which were totally or virtually
uncontrollable at this late date in the fiscal
yvear, The President stated in his veto mes-
sage that he was returning the bill because
of his grave concern that the enactment into
law of the so-called “Cambodia rider” con-
tained in the bill would cripple or destroy
the chances for an eflective negotiated settle-
ment in Cambodia.

The House of Representatives on June 27
voted 241 to 173 to override the veto, but this
fell short of the necessary two-thirds voting
in the affirmative required by the Constitu-
tion to override a Presidential veto. Accord-
ingly, the raessage and the bill were referred
to the Committee on Appropriations.

In his message the President emphasized
that the provisions in the bill, other than
the “Cambodia rider,” contain a number of
appropriations that are essential to con-
tinuity of governmental operations. He stated
that it is critical that these appropriations be
enacted immediately.

About 84 percent of the §3,362,845279 in
the Second Supplemental Appropriation Bill,
1873 as passed the Congress is for programs
that are uncontrollable at this point in time,
They are required for fiscal year 1973 ac-
counts and include:

$891,604,000 for pay costs.

$747,748,000 for emergency flood and dis-
aster relief programs.

$614,066,000 for grants to States for public
assistance.

$190,900,000 for payment to the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement fund.

87,000,000 for retired military pay.

$60,963,000 for fire fighting costs.

$26,300,000 for Federal workmen's com-
pensation benefits.

$30,308,029 for various claims and judg-
ments against the government including
Vietnam prisoner of war claims.

$32,700,000 for military mail privileges and
postal costs.

Another T percent of the funds in the bill,
the swun of $243,510,000, is for higher edu-
cation items.

The Committee has considered the vetoed
bill and recommends deletion of certain lan-
guage originally contained therein relevant
to Cambodia and Laos. However, it recom-
mends new language prohibiting the use of
any of the funds in this Act to support di-
rectly or indirectly combat activities by U.S.
forces in, over or off the shores of Cambodia
or Laocs, and, after August 15, 1873, prohibit-
ing the use of other funds heretofore appro-
priated under any other Act for such pur-
pose.

Specifically, the Committee recommends
that the language be stricken from Tille I,
Chapter II, Department of Defense—Military
which read as follows:

GENERAL PROVISIONS

“None of the funds herein appropriated to
the Department of Defense under this Act
shall be expended to support directly or In-
directly combat activities in, over or from off
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the shores of Cambodia or in or over Laos by
United States forces.

“Bection 735 of the Department of De-
fense Appropriation Act, 1973, is amended
by deleting ‘$750,000,000' and inserting in
lieu thereof '‘$825,000,000': Provided, That
on and after the date of enactment of H.R.
7447 of the 93rd Congress (a bill making sup-
plemental appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, and for other pur-
poses), no funds may be transferred under
the authority of section 735 of the Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriation Act, 1973, to
support directly or indirectly combat activi-
ties in, over or from off the shores of Cam-
bodia or in or over Laos by United States
forces.”

Similarly, ihe Committee recommends that
the language be stricken as contained in Sec-
tion 305 of Title ITI, General Provisions of the
bill as passed by the Congress which read as
follows:

“Sec, 305. None of the funds herein appro-
priated under this Act or heretofore appro-
priated under any other Act may be expended
to support directly or indirectly combat ac-
tivities in, over or from off the shores of
Cambodia or in or over Laos by United States
forces.”

The Committee recommends a new section,
Section 307, to Title III, General Provisions,
to contain the following language:

“Sec, 807. None of the funds appropriated
under this Act may be expended to support
directly or indirectly combat activities in or
over Cambodia or Laos or off the shores of
Cambodia or Laos by United States foreces,
and after August 15, 1973, no other funds
heretofore appropriated under any other Act
may be expended for such purpose.”

The first part of this new section is identi-
cal to the language contained in the Con-
tinuing Resolution as passed by the House
on June 26, 1973. For all practical purposes,
this portion of the section is inoperative in
the current version of the bill because the
Committee is advised that none of the funds
included in the Second Supplemental Ap-
propriation Act, 1973, are applicable directly
or indirectly to any combat activities by U.S.
forces. Monies in the bill for the Department
of Defense are solely for Military and civilian
pay, military retired pay, mail and postal
costs, and medical scholarships. As indicated
above, the language providing an additional
$75,000,000 in transfer authority to the De-
partment of Defense has been stricken in
its entirety from the bill.

The remaining portion of Section 307,
“. . . and after August 15, 18973, no other
funds heretofore appropriated under any
other Act may be expended for such pur-
pose,” is self explanatory. The Committee
believes that this language, which prohibits
after August 15, 1973, the expenditure of
other funds heretofore appropriated under
any other Act to support combat activities
by U.S. forces in Cambodia or Laos, is a
reasonable compromise under the circum-
stances, and can be supported by a majority
of the House.

The new bill submitted by the Commit-
tee otherwise contains the identical sums
and provisions for the various items of the
several departments and agencies as the bill
vetoed by the President. Recognizing that
an acceptable solution must be found for
the disposition of the many items of critical
importance for the fiscal year which ends
this Saturday night, the Committee deter-
mined this to be the most reasonable and
responsible course to follow.

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES AND APPROPRIATIONS

The following table compares, on a chap-
ter summary basls, the budget requests con-
sidered and the amounts recommended in
the bill.
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY ESTIMATES AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL

SUMMARY

Chapter
No. : estimates

Budget R

And i i

Chapter
No.

| comp:
in bill with estimates

Budget Recommended

Bill compared
estimates in bill

with estimates

TITLE I—GENERAL
SUPPLEMENTALS

Agriculture-Environmental

Consumer Protection $47, 100, 000
253, 848, 225
District of Columbi 8, 500, 000
Foreign Operations
H nd Urban D t

Space, Science, and Velerans. ... .. ...
Interior and related agencies. . .. 96, 498, 000
Labor, Health, Education, and

Welfare

738,000

1,163, 715,000. 1, 116, 784, 000

vin
IX  Public Works

Judiciary

$59, 387, 000 Transportation

165, 026, 000
" 700,000
20,000, 000
67, 281, 000

+$12, 287, 000 XI
—88, 822, 225 xh
8, 500, 000

—38, 000 Xt

+20, 000, 000
—29. 217, 000

—46, 931, D00

Legislative branch._.....___.__.
X State, Justice, Commerce, and
Treasury, Postal Servi

General Government
Claims and Judgments_...._____

Total, title | _ .
Title 11, pay costs

Grand total, titles | and 11___ 13, 607, 105,504 3, 362, 845, 279

$20, 597, 250
103, 350, 000

541, 598, 000
43, 883,000

309, 527, 000
23,108,029 ___

2,471, 241,279 —116, 875, 225
891, 604, 000 —127, 385, 000

—244, 260, 225

-+-$95, 000
18, 150, 000

+18, 004, 000
—5, 763, 000

—6, 140, 000

$20, 502, 250
85, 200, 000

523, 554, 000
49, 646, 000

315, 667, 000
23,108, 029
.- 2,588,116, 504

1, 018, 989, 000

1 Includes $444,225,070 in budget estimates not considered by the House.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr., Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the distinguished minority leader, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr., GERALD
R. Forn).

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr, Chair-
man, I will try to state as the chair-
man of the great Committee on Appro-
priations has stated a view that I think is
sound in this national emergency that we
face.

Anyone familiar with my remarks and
my voting record for the last 5 or 6 years
on this issue would know very, very well
that I would never write the language
of this appropriation bill, section 307.
That I would never support this lan-
guage uniess I was convinced that that
language was the only solution out of a
very serious dilemma that we face in this
country. We face it in the House right
now. The other body will face it shortly
and the President will face it when this
legislation gets to him.

My record is clear from the very be-
ginning. I have time after time after
time opposed any cutoff date, period. I
have resisted many efforts by Members
on the other side of the aisle and some
on this side of the aisle who have re-
peatedly over a span of years sought
to get the Congress to approve amend-
ments that would limit the authority of
the President to conduct military opera-
tions in Southeast Asia. I have never
challenged the motives of anybody who
felt differently than I. I have sought to
vigorously set forth my own views and
I have tried to convince individual
Members on both sides of the aisle to
adjust their views with mine.

But we have a different situation to-
day. It seems to me that we should now,
at this eritical juncture, accept the lan-
guage in this appropriation bill, section
307. This is not my language. This is not
the language of the people who have felt
totally different than myself. It is a
compromise that in my judgment rea-
sonable people can accept as we face a
very critical problem in the United
States.

With those introductory remarks, I
should like to state as clearly and as un-
equivocally as I can information that
may be of some help and assistance to
those - individuals who are undecided
how they are going to vote.

I have communicated directly with
the spokesman at the White House last
night and again today, and I am au-

thorized to say the following: No. 1, the
President will definitely accept and sign
a bill that contains the language in sec-
tion 307, No. 2—If military action is re-
quired in Southeast Asia after August
15, the President will ask congressional
authority and will abide by the decision
that is made by the House and the Sen-
ate, the Congress of the United States.

Let me add a third peint. The third
point is just as clear as the other two.
The President will definitely veto any
legislation that contains any restriction
sooner than August 15. It is August 15.
No earlier date.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. The gentle-
man is saying, then, that the President
will, if more time is needed, ask Congress
around August 15 for more time?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Let me phrase
it this way.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. I got that im~
pression from what the gentleman has
said.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I think what
the gentleman has said is a reiteration of
what I have said.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Yes.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. If the Presi-
dent wants to take any military action
in Southeast Asia after August 15, he
will come back to the Congress and re-
quest that authority.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. He will ask
for more time?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. He will ask for
authority to pursue any military opera-
tion.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Right, which
is to ask for more time; is that not what
it is?

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Connecticut.

‘Mr. GIAIMO. I do not want to get into
any disagreement here. I have the
highest respect and regard for the
gentleman from Michigan’s word and
have for many years, but I am very
nervous about the question of assur-
ances from spokesmen in the White
House. Let me say this: I understand
that just as of an hour or so ago in the
other body there are meetings taking
place between the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs and the Secre-

tary of State, wherein they have been
discussing this question of trying to work
out a compromise solution to the South-
east Asia problem, and my latest under-
standing is that although there is an in-
dication on the part of the Secretary of
State, and a willingness to work out some
modus operandi in this matter, the fact
of the matter is that as of the present
time, I understand, we cannot and have
not received any absolute assurances
such as the gentleman just stated.

This does create a problem here, be-
cause we are being asked to compromise,
and we are all compromisers in this
Government, but there is no offer of
compromise from the other side except-
ing an open-ended ticket.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Because I sus-
pected, and properly so, that there would
be a discussion on the floor of the House
at this time. I went back this morning
and got a reconfirmation of the infor-:
mation.that I had last night late, after
we finished yesterday’s deliberations.

Mr. GIAIMO. Can the gentleman tell
us from whom?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I will be frank
with the gentleman; I did not talk with
the President, but I am talking of people
who have told me they have talked with
the President.

Let me just reiterate what I said. I
happen to believe the sources, and I will
add, if it means anything to my friend,
the gentleman from Connecticut—I know
it will not mean anything to some people,
but I trust that it will make some im-
pact on the gentleman from Connecticut.

What I am saying on behalf of the
President I will stick by, which means
that I will not come in the well of the
floor of this House and ask for any ex-
tension beyond August 15 if there is not
a Presidential request for congressional
authority. I will make that firm commit-
ment here on the floor of the House.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand what the gentleman means by his
statement. Of course I would take the
gentleman'’s statement any time, any
place, anywhere. The only thing that dis-
turbs me, I say to the gentleman from
Michigan, is that the information I have
is that the Secretary of State has ap-
parently indicated this morning that al-
though they will try to work something
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out they have not committed themselves
to any firm position as to time.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Let me just
say that I believe my sources. I have re-
confirmed them. I have given my per-
sonal word. And I might add a postscript.
I hope this is not misunderstood. I do
not think that any further extension
could be achieved on the floor of the
House if I and some others did not try
to get it, so whether it is a sufficient word
or not I think the White House has to
understand that they are not going to
get it unless they come back, ask for it
and get congressional authority.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD, I yield to the
gentleman from Delaware.

Mr. pv PONT. Mr. Chairman, I think
the gentleman'’s second point of the three
he made is a very important one. I would
just like to clarify that and make sure
we all have an understanding of it. As I
understand what the gentleman said, if
the President believes that military ac-
tivity is necessary in Southeast Asia—
and that would include Cambodia, Laos
and North and South Vietnam—after
August 15, that he will come back and
request such authority from the Con-
gress. That means to me he is affirming
the constitutional principle that the au-
thority is here in the Congress for such
operations at least in that section of the
world. Is that the gentleman's under-
standing?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I am not going
to get into a constitutional discussion.
We had some of that earlier this week.
I suspect we will have that discussion
after the recess when we consider again
the war powers bill.

There is, I concede, some debate and
difference on that issue. Al' I can say is
that in this instance under these ecir-
cumstances I have the word of the White
House. I have gotten reconfirmation of
it. As a practical matter I am sure that
is what will happen if there is any need
and necessity for such authority after
August 15.

Mr. pu PONT. If the gentleman will
yield further I think that is a very im-
portant point to consider in our deliber-
ations, the fact that we have that kind
of agreement from the President of the
United States.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

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

Mr, GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Chairman, do I
understand correctly that under this bill
which would authorize bombing to be
continued up to August 15 the White
House is committed when this bill is en-
acted and signed into law that all bomb-
ing would cease on August 15, that all
military activity in and over Laos, Cam-
bodia, and North and South Vietnam
would cease unless the President came
back to the Congress and asked for and
obtained authority to commence military
activity?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. That is my
understanding.

Mr. McCLOSKEY. And we are going to
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be in recess from August 3 until Septem-
ber 5, so there is a period of some 3 weeks
that we could be assured that there would
be no combat activity in or over Indo-
china unless Congress is reconvened and
gives its approval?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. That would be
my understanding.

Mr, McCLOSEKEY, And the gentleman
in the well, the minority leader, will lead
us in the effort to obtain that commit-
ment from the White House or do —ve
have that?

Mr, GERALD R. FORD. Will the gen-
tleman repeat that again? I want to be
very frank.

Mr, McCLOSEEY. Does the distin-
guished minority leader have this com-
mitment from the White House, from the
President that the bombing ceases Au-
gust 152

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I do not have
the answer to his precise gquestion as he
phrases it but as I interpret what they
have said it would include a “Yes” answer
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. McCLOSKEY, Mr. Chairman,
from my own position, I do not know
how I will vote on these matters, which
to me can be perhaps the greatest con-
stitutional question since the Civil War,
but how I vote will depend on whether
or not the White House is willing to
make that commitment precisely. I
think we have time to obtain that com-
mitment between now and the time this
vote will occur.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD., Mr. Chair-
man, I want to be very frank with the
gentleman from California. I am not
going back and ask the precise question
the way the gentleman phrased it. I do
not think we have to have it as the gen-
tleman necessarily phrases it. I have it
in a way that I think covers any and
all contingencies, including the way the
gentleman from California phrased it.

I have no feeling that there is any dif-
ference in the way he phrased it and
the way I sought to explain it. There-
fore, I think we have to have faith in
the gentleman from California, myself
and others, that the situation is cov-
ered.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. WoLFF) .

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand the reason for setting the time at
August 15 was so that we can negotiate
further. What leads the gentleman from
Michigan to believe that there has been
any change on the part of the parties
involved in the negotiations which would
enable us to get the idea that they will
not wait until August 15, if we do set the
date? That is the argument that has al-
ways been used against setting a date.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman,
I agree, and I understand it, but I am
also told -that there has been and there
is now and there will continue to be active
negotiations involving Cambodia at a
very high level. The anticipation is that
there is some reason for optimism. In
my judgment, the White House appar-
ently is willing or believes that between
now and August 15 there is reason for a
settlement at the negotiating table.
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Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, is this
not the same thing that was told to us
in early May, which is some 50 days ago,
as to the fact that we were going to be
able to conclude negotiations with these
high sources or high authorities? I sup-
port the Flynt amendment to cease the
bombing upon the enactment of this bill.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I think the gentleman is right, but
we started negotiations with the North
Vietnamese back in 1968. We did not
make much progress, but the effort has
been continuous. We finally solved the
problem by getting a peace agreement in
January of this year. I have to rely on
the people who have been involved in
those negotiations., I am informed that
they have some reason for optimism,
and I am going to believe it.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
distinguished gentleman from Texas
(Mr. MAHON) .

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, we are
talking about how successful the negotia-
tions may be. Successful or unsuccessful,
we provide and make provision in this
bill for a cutoff of combat activity in
Cambodia and Laos. It is not dependent
upon any successful negotiations con-
cerning the Cambodia question.

This is the firsi time that the members
of the Appropriations Committee have
joined together, in submitting a bill to
fix a cutoff date. If the combat activity
continues beyond that date, it will be in
defiance of the express statutes of the
land.

Therefore, it seems to me a pretty clear
situation. I, for one, propose to stand by
the provision which we have before us,
and I believe that the Members of the
House would feel likewise, that there are
no escape hatches. It is just a matter that
it is over so far as combat activity by
U.S. forces in or over Cambodia or Laos
is concerned after August 15. That is the
answer. Of course, with respect to North
and South Vietnam, we have specific ob-
ligations under the January cease-fire
agreement and they must be adhered
to

I certainly have received assurances
from people such as Mel Laird, although
I have not talked to the President, but
these assurances have been unequivocal.
However, it does not make any difference
whether we have assurances or not in
taking this action.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from California (Mr. ROUSSE-
LOT) .

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
want to be sure I heard the gentleman’s
answer to the gentleman from Delaware
(Mr. ouv PonT) . This includes, this agree-
ment, South Vietnam,

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. It includes
Southeast Asia, and South Vietnam is in
Southeast Asia.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. So in fact it is more
total in its all inclusiveness than previ-
ous statements.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD, Yes. South-
east Asia has a broader context than




22342

Just North and South Vietnam, Laos, and
Cambodia.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. So it is really more
inclusive than the coverage in previous
times.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. That is my
understanding.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. If the mechanics
work out, and we recess on August 6,
and something dees occur, so that the
President feels he must use additional
military force beyond that date, will it
be, in all likelihood—I know there can be
no guarantee—submitted prior to our
recess?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. No. 1: I hope
the negotiations will have resclved the
problem, the one remaining problem, a
government in Cambodia, before that
date. If that has not been resolved by
August 6 I believe the President will have
to go to August 15 and stop military op-
erations in Southeast Asia. ITf something
comes up which justified. in his opinion,
the consideration by the Congress of fur-
ther military activity in that area, I be-
Jieve he would have to ask the Congress
to reconvene and consider his proposal.

I do not look down the road and antici-
pate that, but as I understand the com-
mitment that is what it means.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I appreciate the
gentleman’s answer.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. HEINZ. I thank the minority
leader.

I believe the minority leader made a
very good point on the statement he
made earlier about the inclusion of North
and South Vietnam in the prohibition
we are talking about with respect to
Southeast Asia after August 15. Would
the gentleman in the well support an
amendment to the bill reported by the
Committee on Appropriations that would
make explicit in the bill the inclusion of
North and South Vietnam?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I do not be-
lieve it is necessary. I do not believe it is
essential.

Mr. HEINZ, Why would the gentleman
contend it would not be necessary?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD, In the first
place, I have the word of the White
House. I have made my own commitment
that it includes Southeast Asia. If we
start enumerating North and South
Vietnam then we have to define South-
east Asia, and may have to redefine our
obligations under the January cease-fire
agreement.

Mr. HEINZ. The gentleman would not
oppose such an amendment?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I am going to
stick by the language in the bill, with
the assurances that have been made.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ARENDS. In regard to the state-
ment made just a few moments ago by
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
Giamo) based on information he be-
lieved to be correct, let me inform the
House that the Secretary of State has not
been over to the Senate today. No such
conversation took place.
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Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. LEGGETT. I believe we have made
considerable progress in our conflict of
will with the White House with respect
to the termination of the war in South-
east Asia. We can all take heart today
that at least we know the war is going
to be ended come the middle of August.

What we are still concerned about, of
course, is the fact that between now and
August 15 we are going to be dropping,
with 100-plane raids, per day, on the
order of 180,000 250-pound bombs in an
effort to kill about 100 to 150 alleged
Communists, 90 percent of whom are
indigenous Cambodians.

What I cannot quite understand is why
it is necessary for the President to pledge
to grind the operations to a halt in the
domestic affairs of the United States in
order to accomplish that particular Cam-
bodian objective and to risk the loss of
further additional dead American flyers,
who undoubtedly will die over the next
month and a half, and further missing
in action, all for a nebulous agreement
which may be forthcoming, when we
have just had additional protocols exe-
cuted and put in effect.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman,
let me respond in two respects. Unless
we get a settlement in Cambodia, a gov-
ernment, and a cease-fire, we are in
effect abandoning any verification of
MIA’s. This is the only way we are going
to get any verification of MIA’s,

No. 2, as was indicated earlier, I have
always voted against any cutoff. The
gentleman from time to time, if I recall
his record accurately, has voted consist-
ently to impose a prospective cutoff. So
by voting for August 15 on this occasion
and authorizing certain military activity
between June 29 and August 15, he is not
doing anything differently than he has
done in the past by voting for a prospec-
tive cutoff date of 60 or 90 days.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the distinguished minority leader yield?

Mr. GIATMO. Mr. Chairman, will the
minority leader yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman,
let me get the comment from the gentle-
man from Alabama (Mr. BUCHANAN),
first, because what the gentleman from
Alabama says may relate to what the
gentleman from Connecticut wishes to
discuss.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, one
of the top assistants of the Secretary of
State has just indicated to me that the
Secretary did testify yesterday before
the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee and did make some remarks concern-
ing there being no agreement at that
time, at 2 pm. yesterday afternoon, to
the chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee. However, he has mnot had
further conversation today on this sub-
Jject with anyone, and the State Depart
ment says that what the minority lead-
er said in the well of the House at this
hour is the way it is, that there is agree-
ment which is firm and there is no ques-
tion about it, and they by mo means
wish to confuse or challenge that. What
was gquoted earlier concerning there
being no agreement is what the Secre-
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tary said prior to the word the minority
leader received from the White House
last night or this morning.

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, will the
minority leader yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. 1 yield to the
gentleman from Connecticut.,

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

The gentleman knows that I do not
want to misstate or deceive anyone in
this Chamber, and certainly not the gen-
tleman from Michigan. What I said or
what I should have said is that Senators
Javirs and FurericHT had a meeting this
morning, but the meeting with the Secre-
tary of State took place last night, as
the gentleman said. But as of this morn-
ing, when they did have a meeting, there
was an announcement made by Senators
Javits and Foiericar that as of the
present time, about 11 am. there had
still been no meeting with the Secretary
of State.

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

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman from Michigan yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I will yield to the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. BucHANAN). Then I will
yield to the gentleman from California
(Mr. HANNA) .

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I will
simply underline that what the minority
leader has promised in the name of the
President is the same as the State De-
partment’s understanding of the Presi-
dent’s position and that the agreement
is firm and clear.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman,
I will now yield to the gentleman from
California (Mr. HANNA) .

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

I am one Member who thinks that a
considerable amount of progress has
been made and that we should give full
and intelligent consideration to the fact
this is in effect a real compromise. I
bring this suggestion to the committee:
That in striking the language that pre-
viously existed, and in particular locking
at the general provisions in section 735,
I notice that the language previously was
to the effect that no money shall be
transferred after a particular date; that
was in the other language. But in the
language now being recommended by the
committee, it puts in, both as te the
money in this bill and as to the money
heretofore appropriated, the language
that after the date of August 15 no money
shall be expended. ;

Now, I trust I am correct in this, and
I wish that the chairman of the commit-
tee would correct me if I am wrong, be-
cause to me this is a very important
point. T am particularly concerned that
there be a tandem relationship between
the money to be expended and the ac-
tivities that are going on.

Mr, Chairman, am I right now in my
understanding that by putting this lan-
guage in, in relation to expenditures,
we can be assured that the flow of money
and the stoppage of activity are coinci-
dental as of August 15?

Mr. MAHON. Will the gentleman
yield?
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. MAHON. I would say you are pre-
cisely correct.

Mr. HANNA. To me this is a very im-
portant aspect of this compromise, and
I believe, precisely as the gentleman in
the well does, that it does not make any
difference what the President assures.
If this Congress makes the law clear,
then the President is bound by it. The
only way he could change this is to veto
this law. I would take it from the state-
ment of the gentleman in the well that
if he vetoes this one, we will override his
veto by a very substantial margin.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from California (Mr. Mc-
CLOSKEY) .

Mr. McCLOSKEY. As I understand
the gentleman in the well, it is that the
language of section 307 in the commit-
tee bill is intended to include Southeast
Asia, North and South Vietnam as well
as Cambodia and Laos.

I would like to ask this question of the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, who will head our
conferees, if we may have the under-
standing that if we vote for section 307
as it is included here, out of the confer-
ence will come the language that in-
cludes Cambodia, Laos, and North and
South Vietnam, if the leader of our con-
ferees will commit himself to that posi-
tion.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. While the
chairman is discussing a matter with
a colleague, let me make a suggestion.
I have clearly indicated my interpreta-
tion of what the White House under-
stands to be the situation. I do not think
we ought to amend this bill today, be-
cause I have concern about our peace
agreement obligations, but if the other
body adds North and South Vietnam in
this context, I would have no hesitancy
about having the House accept that.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has
consumed 30 minutes, and the time of
the gentleman (Mr. CEpERBERG) has ex-
pired. The gentleman from Texas has
17 minutes remaining.

Mr, GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield me 2
minutes? :

Mr. MAHON. As I have committed all
of my time on this side, I can yield only
1 minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I have yielded
an awful lot of time to an awful lot of
people, and I would like to have 1 minute.

I yield to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. McCLOSKEY) .

Mr. McCLOSKEY. I would just like
to make this statement: We have tried
and failed to get the two-thirds majority
necessary to write into the law of the
United States that this conflict will be
ended on a date certain. If the President
will sign existing 307 in this law, for the
first time we will have reestablished the
constitutional power of the Congress to
prevent any further conflict. Since we
cannot get the two-thirds majority to
write it into the law today, I am pre-
pared to vote for 307 if it comes out of
the committee in order to reestablish the
Constitution.
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I hope that
the bill is approved as it is being pre-
sented.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Will the gentle-
man yield to me?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr, CEDERBERG. I did have some
time and it is gone, but I think it was for a
very worthy purpose. I think that the
compromise spirit is here, and I only
hope it will prevail, because it is essential
f.c the best interests of keeping this
Government operative.

Mr. McEINNEY. Mr. Chairman, this
past Monday, the House of Representa-
tives by a vote of 235 to 172 prohibited
the use of any funds contained in the
second supplemental appropriations bill,
or any previous appropriations bill, for
combat operations in, over, or off the
shores of Cambodia and Laos.

Our vote on Monday was a logical ex-
tension of the position which this body
assumed on May 10 when by a vote of 224
to 172 we prohibited the use of any funds
contained in the second supplemental
appropriations bill for combat activities
in Laos and Cambodia.

The majority of the Members of this
House have on two occasions in the past
month explicitly voted to end America's
combat role in Indochina.

And yet, Mr. Speaker, the will of the
majority of this Congress has been
thwarted by a Presidential veto, sus-
tained by one-third of the Members of
this body. The issue before us today is
twofold: Is it the will of this Congress

to end the bombing of Indochina? And

shall the will of Congress be determined
by a simple majority of our Members, or
shall we be dictated to by a minority of
one-third?

As I have continually stated in the
past, I am hard pressed to find any
justification for the continued bombing
of Cambodia either on strategic or legal
grounds. If nothing else, the last 10 years
have proven that peace in Asia will not
be achieved by massive American bomb-
ing. The authority which a past Congress
vested in the Presidency through the
Gulf of Tonkin resolution is not the
policy of the 93d Congress. We have
clearly broken with the past.

For the first time since the Congress
swrrendered its constitutional powers to
the executive branch almost a decade
ago, we have the opportunity to reassert
the right of Congress to decide when
American men will go to war. If we ac-
cept section 307 of this bill, American
combat involvement in Indochina will
cease once and for all on August 15. If
the President should wish to continue
the war in Indochina he will have to
petition the Congress to do so. Under the
provisions of section 307, the decision to
maintain American combat involvement
in Cambodia and Laos will be decided by
a simple majority of the House, not one-
third.

Therefore, today I will join with those
who have voted against this war since
their very arrival in Congress in voting
for section 307 of the supplemental ap-
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propriations bill. In so doing, I do not
for one moment condone our bombing
Cambodia. To me, the overriding issue
is that in the acceptance of section 307
and in the President’s signing that sec-
tion, we are receiving from the execu-
tive branch of the Government the first
agreement in over 10 years and the first
acknowledgment since World War II
that the President of the United States
may not put American military men,
forces, or money into action without the
approval of Congress.

With the addition of the Case-Church
amendment this morning, the provisions
of section 307 now include not only Cam-
bodia and Laos but South Vietnam,
North Vietnam, and Thailand as well.
The President’s signature on this bill is,
in fact, his endorsement of a Southeast
Asia War Powers Act. He is very clearly
stating that it will be the law of the
United States that there be no activities
in Southeast Asia without the approval
of both Houses. And that approval he
will not get.

So, we find ourselves pledged to an
end of the bombing in Southeast Asia,
yet put in the incredible moral dilemma
of having to authorize this bombing un-
til August 15. If the Addabbo amend-
ment, which I had voted for, had passed,
bombing still would have continued for
15 or 20 days. It is very small consola-
tion that we have achieved what we
have by having to authorize bombing for
another 20 days. But I think the over-
riding issue was, and still is, the fact
that we recognize the constitutional
power of the legislative branch to con-
trol the military adventures of the
United States. For that reason, with
reluctance but with a firm conviction
that the issue is far bigger than 20 more
days of bombing, I will join my colleagues
in our decision to close the war off on
the 15th. We do this with the strong
feeling that the constitutional and legis-
lative strength of this bill will give us
the renewal of the power this House
threw away almost a decade ago.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, for
many years I have served on the Sub-
committee on Defense of the Committee
on Appropriations, and certainly since
1967, when I spoke to the annual con-
vention of the National Reserve Officers
Association—and 200,000 copies of the
speech went out all over the country—
calling for an end to the war in South-
east Asia, I have done everything that I
knew to bring the war to a conclusion.

We are at a place where at long last
we can have the end in sight. I say that
so that you may know there has not been
anyone on this floor more active in try-
ing to bring the fighting and combat to
a satisfactory conclusion.

We have a nation with three equal
and coordinate branches of government.
As I have said many times, there must
be a comity of understanding between
those three branches of the Government
or else our Government fails,

Despite the efforts of everyone here,
despite the deep feelings of all of us who
are in this House, if we do not accept
section 307 as follows, there will be no
time limit, nor other limit on the bomb-
ing in Cambodia and Laos, and there
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will be no end to this fighting. Unless we
are able to pass this bill and get it signed,
our efforts have been futile.

The Flynt amendment would simply
be repetition of the provisions we had
when the bill passed before. It was vetoed
then, and if the amendment is adopted
today, it will once again be vetoed. We
did not have the votes to override the
veto before, and we do not have the votes
to override a veto this time. Therefore
a vote for the Flynt amendment is a
vote for another Presidential veto, when
on the other hand, we are presenting
you with an opportunity to enact into
law a provision which will once and for
all place a time limitation on the dura-
tion of the bombing in Cambodia and
Laos.

Mr. Chairman, the language of the hill
which I wrote in the committee is an
attempt to be practical and bring to a
halt the war in Indochina at the earliest
possible date. The section is as follows:

None of the funds herein appropriated
under this Act may be expended to support
directly or indirectly combat activities in
or over Cambodia or Laocs or off the shores
of Cambodia or Laos by the United States
forces, and after August 15, 1973, no other
funds heretofore appropriated under any Act
may be expended for such purpose.

Now if we accept this language with
the assurance given here to the effect
that the President will sign this bill, then
we will have a limit on the bombing. We
have none now.

I would have liked to have had the
bombing stopped last month, even back
in 1967 and before, but we found we could
not. As long as the present stalemate
exists we will have no limit.

I am saying, Mr. Chairman, that there
is only one vote to be cast. I trust that
vote will support the committee section
307.

I believe that I have tried everything
that any one person could, long before
1967 and up to date, to bring this unfor-
mnatewarbnmend,andnow.ﬁnauy
we have in front of us a chance to bring
this fighting to halt.

If we turn down this opportunity to
end the existing stalemate, then we will
not have accomplished a thing. We
cannot afford such a course.

1, therefore, ask the Members to stand
by the commititee and by this statement,
where we know we will have solved the
problem.

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

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr., CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time. I did not have time to speak
on my own time, but I just wish to say
that I believe that everyone in this House
knows what my position has been in this
matter, and that I have supported Presi-
dent Kennedy, President Johnson, and
President Nixon in these matters. But
now I think that we have arrived at this
point where we now are, and I will ac-
ceptl this language.

As the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, I will abide by
this language.

I wish to thank the minority leader,
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the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. GEr-
ALp R. Forp) for his assurances in this
matter because my actions will be guided
by those assurances.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, in con-
clusion, let me say to all of the Members,
15" us vote for the one opportunity we
have to set a deadline, which is in the
committee bill as we bring it to the Mem-
bers. * —2in, I urg: you not to vote for the
Flynt amendment which is exactly the
same language that resulted in a veto be-
fore, for it will cause a veto again; and
the stalemate over the bombing will con-
tinue without limit. For what it is worth
I believe the Senate will follow us.

The points I make here even outweigh
the urgent needs for the financing in this
bill which our report lists as follows:

$891,604,000 for pay costs.

$747,748,000 for emergency flood and
disaster relief programs.

$614,066,000 for grants to States for
public assistance.

$190,900,000 for payment to the Civil
Service Retirement fund.

$87,000,000 for retired military pay.

$60,963,000 for fire fighting costs.

$26,300,000 for Federal workmen's
compensation benefits.

$39,308,029 for wvarious claims and
;judgments against the Government in-
cluding Vietnam prisoner of war claims.

$32,700,000 for military mail privileges
and postal costs.

Another T percent of the funds in the
bill, the sum of $243,510,000, is for higher
education items.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. ADDABBO) .

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, on May
10 I offered an amendment to this bill
when it came before us originally to
strike $450 million of transfer authority.
The Members supporited that amend-
ment. When I offered that amendment
to the Members I offered it to them on
this basis. It seemed like a very simple
request by the Department of Defense
to transfer from one account to another
funds, and they admitted in their hear-
ings that the funds would be used for
bombing.

I told the Members at that time that
the Air Force, the Department of De-
fense, did not need the money. They
needed the stamp of approval of this
House to conduct an illegal operation in
Cambodia and Laos. We told the Presi-
dent and the Department of Defense
that we want no part of that war; itisa
new war. The Department of Defense
trying to get that transfer authority
compromised all the way down to $75
million; from $450 million to $75 million.

Today in the bill before us there is not
one dollar request for transfer authority,
which only proved the fact that they did
not need the dollars; they wanted the
stamp of approval, a new Gulf of Tonkin
resolution to continue a new war in Cam-
bodia and Laos.

Today we have a new bill before us,
and all those who spoke vehemently
against my amendment on the transfer
authority question stated what would
happen—our armies, our navies would
stand down if we did not give them this
transfer authority—suddenly say, we
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are going along. They do not need this
transfer authority, but we are going to
give you a different compromise. Even if
we do not like it, we are going to step all
the way back. We are going to give you
some mebulous assurance of August 15.

If the President wanted to give us
that message, he could have teletyped a
message to this House telling us “August
15.” We do not have that message before
this House. We have commitments, and
I believe the gentlemen who have given
us those commitments, but we do not
have a Presidential commitment. What
we do have before us this afternoon is
a request to continue bombing until Au-
gust 15, to give the support, the stamp
of approval, of this Congress. What they
could not get through transfer author-
ity, they are now trying to get through
a subterfuge of August 15, a stamp of
approval for an illegal war in Cambodia
and in Laos,

They say to the Members, “If you
want to enjoy a week's vacation back
home, let the Department of Defense
continue to bomb, to expend millions
of dollars, and expend American lives
until August 15.”

Mr. Chairman, we are legislating on
an appropriation bill. The rule granted
today says this House this afternoon
has the right to legislate on an appro-
priation bill. The Members are being
asked to legislate a war until August 15.

If the continuing resolution is signed,
the bill that we passed, cutting off im-
mediate funds for any bombing, and this
bill passes with the August 15 date, the
Members will have legislated that the
Defense Department can continue to
bomb beyond July 1. If the Members
give August 15 in this bill as the cutoff
date, they will have legislated continued
bombing to August 15. If the Members
are against the war, if they do not be-
lieve in this illegal action, then they
must support the amendment that we
have this afternoon offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. FLYNT).

If the Members are for the war and
they want to justify the war, then vote
for this bill as it appears before us.

Mr. Chairman, all of us here know the
issue in front of us. It is, in part, whether
or not the Congress will concur in the
bombing activities now wunderway in
Cambodia. It is also partly a matter of
whether the Congress will stand up for
the position it has already taken several
times in the last few days, or whether it
will submit to the will of the Executive.
I remain convinced the House will again
vote to ban any further bombing. For
my part, I am willing to remain here as
long as it takes to convince the Presi-
dent the Congress means what it says.

I think that our actions on previous
issues are responsible for our being here
today. We in the Congress have for years
always submitted to the President, no
matter who sat in the President’s chair.
That, I believe, is no longer the case. It is
doubtful that few people fully realize
the change that has come over the House
of Representatives. Perhaps those who
realize it least serve here in this Cham-
ber. There are a determined number of
people in the House who will not back
down, who will not cave in to the Presi-
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dent and who are willing to go eyeball to
eyeball with him.

To that point let it be clearly under-
stood that we are willing to remain here
as long as is necessary, to undergo count-
less vetoes to get the message across to
the Executive. On this issue, we will not
be bowed. We do not do this to haggle.
We do not do this to simply spar with
the President of the United States. The
issue, once more, is quite clear. Our in-
tention is to stop the bombing. We seek
nething more. We will -accept nothing
less. The Congress in exercising its con-
stitutional rights must do as it sees fit;
the President may respond as he desires.

By voting to end the bombing, the
Congress is saying that dropping bombs
is not a good way to negotiate. The lives
of American airmen are not to be used
as fodder for negotiated settlements, Dis-
putes within the boundaries of other
nations must be resolved, and the United
States may be a party to the negotiations
if it so desires, but the Congress will not
allow U.S. military intervention with-
out its express approval. We are saying
to the President that he has his rights
and the Congress has its rights, and that
the dispatching of U.S. military men to
battle is a constitutional right of the
Congress and not an extension of the
President’s right to negotiate.

We in this Chamber have all listened
to the conventional wisdom of some of
our leaders who urge that we drop this
subject for now and take it up again at
a more convenient time. There is nothing
convenient about war. There is nothing
convenient about the dropping of bombs.
Under any rule of reason the dropping
of bombs is an act of aggression and it
is our Nation, our bombers and our coun-
trymen who are doing this by direction
of the President of the United States.

These actc are done in the name of
negotiating: How or why I do not pre-
tend to understand. How in the name of
everything sacred can we Members of
Congress go blithely off on a summer
holiday without putting and end to this?
Our national security is not threatened
by the Cambodian belligerents. Our na-
tionals in that nation ought to be neutrals
and free from involvement in the fight-
ing. If they are not, they certainly ought
to be removed. So what we are left with is
bombing as a ploy for international ne-
gotiations. I find it hard to comprehend
how the bomb that explodes in a Cam-
bodian village strikes a blow for peace in
the world.

I do not see how we can fail to adopt
an amendment to end this military ac-
tivity in Cambodia. I think it is time that
our Nation turn off the motors of war.
I would hope an end to the fighting in
Cambodia could be found. I would like
peace in that nation as much as the
President of the United States. But the
way to help others seek peace is not to
declare war on them. We serve no surge
for peace by bombing in Cambeodia. More
likely, we in our continued bombing serve
as a catalyst for continued violence and
death.

I urge those who have voted to end
the bombing before to do so again. And
again, if necessary. We can end this
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bombing if we stand firm. We can, and
I believe that we shall.

Mr, MAHON. I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
GiamMO) .

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, as the
gentleman from New York said, we are
legislating here today by the authority
of the Rules Committee, and we are legis-
lating, make no mistake about it, because
whether the date is August 15 or June 30
or July 15, we are in effect by this legis-
lation sanctioning bombing and sanec-
tioning a war.

Here we are at this moment where the
entire economic and domestic affairs of
the United States could well be tied up
tomorrow night in order that the United
States, the most powerful Nation in the
world with the most powerful Air Force
can continue to bomb helpless peasants
running around in Cambodia from one
hideout to the other. Is there no moral-
ity left in our hearts in this Nation?
Doesn’t anyone worry about this at all?

Now we are told that we have assur-
ances. I will take the assurance of the
gentleman from Michigan, the minority
leader, as I have said, at any time, He is
a most trustworthy man and one of the
most able legislators and public serv-
ants I have ever had the privilege to serve
with, and I believe him when ke says he
would come in after August 15 and in-
sist on the commitment he has made to-
day against further bombing and combat
activities.

But think of our problem today. Think
of where we are. The whole country is
coming to a halt. There is one person
who by a simple press statement today
could clarify this matter, and yet we hear
nothing but silence from the one man
who could clear it: The President of the
United States.

He has spokesmen, but he himself re-
mains silent.

The other body has met this moring.
They finished at 11 o’clock. They are go-
back into session at 2 o’clock in the For-
eign Relations Committee. The an-
nouncement from the Senators from both
perties is to the effect that as of 11
o'clock there is no agreement. There is
no agreement.

Bo we are asked to violate our consti-
tutional duties to see to it that the Presi-
dent acts with the consent and will of
Congress in matters of war and we are
expected to concede—my chairman does
not like the words “abject surrender”
but, Mr. Chairman, this is abject sur-
render on the part of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Let us hear a word from the President
of the United States. With one state-
ment, once and for all, he can settle this
controversy which has been raging for
10 long years.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ili-
nois (Mr. YATES) .

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I do not
know why the President of the United
States does not speak to the minority
leader of the House of Representatives,
I would have thought that on a matter
as important as this the minority leader
would have been able to speak directly to
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the President of the United States rather
than to some unnamed spockesman. Per-
haps I am being unduly suspicious but
I am not willing to accept the word of
some unnamed spokesman that certain
things will happen on August 15.

The President of the United States has
already indicated that he is allergic to
agreeing upon any kind of & fixed date,
to end the war. He has stated his opposi-
tion to that kind of approach. In 1971
when the so-called Mansfield amend-
ment was passed by both Houses of the
Congress and came before the President
for signature, the President imperiously
stated he would pay no attention to the
declaration by Congress that the Presi-
dent should fix a date for ending the war
in Vietnam.

This is what the President of the
United States wrote in his message veto-
ing the bill:

Section 601 expresses a judgment about
the manner in which the American involve-
ment in the war should be ended. However,
it is without binding force or effect, and it
does noi reflect my judgment about the way
in which the war should be brought to a
concluslon. My signing of the bill that con-
tains this section, therefore, will not change
the policies I have pursued and that I shall
continue to pursue toward this end.

Mr. Chairman, shall we now accept
the word of some unnamed spokesman
which is directly contrary to the state-
ment of the President of the United
States in writing? I would not be will-
ing to accept the word of some member
of the White House hierarchy as to the
views of the President. Much too fre-
quently such statements have later been
repudiated as not correctly expressing
the President’s ideas.

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

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from New York (Mr.KemP).

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, I do not
think the distingnished minority leader
is asking us to accept the word, neces-
sarily, of an unnamed White House
spokesman as much as he is asking us
to recognize his word as a man of honor
and integrity, who is praised on both
sides of the aisle. I ask that we accept
his word that the President would have
to come back to the Congress for author-
ity to continue combat activity after
August 15.

Mr, YATES. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman overlooks the fact that the mi-
nority leader does not have the power
to stop the war. That is the point that
is involved, not the honor or the word
of the minority leader. The guestion is
still where does the President stand?

Let the President state his views to
the Congress. He has paid little atten-
tion to the legislative branch on this
question heretofore. I cannot accept this
so-called compromise at this time be-
cause it grants authority—congressional
authority—to the President to continue
his combat actions in Cambodia. I will
not vote to give him that authority.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chalrman, this is
not a contest over whose word will be
accepted. The committee bill wonld
write into the law of the land that all
bombing in and over Cambodia, and all
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combat activities, will cease by August
15. That will be the law of the land
if the committee position is upheld.

We do not ask for the assurances of
anyone with respect to our actions here.
We are writing into law for the first
time an unequivocal cutoff date. There-
fore, I am constrained to believe that
the Members of the House realize the
bill must be passed, and that a compro-
mise is necessary. I hope no amendments
will be offered or adopted.

Mr. Chairman, I ask the Clerk to read.

Mr. GERALD R, FORD. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the distin-
guished minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I just finished talking with the
President himself for approximately 10
minutes, and he assured me personally
that everything I said on the floor of
the House is a commitment by him.

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, it is my
intention to support H.R. 9055, the sup-
plemental appropriations bill, although I
do not believe the limitation upon mili-
tary activity in Southeast Asia to be in
the national interest.

I have previously been recorded on
this issue many times. On each such oc-
casion, I have resisted such limiting lan-
guage. No new facts have been presented
which cause me to reverse my position.

It is true, of course, that special cir-
cumstances exist with respect to this bill.
It appropriates funds which are urgently
needed. The war issue is largely extra-
neous to the bulk of the funds appro-
priated. The bill—because of its “must”
character—has been selected as a vehicle
to raise once again the war issue. These
special circumstances have given the
Congress and the President an oppor-
tunity to play pressure politics on an is-
sue of far reaching international signif-
icance.

I shall not repeat arguments which I
have made heretofore and which I believe
remain valid. My view remains that the
United States, in the name of peace has
an important role to play in Southeast
Asia.

Given the necessity of the bill's passage
however, some compromise is required
to move both the Congress and the Presi-
dent from their inflexible and contrary
positions. The bill represents a compro-
mise. I do not like its limiting language,
but I shall support the bill as a matter of
legislative necessity.

My vote should not be understood,
however, as reflecting a change in my
view that our policy of resistance to ag-
gression is and has been correct.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
many in this Chamber have consistently
opposed setting any date for cutoffs or
withdrawals of military action. We be-
lieve that to be a poor tactic when deal-
ing with an adversary of any kind and
especially a military adversary.

However, Mr, Chairman, I sense a
feeling of understanding and willingness
to cooperate and compromise here in the
U.S. Congress today. I sense a strong de-
sire on the part of many in the Congress
who have strong differences to reach an
agreement in the best interest of our
country. I sense a strong feeling on the
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part of the President to reach an accord
with the Congress.

Mr, Chairman, as one Member of
Congress who has consistently opposed
the tactic of announcing military inten-
tions in advance, I am willing to modify
that position here today and join in the
effort for accord and vote for this bill
which sets August 15, 1973, as a final
cutoff for U.S. military activities in or
over Southeast Asia.

I join with the President and my col-
leagues in the prayer that real peace
will finally settle upon the people of
Southeast Asia.

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased that the President has been fi-
nally forced by Congress to set a date
to end the war in Indochina. But his
argument that we permit him to con-
tinue his 100-plane-a-day bombing as-
saults on Cambodia and Laos until Au-
gust 15 in order ‘“‘to assure the success
of peace negotiations” is a strange de-
parture from the ritual arguments
against a date certain in the past.

Always before the President has ar-
gued that setting a date certain would
hamper negotiations. Now, he maintains
such an action would assist negotiations.
It is true that arguments supporting
this ugly war over the years have had
an “Alice in Wonderland” tone to them
but this latest reversal seems beyond
comprehension.

The issue is simple. The people want
this war over. They want it over today—
not August 15.

The President does not understand
that. He never has. Does the Congress
understand it? It never has to date.

Mr. BROTZMAN, Mr. Chairman, I
voted for the antibombing program in-
cluded in the supplemental appropria-
tions bill because it will assure continued
operation of the Government and end the
bombing in Southeast Asia.

The new language enlarges upon that
passed earlier in the week by the House
in that its prohibition on bombing ex-
tends beyond Cambodia and Laos to all
of Southeast Asia. A date certain for the
end of all military operations is included.
Even more significantly, the President
and the Congress have established a
working relationship whereby he will
have to seek specific congressional au-
thorization to undertake any military
operations in Southeast Asia after Au-
gust 15. Finally, the establishment of
this agreement between the President
and the Congress will assure the avail-
ability of funding which is needed to
honor Federal commitments for a wide
variety of important Government pro-
grams.

Mr., EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Chairman, the minority leader (Mr, GERr-
ALD R, Forp) asks us to set a date for the
ending of the bombing of Cambodia, Au-
gust 15, 1973. He tells us that President
Nixon wants this date set. That the
President has agreed to stop the bomb-
ing on that date if Congress will agree
and will go ahead and pass these appro-
priation bills.

Mr. Chairman, I submit that the set-
ting of this date of August 15, 1973, as
the date to stop bombing would be an im-
moral act by Congress. It would be the
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licensing by Congress of a 6-week bomb-
ing holocaust on a small, defenseless
country. It would be Congress saying to
the President, “Bomb them into dust for
45 days. Use up all the bombs you have.
Send every airplane you have.”

No, Mr. Chairman, that is not the
route to take. We want the bombing
stopped—and now—not next week, not
August 15. Please, no new blood on our
hands,

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, the
Rules Committee, by a vote 10 to 5 on
yvesterday reported out the rule we had
under consideration. The chairman and
other members of the Appropriation
Committee and other colleagues testified,
pro and con, concerning the proper rule
to submit for your consideration under
the unfortunate circumstances now
existing in our almost 10-year war head-
ache in Southeast Asia.

I wish to repeat rather briefly com-
ments I made to the Rules Committee
yesterday regarding what I believe is the
sworn duty of every Member of Con-
gress. That admonition was to support
the Constitution of the United States
and the desires of the vast majority of
the American people and the Congress—
to immediately terminate this unfortu-
nate war 10,000 miles away, which has
already cost the American people over
$150 billion, over 45,000 American boys
dead, and over 350,000 casualties. As the
years pass, generations in the future will
be pointing to this epoch of our Govern-
ment's international “blupper” in South-
east Asia as the most startling mistake
that has been committed by our Nation
in history—either domestic or inter-
national.

When you are voting this afternoon,
your mind should reflect back and give
some very strong consideration to what
the people back home are thinking about.
The deplorable veto which the President
made last week in his effort to continue
bombing and killing the people in this
unfortunate and defenseless nation of
Cambodia without any consultation with
the Congress. The decision was no doubt
made by the President through the ad-
vice of the military brass hats who have
been - urging the continuance of this
Southeast Asia debacle over the last 4 or
5 years.

I do hope that the minds of our col-
leagues today will reflect back to the fall
of 1968 when our President was cam-
paigning over the Nation assuring the
people that he had a plan—and in some
speeches he called it a secret plan—to
terminate and end the war in Vietnam.
Millions throughout the Nation believed
him. In his closing speech, immediately
previous to the election of 1968, he de-
voted most of the message that if they
wanted this war terminated without de-
lay they should vote for him in that elec-
tion approximately 4% years ago.

After the 1969 Inauguration, many
months passed before there was even a
remote effort to carry out the main plank
in his platform in that close election he
won in 1968, His assurances which he
gave to the people of his plan for peace—
and immediate peace—was the No. 1 rea-
son that he was elected in 1968 for a 4-
year period as President and Commander
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in Chief of the Armed Forces. The peopie
listened to promises and waited in vain
for about 3 years and T months when the
President sensed that he must again re-
sort to the Vietnam issue for victory.
Last October 1972 the mewspapers, TV,
and radio were almost daily filled with
the great peace propaganda that Mr.
Kissinger was making with conferences
in Southeast Asia, Europe, and Washing-
ton. The American people today have not
forgotten that on the shadow of election
eve, Mr. Kissinger and the President, on
the news media, television, radio, an-
nounced the great event of peace with
honor in our time that had taken place—
sealed, signed and delivered in Paris.

Millions throughout the Nation today
are now convinced that they witnessed a
replay last October of the same assur-
ances of world peace—an issue on which
President Nixon won the election in 1968.
On election day 1972 the people went to
the polls and in their enthusiasm and
happiness of a signed and finally-won in-
ternational penoe.. The President won “4
more years” by a handsome majority.

The American people have been
aroused by the President’s continued ne-
glect to terminate the war in Cambodia
and the great majority of the Congress
and the Senate have voted this week to
jmmediately terminate that unfortunate
epoch in world history today. Now—not
August 1 or August 15—but now. Many
lives will be sacrificed, both civilian and
military, between now and August 15.
This Congress today should not reject
the authority and power given to it by
the Constitution of the United Stales
when it said that “only the Congress can
declare war.” We are now in approxi-
mately the tenth year of an undeclared
war. Let us follow the majority of the
thoughts of the majority of the 206 mil-
lion Americans instead of one individual,
President Nixon.

If on this day the Congress follows the
Constitutional law of this country and
votes to uphold and stand by the bill we
enacted to terminate this war, which
was veoted by the President, you will rea-
lize that the people of your district, with
but few exceptions, will congratulate you
and ratify your statesmanship and your
decision to stop the criminal and unlaw-
ful bombing in Cambodia.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
support the amendment that will be
offered by the gentleman from Georgia,
(Mr. FLynT) . My reasons are the same as
those T advanced on May 10—HR. 3570.

Just for practice I will restate them.
Twenty-four hours after we cease to
apply military pressure on any part of
Indochina, the oceanic tide of its an-
cient culture will close over our presence;
it will obliterate any arrangements we
might be pleased to call permanent. It
will dissolve pledges and relationships
as soon as the ink dries on the documents
which purpose to guarantee them. That
being so, what is to be gained by pro-
viding further leverage in the form of
bombing authority to bring today’s North
Vietnamese and Cambodian leaders to
the conference table? Who among us
can even nmame the leaders of South
Vietnam whose signatures would have
been essential to similar arrangements
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since 1963? Yet we dare not assume the
leadership of a totalitarian state is more
dependable because it is more durable.

They will sign what it pleases them to
sign, and history will release them
from that pledge when it suits them. In
that light any massive series of raids at
great cost merely to secure a diplomatic
gesture has to be viewed as foolish. It is
foolish because it secures the form, not
the substance of accommodation. If
America truly insisted on the substance,
which is to say “a generation of peace”
as we understand the term, America
might back the bombing indefinitely. But
America does not insist upon it. America
knows better.

We know we lack both the wisdom and
the power to effect tranquility in a part
of the world we understand so little. We
know also that 45 more days of raids can
cost more POW's and MIA's. Experience
tells us we will consider their plight a
justification for extending the deadline.
So we see no advantages stemming from
the bombing which ocutweigh the disad-
vantages. And if the President sees them,
he has yet to explain them. Only 2 weeks
ago Dr. Kissinger appeared at a briefing
before some 200 Members of this body.
He said that the latest agreements with
the North Vietnamese were facilitated by
the realization on the part of Hanoi that,
“no military solution was possible.” I

We did not get to pursue the distine-
tion, but up to that moment every initia-
tive in Cambodia was defended with re-
spect fo its impact on the struggle in
Vietnam. Now, suddently, it is different.
Yet if it is unrelated to the military solu-
tion which Hanoi no longer wants in
Vietnam, to what situation is it related?

Former Defense Secretary Richardson
onece justified the bombing as essential
to preserve an independent regime In
Phnom Penh. Cold is the spine that does
not get chills from that rationale. After
10 years, 50,000 lives, and $150 billion
have slipped away maintaining inde-
pendent regimes in Cambodia’s neigh-
boring territories, we have learned that
no regime we have guaranteed either in-
dependent or durable.

No, it is clear, the only safe thing to
do, the only rational thing to do, the
only right thing to do is simply to agree
that no military solution is possible and
act accordingly—at once.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, the at-
mosphere on the House floor today re-
minds me in some respects of the at-
mosphere prevailed when the
Tonkin Gulf resolution was passed in
August 1964.

Emotions were high. The prestige of
the Presidency and therefore of the
United States were thought to be at
stake. Little atiention was given to the
precise effect of the language under con-
sideration. The resolution at that time
was interpreted to the personal satis-
faction of each Member. Certainly, in
voting for it, I did not believe it con-
stituted a conveyance of extensive war
powers to the President. I have regretted
that vote ever since.
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Today the situation is similar, with
some new added factors. Almost all
Members have holiday plans and are
eager to effect a compromise to avoid
staying in Washington for the July 4
week.

This was probably the most persua-
sive factor in causing the House to
change positions overnight.

The prestige of the Presidency is at
stake for reasons that did not exist in
1964.

Many Members were gratified to learn
that the President would accept an Au-
gust 15 cutoff and, further, that he
would ask for congressional authority
if military measures in Southeast Asia
are deemed necessary after August 15.

These assurances are cited as con-
cessions sufficient to justify approval of
the compromise. To me, while gratifying
and helpful, they do not justifly the com-
promise.

Many Members see the compromise as
8 way to end the war in Cambodia. It
can also be argued that it is a 45-day
Tonkin Guilf resclution, because clearly
it establishes congressional sanction
for acts of war in Cambodia, Laos and
both Vietnams for that period of time.

In saying that, I do not wish to leave
the impression that I think the Presi-
dent will use this sanction to undertake
military measures beyond those he would
otherwise press. I am proud of the Pres-
ident’s exceptional record of foreign pol-
icy, and in particular his success in ex-
tricating our ground forces and POW's
from Vietnam.

Nevertheless the war powers ascribed
to the Congress by the Constitution are
very precious and precise. They should
not be exercised to approve acts of war,
except on the basis of thorough justifi-
cation. The Congress should guard these
powers very jealously.

In my view, the President has not
made a sufficient case for acts of war in
Cambodia. For that reason, I will not
support this resolution, because, to me,
it contains a conveyance of warmaking
authority for a 45-day period.

Mr. CRONIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 9055, the second sup-
plemental appropriations bill, which ab-
solutely limits the amount of time funds
may be spent in support of military ac-
tivities in Cambodia and Laos until Au-
gust 15, 1973.

1 am pleased to see that the President
has reacted to the votes this past week
which sought to curtail the hostilities in
Cambodia and Laos. He has recognized
the important role that Congress must
have in determining how and where mil-
itary activity may take place. When the
President signs this bill he will show
that he is willing to write into the laws
of the country a new definition of war
powers. No President has ever signed a
similar piece of legislation. Moreover, the
President has promised to bring any ac-
tion concerning any military activity in
Cambodia and Laos before August 15 to
the attention of Congress for approval,
thus confirming his commitment to the
concept of war powers.

The inclusion of this language in the
appropriations legislation at this time is
heartening to those of us who, like my-
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self, have sponsored war power bills. We
are seeking to reaffirm the doctrine of
separation of powers and to give the
legislative branch a voice in determining
the nature and extent of future hostili-
ties anywhere in the world. The impor-
tance of this critical decision on the part
of the President should not be over-
looked, nor should the opportunity to
incorporate it into our public laws be by-
passed. I believe that a vote in favor of
the delegation of power to Congress to
control declarations of war far outweighs
any purist views which would deal only
with our immediate military entangle-
ments.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I intend
to vote “present” on the passage of this
bill. I voted against the Flynt amend-
ment and the proposed amendment to it
would have widened the prohibitions on
actions by the U.S. Government via the
device of bans on particular kinds of
spending of appropriated moneys. I feel
very strongly that these excursions by
this body into areas of power and juris-
diction allocated to another branch of
the Government are dangerous and un-
wise.

This is particularly true as, in this in-
stance, they would seek to terminate hos-
tilities of long standing by legislative
fiat, irrespective of the consequences.
Sometimes I wonder when this body will,
})y a rider, seek to repeal the law of grav-
ty.

In the Far East President Nixon finally
has brought a measure of peace, All that
remains is to end the hostilities in Cam-
bodia on a basis that is stable. The Pres-
ident has done a magnificent job to quiet
the other areas involved. He has gained
the return of the war prisoners and
otherwise headed the entire episode, now
over a decade old, to conclusion.

Congressional incursion into this area
in the past has been of absolutely no
benefit. We are told by returned POW's
that they only served to lengthen the
war and its miseries. But here, once more,
Congress wants to dabble into the mat-
ter. In this case, by means of the Au-
gust 15 expenditure deadline, it appears
to me to be no more than slow poison
which will paralyze and by that date kill
off any reasonable chance the President
has garnered to stop the hostilities on
a stable basis. All the opposition has to
do to render us powerless to impose &
fair and permanent settlement is to wait
it out a few weeks.

In short, I view the exercise as one
which possibly shuts off one war at the
certain price of a wide-open ticket to
another one. To me, that is an extremely
bad bargain.

Therefore, I cannot vote for this meas-
ure which contains the August 15 cutoff.
Nor can I vote against the necessary ap-
propriations rightfully included in the
second supplemental, Those are my rea-
sons for the vote of “present” which I
will shortly be casting.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the conference report
and the August 15 cessation of U.S. mili-
tary activity in Indochina.

Earlier this week, I voted in support of
an immediate termination of the Cam-
bodian bombing and when that bill
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was vetoed, I voted to override the veto.
The effort to override fell short by 35
votes. In this second attempt to create
an immediate cutoff, it is clear that we
are engaged in a futile effort.

The President has announced that
anything less than an August 15 cut-off
will be vetoed. There is no evidence that
we have the 35 votes that we lacked
before.

What we do know is that we need this
bill and the many others that must pass
between now and the end of the fiscal
year if we want to keep this Government
and country operating. If we continue
to play this game of political brinkman-
ship with the executive branch we are go-
ing to put this country in an economic
and administrative straitjacket of ter-
rible consequences.

College students will go without loans
which we, the Congress, have promised.
Federal employees, public safety officers,
and veterans will go without pay or re-
tirement benefits. Many necessary and
important programs in the field of hu-
man services will evaporate.

Make no mistake about it, Mr. Chair-
man, I accept this compromise cutoff
date with reluctance. If I could have my
way we would be out of Cambodia today.
I went on the record to that effect
earlier.

However, I am realistic enough to
realize that we cannot achieve that. Fur-
thermore, I realize that the very success
of our democratic form of government
is founded upon the prineiple of compro-
mise. We have a compromise that is
workable and honorable. It will end the
war.

This conference report, for the first
time ever, sets a date certain for the end
of our military engagement in Indo-
china. We have the commitment of the
President that he will accept this cut-
off. We have the word of the White
House that no military activity will be
ordered by the President after that date
without the express approval of Con-
gress.

Knowing this, Mr. Chairman, and re-
alizing further that since the 10th of
May this House has consistently opposed
any efforts to prolong our engagement
in Cambodia, there can be no doubt that
we stand today on the verge of ending
this war once and for all.

We should not let this opportunity slip
through our fingers by stubbornly in-
sisting upon an immediate terminaton.
We do not have the votes to do that. We
do have the votes to end the war by Au-
gust 15 and I urge that the House do
just that.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk proceeded to read the bill.

Mr. MAHON (during the reading) . Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the remainder of the bill be considered
as read, and that the remainder of the
bill be open to amendment at any point.

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

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, is it the intention of the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations to permit debate
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on amendments relating to the Cam-
bodian situation to continue for a rea-
sonable period of time without an effort
to cut off such debate?

Mr. MAHON. Well, of course, we have
had some debate in connection with the
so-called Southeast Asia amendment,
and we will have further debate. There
will be no disposition to be arbitrary
or unreasonable in restricting debate.

Of course, we could debate it until
midnight. I am sure the gentleman has
in mind some reasonable accommoda-
tion.

Mr. MOSS. Well, I use the term, “rea-
sonable,” advisedly,

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my request.

The Clerk resumed the reading of the
bill.

Mr. MAHON (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I renew my unanimous-con-
sent request. I ask unanimous consent
that the remainder of the bill be con-
sidered as read and open to amendment.

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

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, I address the same
question to the gentleman from Texas.

If there is assurance that there will
be a reasonable opportunity for debate—
and I underline the word “reasonable’—
then I certainly will not object.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, may I
ask the gentleman, have I served in the
U.S. Congress for 39 years and estab-
lished a reputation for being otherwise
than fair?

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the request.

The Clerk resumed the reading of the
bill.

Mr. ROSENTHAL (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the remainder of the bill
may be considered as read and open
to amendment at any point.

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

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I object.

The Clerk resumed the reading of tha
bill.

Mr. ADDABBO (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the remainder of the bill be con-
sidered as read and be open to amend-
ment, from this point on.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. EVANS
OF COLORADOD

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The portion of the bill to which the
amendment relates is as follows:

Sec. 307. None of the funds herein appro-
priated under this Act may be expended to
support directly or indirectly combat activi-
ties in or over Cambodia or Laos or off the
shores of Cambodia or Laos by United States
forces, and after August 15, 1873, no other
funds heretofore appropriated under any
other Act may be expended for such purpose.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Evans of Colo-
rado: On page 57 of the bill, line 23, strike
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the word “or" between the words ‘“‘Cambo-
dia" and “Laos”, and insert a comma in lleu
thereof; and after the word “Laocs” on line 23
insert & comma and add the following:
“North Vietnam and South Vietnam".

And on line 24, strike the word “or" be-
tween the words “Cambodia™ and “Laos" and
insert a comma in leu thereof and after the
word “Laos” on said line 23 insert a comma
and add the following: “North Vietnam and
South Vietnam™.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
a point of order against the amendment.

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I do not mind saying that both in
the Appropriations Committee yesterday
and since, when we considered the bill
that was to be brought to the House to-
day, I had a great deal of difficulty in
making up my mind what I was going
to do.

In the committee, it seemed to me that
we had no other choice, that a veto had
not been overridden and therefore it was
up to the House to offer something dif-
ferent to the President. Then I began to
think, “Well, we have other issues at
stake here; we have a continuing reso-
lution with tougher limitations on it;
we have a debt ceiling bill which has
different limitations on it.” I began to
feel, in the absence of any indication
from the White House or the President
himself as to what the position of the
President would be, that probably the
best course of action would be to send
back to the White House exactly the
same bill he vetoed with the message
hopefully being that a strong majority
of the House and Senate believe we
should cut off all our military activities
in Southeast Asia.

I have listened with great interest to
these proceedings in the House this
afternoon. I have been most impressed,
I must say, with the assurances that have
been brought to us by the distinguished
minority leader, first of all on his per-
sonal word, which I was inclined to take,
and then, after the challenge of the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Connecticut
and Illinois regarding, not the word of
the distinguished minority leader, but
the word of the people upon whom the
minority leader in the White House was
relying, I was then considerably im-
pressed with the fact that the minority
leader came back to the Committee of
the Whole a few minutes ago with the
assurances that he had just spoken per-
sonally with the President, and that the
President had personally assured the
minority leader that the remarks he had
just made on the floor of the House were
correct, and reflected the commitment
of the President, and that if for any rea-
son the President wanted to become in-
volved in military activities in Southeast
Asia after August 15, that before doing so
he would come back to the Congress and
ask for authority from the Congress to
take such action.

On the strength of those assurances
the amendment which I- offer - would
merely add North Vietnam and South
Vietnam to the provisions of section 307.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I
hope that the committee will support my
amendment.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, will
the-gentleman yield?
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Mr. EVANS of Colorado. I yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, al-
though the point of order has been re-
served, I would not want to reserve a
point of order because I think we are
operating here in a spirit of compromise.
I can understand the position of the gen-
tleman from Colorado, and in that spirit
of compromise I did not raise a point of
order, but of course that is the preroga-
tive of the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee.

But, Mr. Chairman, I would hope that
the gentleman from Texas would join in
this overwhelming spirit of compromise.
For my part, I would be willing to accept
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate very deeply the state-
ment made by the gentleman from
Michigan.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would ask
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. MAHON)
whether the gentleman desires to press
his point of order?

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. MAHON. I do, Mr. Chairman; I
make a point of order against the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. EvVANS) .

The language of the amendment goes
to funds beyond the scope of the bill,
and is therefore legislation on an ap-
propriation bill. The language of the
amendment prohibits the use of funds
heretofore appropriated under any other
act for activities in or over North or
South Vietnam.

The rule protects a proposed legisla-
tive provision which would prohibit the
use of funds heretofore appropriated for
activities in or over Cambodia or Laos.
The rule does not protect additional leg-
islation such as that proposed in the
amendment.

As chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations, I feel it is my responsibility
to try to protect the bill. I have no strong
feeling about the matter, I just feel that
the language is subject to a point of or-
der, and it is incumbent upon me to make
the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. Evans) desire to be
heard on the point of order?

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. I do, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, it would seem to me
that in considering a bill which extends
limitations in Laos and Cambodia that
it would certainly be in order to extend
those limitations to other portions of
Southeast Asia, which is the sole purpose
of my amendment.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr.
would the gentleman yield?

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. I yield to the
gentleman from Michigan:

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr: Chairman, I
can understand very clearly, and I think,
as a member of the' committee, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. Evans)
can understand the position of the chair-
man, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
MasHon) in raising his point of order.

I want to make my own position clear
because it might be helpful in this area,

Chairman,
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and that is that we are operating, as I
said before, in a spirit of compromise.

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr, HANNA, Mr. Chairman, I think I
understand the feelings of the Chairman
of the great Committee on Appropria-
tions, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Manon) the feelings of the gentleman for
responsibility for this bill as he has ex-
pressed himself. However, it does seem
to me that it ought to be tempered with
the consideration of the importance of
this legislation as the gentleman has so
eloguently described it in his opening
remarks, and to approach, as the gentle-
man did, the Committee on Rules when
the gentleman knew that there were
problems of the type that should be met
on a temperate basis.

I am sure that were he aware early on
that this was before the Committee on
Rules, that he would probably have been
constrained to ask for a waiver of the
point of order, and it is now within his
power to use that same kind of discre-
tion. I believe that what the gentleman
is suggesting is going to increase the as-
surances and the confidence of this
House in precisely what we are doing on
a measure that is a little larger than the
bill that we are considering, and I should
hope that we could find some way in
which to accommodate ourselves to the
amendment of the gentleman and not be
hung up on the technicality of a point of
order.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, in view
of the statements and assurances that
have been made on both sides of the
aisle, I withdraw my point of order.

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

Mr. Chairman, I shall not use the 5
minutes. I am neither for nor against the
amendment. Whatever provision is made,
whatever action is taken, the result of it
is that we will be for the first time au-
thorizing hostilities in Southeast Asia if
we pass any provision of this type per-
mitting hostilities for any period of time.

The point is not whether we do it with
respect to Cambodia or Laos or Vietnam.
We have not, since the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution, authorized the President to
engage in hostilities beyond his constitu-
tional authority since that time—unless
we do it today.

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

Mr, ECKHARDT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire.

Mr. WYMAN. What does the gentle-
man think we have been voting for when
we have voted for appropriations that
have financed our military effort over
there for each of the last 10 years?

Mr. ECKHARDT. Simply to pass an
appropriation or authorization generally
for some money for the military is not to
declare war. We are asked today to
authorize for a period of time the exer-
cise of the war power by the President
of the United States. Only Congress can
do it, and this will demonstrate the first
time we have done it.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. ECKHARDT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, it
would seem to me that the gentleman’s
amendment has much wisdom if one
wants to corapromise here today. For ex-
ample, there is a possibility of a compro-
mise going to August 15 and including
North and South Vietnam. That seems
to me a more realistic approach to com-
promise than merely extending the date
to August 15. That is why I commend
the gentleman for his amendment.

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. MAHON. I think it is incorrect
to say that the House, by adopting the
committee recommendation today, is
placing its approval upon bombing in
Cambodia or Laos. People can still have
their views. The bill language does not
say whether there is any authority or
not. We do not say there is any. We just
say there shall be no bombing in Cam-
bodia and Laos after August 15. It does
not say, “we favor or recommend bomb-
ing prior to August 15.”

Mr. ECEHARDT. If the gentleman will
yield back to me, I think it is the simplest
logic to say fthat if we say we will not
bomb after a particular date, it will mean
that we are authorizing bombing until
that date.

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. WOLFF. I support the amendment
to include North and South Vietnmam in
the restriction placed upon the President.
The gentleman in his statement said
something to the effect that this amend-
ment would be a gquestion of war powers
of the President. I recall, however, that
just recently the gentleman issued a
statement to all the Members, opposing
the war powers bill, which I support.

Mr. ECKHARDT. For the same reason:
I do not think we should authorize any
power on the part of the President to
engage in hostilities except by congres-
sional action.

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

Mr, ECKHARDT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
think the gentleman is absolutely cor-
rect. I think we ought te understand
something else. The bill that the Presi-
dent said to the minority leader he would
accept is not the bill we would have if the
gentleman from Colorado’s amendment
is in there, and it would take the Presi-
dent, as well as the minority leader, com-
pletely off the hook, if it were adopted.

Mr. ECKHARDT. I thank the gentie-
man.

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

Mr. Chairman, the argument has been
raised repeatedly that we are by some
method or some means either authorizing
or condoning the bombing of Cambodia
and Southeast Asia. May I say nothing
could be further from the fact.

The Congress passed @ prohibition.
The action was vetoed. We did not have
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the votes to override the veto. We do not
have them now. Thus we offer you the
earliest date for a cutoff in an attempt
to get the bill signed into law by the
President.

Further, if we read this bill from top
to bottom and forward and backward,
we will not find any place where it au-
thorizes the President to bomb. Person-
ally, I hope there will not be a single
bomb dropped anywhere. I would like to
see it stop tomorrow. But we tried that,
and lost. We offer you the best course
possible but nowhere authorize bombing.
We are not approving anything. We are
just being realistic and saying, right or
wrong, combat must stop on or before
August 15. The bill has to be passed and
signed to do us any good. Again we are
not authorizing approval or condoning
any bombing. We are being realistic and
putting in a date that we can seil. Wish-
ful thinking will not help.

Myr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. There is no bombing
going on to my knowledge at the present
time in North and South ¥V: :tnam. I think
this confuses the issue. We just heard
from the distinguished minority leader
that he had been on the telephone with
the President of the United States. I as-
sume that I am correct when I say that
the conversation referred to bombing in
Cambodia, and I would ask the gentle-
man from Michigan if that was not what
the tenor of the discussion was.

Mr..GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman rephrase his guestion,
please?

Mr, GIAIMO. Is it not so that the
gentleman’s discussion with the Presi-
dent of the United States referred to
bombing in Cambodia and Laos? We now
have a new factor in here, a commitment
from the gentleman and from the Presi-
dent that there will be no bombing in
North and South Vietnam.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. If I recall ac-
curately what I said, which T got reaffir-
mation upon as far as the U.S. President
is concerned, it is that after August 15
there would be no combat activity which
I take to include bombing in Cambodia
or otherwise in Southeast Asia. That is
what I think I said and that is my un-
derstanding from the President.

Mr. GIAIMO. My understanding was
that we were talking at the time about
Cambodia and Laos. We are now intro-
ducing North and South Vietnam which
is a subject of great controversy in thea
other body at the present time between
the administration and those who are
trying to work out a selution to this, and
I understand that there is administra-
tion opposition to the inclusion of North
and South Vietnam.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. 1T am not com-
menting on any such opposition. I am
simply stating what T believe, that the
commitment I have made is broad in
that the bombing in Cambodia is a part
of that overall.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield so I may ask a question
of the minority leader?

Mr. GIAIMO. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.
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Mr. YATES. May I ask the minority
leader to tell the House what the subject
of his conversation was and what the
commitment of the President was?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I came back and said in a few sen-
tences, which I will try to repeat as ac-
curately as I can remember them, that I
told the President of the statement I had
made on the floor of the House, summar-
izing it as best I could in approximately
10 minutes, where I had taken 30 min-
utes on the floor on the same subject. I
asked him if I had his authority to re-
affirm those commitments, and the Pres-
ident said “Yes.”

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I take it
the statement the gentleman made on
the floor of the House, and which will
appear in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, is
a commitment of the President of the
United States, is that right?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. To the best of
girn knowledge and personal contact with
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment close in 5 minutes.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
object.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment close in 10 minutes.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Members standing
at the time the unanimous consent re-
quest was made will be recognized for
three-quarters of a minute each.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CEDERBERG) .

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, as
far as I personally am concerned, T have
no strong feelings about this amend-
ment. If the gentleman from Connecti-
cut (Mr. Giatmo) is opposed to this
amendment and those over on the other
side of the aisle are opposed to it, in
the spirit of compromise, I shall be glad
to be against the amendment. It is all
right with me.

This is the first time I have ever had
a chanee to compromise with the gentle-
man from Connecticut and the gentle-
man from Ilinois, so let us vote the
amendment down. That is fine,

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I just
heard my name mentioned.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
understood the gentleman was opposed
to this amendment.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I am
prepared to vote for the amendment to
be offered by Mr. FrynT for the imme-
diate cutoff, but I cannot understand
why anybody, who favors stopping the
war in Indochina, should be opposed to
the amendment offered by Mr. Evans
of Colorado.

This amendment represents a broad-
ening of the language offered by the
commitiee. The committee compromise,
I think, is likely to carry even though
a number of Members will continue to
support the Flynt position. If the com-
mittee position does prevail, then surely
it is much better if the language includes
North and South Vietnam as well as
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Cambeodia and Laos. This will also bring
it into conformity with the assurance
we received today from the minority
leader,

Therefore, I urge the Members to
support the amendment of the gentle-
man from Colorado, and then, if they
will, to vote for the Flynt amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Colorado
and I hope the House will do likewise.

He has expanded the language to
make clear that it is the intent of Con-
gress and the law of the land, should this
bill pass, that no further military action
shall take place in any of Southeast Asia
without the President getting prior ap-
proval of the Congress. There are purists
in the House who see this bill as viola-
tive of a principle of both morality and
constitutionality.

Whereas I do not guarrel with those
determined to see in this bill an accom-
modation and a compromise, which at
this point in time is important to the
country and to this House, let me remind
the Members that I, with them, know
what has gone on in terms of military
activity in Southeast Asia and I have
consistently opposed it for a consider-
able period of time. I know what is going
on in terms of military activities and
I do not approve of it.

I see in this bill before us a real op-
portunity to express my support for a
law which will terminate what is going
on. In no way do I intend a negative
pregnant by this action which would
cancel out all of my previously expressed
opposition.

By having made the best of attempts
in terms of precisely what now is the
alternative and having seen that vetoed
and having faced the inability to over-
ride the veto, I am anxious to get on the
books a law which clearly establishes
the requirement for the President to come
to the Congress for any substantial ex-
tension of the activities which are cur-
rently underway and which I so ve-
hemently oppose, just as strongly morally
as any in the House and strongly legalis-
tically as any in the House.

Finally, with this bill passed and be-
hind us I believe we can get on with very
important substantive bills yet to be
faced some of which will continue to
address themselves to the constitutional
and moral issues. Others which are abso-
lutely necessitated in terms of the con-
tinuing ability ~f our country to operate
effectively both as to domestic and inter-
national questions. It is, I believe, at this
time important to demonstrate to our
people and to the world that this de-
mocracy can still function.

Mr. Chairman, I hope we will pass this
amendment and this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Indiana (Mr,
DENNIS) .

Mr. DENNIS. IMr. Chairman, we have
the word of the President, as I under-
stand it, and that of the minority leader
that the date of August 15 applies all
over Southeast Asia. I have always under-
stood that North and South Vietnam
were included in Southeast Asia. I can-
not quite see what this amendment is all
about.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEL-
LENBACK) .

Mr. DELLENBACEK. Mr. Chairman, I
just want to say as clearly as I can that
so far as I am concerned, in going along
with section 307, there is no express or
implied approval of any bombing prior
to that date. I find any argument on the
other side by anybody who has been at
any stage of the game talking about an
early pullout from Vietnam surprisingly
inconsistent, By saying this is the outer
cutoff date we certainly do not approve
anything before that date. Anybody who
ever before said we ought to be out of
Vietnam by a certain time cannot be said
to have approved being in Vietnam until
that time. They did not mean that.
Equally so by setting here a cutoff date
for bombing we do not mean that we
approve bombing until that date.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from California (Mr. VY-
SEY).

Mr. VEYSEY. Mr, Chairman, I see no
problem in accepting the amendment of
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
Evans). To me, it is cléarly within the
spirit of compromise on both sides. It is
implementation of the offer of the Presi-
dent, extended to us this morning in the
House by the distinguished minority lead-
er Mr. Forp. The extension of the August
15 cutoff date to include all of Southeast
Asia, and that adds North and South
Vietnam to Laos and Cambodia,
strengthens the bill, and spells out the
agreement. The President will, under-
stand, sign the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I see no validity in the
argument which has been raised that
this amendment on the bill specifically
authorizes any military activity in
Southeast Asia. Nor do I see that this
touches on the issue of the constitutional
powers of the President or of the Con-
gress. It is simply a negotiated com-
promise of a thorny issue, and I con-
gratulate all parties for their thoughtful
consideration.

I urge acceptance of the amendment
provided a point of order is not passed.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr.
KEmp) .

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield back
my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
Evans).

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, may I speak to my friends on this
side for just a moment. Two things wor-
ried me for many years on Vietnam. No.
1 was, would any President, not just
President Nixon, agree to cut it off? No.
2 was, when?

It seems to me we have the personal
assurances of the minority leader that
the President has personally spoken fo
him in agreement that he shall cease
military activities in Southeast Asia by
August 15.

That satisfies me. I have been wonder-
ing if we ever could get such an assur-
ance. Having that assurance, I do not
see how any of us who in the past have
voted to cut off military action in 60 days,
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or 120 days, can now be concerned and
sensitive about 45 days.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YouUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I yield back my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
HEINZ)

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise to strongly sup-
port the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. Evans). The
amendment would include North and
South Vietnam in the committee pro-
hibition against American involvement
in hostile military activity in Cambodia
or Laos after August 15, 1973, without the
advance and express approval of the
Congress.

In adding North and South Vietnam
to the prohibition, we are materially
and substantively reducing the likeli-
hood that this Nation will ever again
reinvolve itself any further in the type
of tragic conflict that we have seen in
Indochina for over a decade.

As I think is clear from my colloquy a
few moments ago with the distinguished
minority leader, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. GeEraLp R, Forp), adop-
tion of this amendment would be con-
sistent with the expressed intent of the
President—as stated by the minority
leader—that the United States will not
engage in hostilities, directly or indirect-
ly, in any part of Indochina. As I under-
stand the President’s position, this
means he will sign into law a complete
prohibition on this Nation’s military
role in Indochina, with the prohibition
becoming effective in just over 45 days.

If the Evans amendment is accepted,
we will then have an even more im-
portant vote. We will vote on whether
to substitute instead an immediate pro-
hibition of the support of military ac-
tivities, including bombing, in or over
Laos and Cambodia. A vote against this
amendment to be offered by Mr. FLYNT,
is identical to voting against the better-
known “Eagleton Amendment.”

I have given this vote a great deal of
serious thought.

Five times this week I have voted for
an immediate halt to the bombing in
Laos and Cambodia. On Monday 1 twice
supported the so-called “Eagleton
Amendment” to H.R. 7447, the original
supplemental appropriation bill. This in-
cludes my voting against the substitute
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas (Mr, MaHoN) . As is now his-
tory, the “Mahon Amendment,” which
postponed the bombing prohibition until
September 1, 1973, was defeated on a tie
vote, 204 for to 204 against and 1 pres-
ent. Each of the 204 of us who voted
against the Mahon amendment may
truthfully consider each of our votes the
“deciding vote".

Again on Tuesday, during considera-
tion of the continuing appropriations bill,
House Joint Resolution 636, I voted three
times to maintain the prineiple of an im-~
mediate bombing halt in Laos and Cam-
bodia. Had I been present for the vote
on Wednesday, I would have voted to
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override the President's veto of H.R. 7447,
the supplemental appropriations bill we
first considered on Monday.

But at this moment, we are confronted
with a different and more difficult ques-
tion.

It is clear that it is the will of the Con-
gress, as evidenced by the five House
votes I referred to earlier, that U.S. mili-
tary activities in Laos and Cambodia
cease forthwith. On the other hand, the
constitutionally required two-thirds ma-
jority of both the House and Senate to
override a presidential veto does not ex-
ist, as signified by Wednesday's vote. In
effect, we are at a legislative impass that
might be broken in one of two ways.

The first is for the House to seek a
way of resolving the impasse by taking a
different road to achieve its objective.

The second possibility the permuta-
tions and outcome of which are unclear,
is confrontation. This would be achieved
by continued congressional insistence on
an immediate halt to military action in
Laos and Cambodia, followed by Presi-
dential vetoes. I can imagine the con-
tinuation of this scenario at Ileast
through July 15, at which point it is pos-
sible, although not certain, that a Gov-
ernment financial crisis would force
capitulation of the President.

It is argued that any change in the
House position is a compromise, and that
any compromise implies congressional
sanction of an unauthorized and uncon-
stitutional activity, namely, the con-
tinued bombing of Cambodia.

Certainly, the bombing of Cambodia is
unauthorized; it is based on no treaty
commitment to Cambodia, and therefore
is not a constitutional exercise of the
power of the President, even in the role
of Commander in Chief of the Armed
Forces. But it is not true that any action
this House may take today necessarily
sanctions or implies even remotely the
sanction of any bombing of Cambodia
at any time. In fact, the legislative his-
tory established this week in both the
House and Senate establishes beyond
any doubt whatsoever that the Congress
does not, I repeat not, sanction any such
actions.

I prefer to believe instead that there
exists the opportunity for the House to
determine at this moment in time, a
comprehensive policy for not only end-
ing our military actions in Cambodia, but
also for preventing any future unwanted
reinvolvement of any kind in any part
of South or North Vietnam, as well as
Cambodia or Laos. Not only can we es-
tablish such a policy, but based on the
previous cGiscussion here with the minor-
ity leader, we can expect the policy to be
signed by the President, giving it the full
force of the law of the land.

It is particularly important to recog-
nize that this establishes, with cer-
tainty, a precedent of incalculable value.
It would establish the principle that the
President—this President or any Presi-
dent—must come to the Congress for ad-
vance authorization before committing
this Nation to a conflict that is occasion-
ed by anything except an act of war
against the United States.

In the longer view, this may well be
a precedent that we should establish
here today without further delay.
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It troubles me, however, that in estab-
lishing this precedent, that the unau-
thorized bombing of Cambodia might
continue even one extra day. And it is
possible by taking this action that the
costly and deadly air attacks in Cam-
bodia and Laos could result in being
prolonged.

I have thought about this possibility
over and over during the course of
today's debate, and I believe that the
actual effect of rejecting the amendment
to be offered by Mr, FrynT in favor of
the alternative I have spoken to would in
fact be otherwise. I say this for these
reasons.

Regardless of what date certain we set
today, whether immediate or 45 days
from now, the inescapable fact is
that we will have set a definite, certain
date for the termination of our military
involvement. This immediately removes,
in every case, that incentive or “pres-
sure” that the administration contends
it needs to negotiate an agreement with
the parties in Cambodia. This being the
case, the effect of bombing on the nego-
tiations is negligible, if any, as months
and months of previous bombing have
not accomplished an agreement to date.
It follows necessarily that the current
secret Cambodian negotiations will be
concluded independently of whether the
bombing continues any longer. It is my
belief that those negotiations will be con-
cluded within the next 10 days, and in
any event before July 15, which is the
earliest the Congress, by brute force,
could terminate the bombing. It is there-
fore inconceiveable to me that there is
any logic to the bombing continuing be-
yond the next few days. I do concede
that logic has rarely appeared to prevail
in our seemingly endless involvement in
Indochina. But for once, I think the logic
of the situation is absolutely clear to all,
including the Pentagon and others, that
more bombing can only be a wasteful,
unsupportable and possibly counter-pro-
ductive act.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, T have con-
cluded after considerable soul search-
ing that the benefits to our Nation and
posterity by establishing in law today
the principle of congressional preroga-
tive in determining so fundamental a
question as that of war or peace out-
weigh the risks associated with the other
course.

Accordingly, should the Evans amend-
ment prevail, which I believe it should
and will, I will vote to oppose the amend-
ment offered by Mr. FLYNT.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
RIEGLE) .

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Chairman, in this
brief time I should just like to take note
of the fact that the Congress has indeed
already expressed itself that it would like
the bombing and war actions to stopnow,
not 45 days from now.

I believe we ought to at least have a
fraction of a second to speak for those
people who are bound to be killed in the
next 45 days. I do not mean just Cam-
bodians and Laotians, but Americans as
well.

We should point out that no grant of
war power now exists. Our bombing pol-
icy is illegal and inhuman. What we are
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being asked to create today is a grant of
war power for 45 days.

We are being told that we must give
belated congressional approval to the
bombing and killing. The President is
saying in effect “if you will withdraw
your objection to my bombing—and help
me bomb for 45 more days—then I will
stop.” We are told that we must join the
lawbreaking and killing in order to
finally stop it. It is a shameful sugges-
tion—Executive blackmail.

I would hope we would not surrender.
I believe we ought to stand firm and in-
sist that the bombing stop now. We have
no right to take the lives of those that
will be killed by American military ef-
forts during the next 45 days. I implore
my colleagues—let us stop the killing
now.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlewoman from New York
(Ms. ABzUG) .

(By unanimous consent, Ms. Aszuc
yielded her time to Mr. Giaimo) .

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
GIAaIMO) .

Mr. GIATMO. Mr. Chairman, in the
spirit of compromise I also will change
my mind and support the amendment,
but I should like to read a press release
clipping that just came off the wire,
that says:

Other war critics, including Sens. Clifford
P, Case, R-N.J., and Frank Church, D-Idaho,
were said to be agreeable to the Aug. 15
date—but only if it applies to all of Indo-
china, the two Vietnams as well as Laos and
Cambodia.

The White House reportedly was willing
to accept Aug. 15—but only for Laos and
Cambodia—leaving its hands free for any
possible future U.8. military action in North
and South Vietnam,

So I am not quite sure where the House
and the other body stand at the moment,
vis-a-vis each other.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Manson) to close debate on the amend-
ment.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, in view of
the report of the conversations between
the minority side and the President and
the assurances of the minority leader,
I will not oppose the amendment.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Colorado (Mr. EvANs).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRE. FLYNT

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FrywT: Page 57,
line 21, Strike out all of section 307 and
insert a new section 307, as follows:

Sgc. 307. None of the funds herein appro-
priated under this Act or heretofore appro-
priated under any other act may be ex-
pended to support directly or indirectly
combat activities in, over or from off the
shores of Cambodia or in or over Laos by the
U.S. forces.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, I offer this
amendment pursuant to the rule which
brings this second supplemental appro-
priation to the floor of the House today.
I offer it in continuing good faith because
the Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives have the right to decide by
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their vote whether they want this war to
stop now or to continue for 45 more
days.

Mr. Chairman, to adopt section 307 as
it appears in the bill will amount to
ratifying everything that has gone on
in Southeast Asia during the past 9 years
and would amount to an unlimited dec-
laration of war from now until August 15,
1973. A declaration of war against whom?
Against whom are we continuing to fight
in Cambodia and Laos and for what pur-
pose?

Mr. Chairman, the bombing that is go-
ing on in Southeast Asia today is un-
doubtedly as intensive as it has ever been
at any time during the entire period of
this tragic military involvement by
géis' forces on the peninsula of Southeast

a.

Mr. Chairman, if it is wrong to con-
tinue this war after August 15, it is wrong
to continue it 1 hour beyond today.

I recognize that certain statements
have been made by the distinguished mi-
nority leader here today, whose word, of
course, I always respect and accept with-
out hesitation or reluctance. If we are to
accept this so-called compromise, make
no mistake about it, the language of
section 307 in the bill is no compromise
at all. It is an admission that previous
efforts to stop this tragic war have been
a mistake.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that my amend-
ment will be adopted. If the other body
sees fit to put in the language of section
307, then we could come back to con-
ference perhaps within a matter of hours
and resolve this thing once and for all.
I hope that the House will stand by the
position which it has consistently taken
since May 10. This bill passed the House
on May 10 of this year, and it was stalled
in conference for 2 to 3 weeks before it
was ever brought back to the House of
Representatives for vote on a conference
report. When the conference report was
brought back in disagreement, the House
rejected a motion which was almost
identical to the one which is contained
in section 307 today.

‘The House spoke very clearly then and
subsequently spoke even more clearly,
when the veto message came back, by a
vote of 241 to 173, and the House position
was again affirmed.

The language of my amendment would
have been offered on May 10, 1973, when
we first had this bill before us, but it was
clearly legislation on an appropriation
bill and therefore would have been ruled
out of order. Today we have this lan-
guage before us made specifically in or-
der by the rule which brings this appro-
priation bill to the floor of the House.

Mr. Chairman, it is my hope that the
House will recognize section 307 as what
it is; it is by no means a compromise in
the true sense of the word but, rather,
it is a surrender by the legislative branch
to the executive branch of the Govern-
ment at a time when the people of the
United States would stand behind the
legislative branch of the Government if
it adopts my amendment here today.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of
the amendment which I have offered.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Georgia.
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He is correct; to adopt this amend-
ment is to give sanction to a war for an
interim period of six long and bloody and
costly weeks. We have not previously
given that approval. We have done many
foolish things in this body. The Gulf of
Tonkin resolution is a monument to the
foolishness of the House of Representa-
tives and of the other body making up
the Congress of the United States. But
at this moment we ought to, if it calls
for giving up the break for the 4th of
July, if it calls for a Saturday session or
a Monday session or a Tuesday session,
still we ought to say to the President on
this point, “Mr. President, we will not
surrender to you.”

Mr. Chairman, we are the House of
Representatives. We here speak for the
people and we here have accountability
to the people. The people by every de-
vice have shown how very repugnant to
them is the continuation of this war
even for 1 additional day. We should not
permit it.

It is not the first time that the Presi-
dent and the Congress have disagreed. I
recall one time where we took a bill
back to President Eisenhower in almost
identical form three times. Twice it was
vetoed and the third time it was signed
into law.

This is a time when we should con-
sider carefully the veto message and then
send back our strong and our loud voice,
“Mr. President, we do not concur.”

The mere fact of the inability to over-
ride and in effect the unwillingness of
the overwhelming majority to subscribe
to a doctrine of minority government
whereby the support of one-third only of
one House is given and the President
himself overrides the will of the vast ma-
jority of the American people continues
to contribute to the instability of the
dollar around the globe and continues to
destroy the credibility of this Nation and
continues to drain its resources at a time
when the great Committee on Appropria-
tions is grappling with some of the most
monumental fiscal problems ever con-
fronted. During these 6 weeks we can
drop another $36 million.

How tiny an amount that seems in
context with the military program. How
large it seems in context with human-
oriented programs.

I think this House ought to examine
its conscience. It ought to be firm in its
convictions. It ought to be willing to
stay here until hell freezes over to pre-
vent a continuation of all senseless
slaughter of people. We will accomplish
not one thing by their destruction.

I recall vividly in October of last year
when the word leaked out that we had
peace. I recall the days that went on
and on and on, until December, waiting
for the signing of an agreement by Dr.
Kissinger. And I recall now, on the third
protoeol, how elusive that peace has be-
come, that absolute peace.

But I do know that we here today have
the power to terminate this senseless
war, this war we are not committed to
win, nor have we been committed to win
for many years. Let us stop it now.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the reguisite num-
ber of words, and I rise in support of
the amendment.
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Mr. Chairman, I think we are victims
today of a draw play. The gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. GeraLp R. Forp)
says the President says that the war will
end on August 15. I was always told by
my daddy never to trust verbal agree-
ments, because there are so many differ-
ent ways of fudging on them, you know,
no matter how honest and decent the
people are.

Remember, furthermore, that men are
going to die between now and August 15,
and Congress is going to be asked today
to authorize that, however implicitly.

You say it is not an authorization, but
supposing you, as a father, said to your
daughter, “Your allowance will be cut
off if you have improper relations with
that young man after August 15.” Would
not she be able to interpret this as some
kind of sanction of her misbehavior be-
tween now and then?

The gentleman from Mississippi says
that if this bill does not pass the war
will go on. But, remember, the House
has passed a continuing resolution, which
the Senate is almost certain to take, and
under the terms of which, whether it
passes or not, no money can be spent.

We have been told a lot about the need
for the funds in the second supplemen-
tal. We were told we absolutely had to
have the money. My office just this morn-
ing contacted Miss O'Hanian, Deputy
Chief Disbursing Officer of the Treasury,
who has told me that not a single agency
has called to say that it has no funds
to pay operating expenses as a result of
the veto of the second supplemental. So
we were told one thing 6 weeks ago and
it has never come to pass.

Mr. Brazier, the Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary to the Comptroller, had said in
early May that if the Department of De-
fense did not receive transfer authority
in the second supplémental the DOD
would have to “Stand down forces, make
major reductions in scheduled training,
freeze personnel enlistments and promo-
tions.” However, today when my of-
fice called Mr. Brazier's office, the Spe-
cial Assistant was unable to say that a
single -one of these “drastic actions” had
been taken.

What kind of credibility is this? We
are being asked to authorize a war to
continue for 45 days when we do not even
know what the war is all about. We are
fighting the little Communist with our
leit arm; we are helping the big Com-
munist with our right arm, feeding them,
giving them grain and technical help, and
we are embracing—or at least the Presi-
dent is—the top Communist with both
arms. For this kind of a war we are ask-
ing young men to risk giving up the only
lives they are ever going to live. I support
this move of the gentleman from Georgia
to end this bombing now.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Flynt amendment. I should like to tell
the Members a little story about another
alleged understanding with the White
House back in 1964. In 1964 when the
Gulf of Tonkin resolution was before the
Senate, Senator NeLson of Wisconsin,
was going to offer an amendment to make
clear that no language in that Tonkin
resolution would imply that we could
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send large numbers of men and arms to
Vietnam. Later he withdrew that amend-
ment and voted for the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution, because of good faith assur-
ances which he received from Senator
FuLBrIGHT, who was the spokesman for
the administration on the floor at that
time that the amendment was not
needed, and that it was the position of
the administration that the language of
the Gulf of Tonkin resolution in no way
implied that the Congress would be en-
dorsing the use of large numbers of
troops in Vietnam. Those assurances were
given in good faith by Senator FULBRIGHT.

What we are being asked to do here
today is to buy a second so-called un-
derstanding with the White House, which
is not in writing. There is no way that I
would accept any agreement with the
White House on this issue, be that man a
Democrat or Republican, unless that
message was in writing in a message
which was sent directly to this House and
signed by the President.

It has been suggested by the chairman
of this committee that there is a time
for compromise and that the true states-
men are the people who know when to
compromise. I would suggest to the
Members that true statesmen also know
when to stand, and this is a time to
stand. This is not a time to state for the
first time that we will give the President
authority to bomb in Cambodia.

I urge the Members’ support of the
amendment of the gentleman from
Georgia.

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

Mr. Chairman, I think it is time to let
my friends on the other side of the
Chamber in on a secret. They won. They
have won. This is not a measure which
extends the war. There is a war going on
right now. This is a measure which says
that the war is going to be over. You won.
Would you rather keep fighting than
win? Why in the world would anybody
not accept this amendment? Look at
what you won. Not only are we not going
to take any military action over Laos and
Cambodia after August 15, but not over
North or South Vietnam either.

In my opinion, the President has gone
the whole way to agree with the Congress
of the United States after August 15. Ac-
tually, of course, we are being asked to
take the word of the President of the
United States on two things. One is
that he actually means this—and I have
every reason to believe that he does—
and also that there is a good reason why
we should not end the bombing today,
which would end on August 15.

Mr. Chairman, the track record of the
President is pretty good insofar as ne-
gotiations on wars are concerned.

I would like to point out to the Mem-
bers again that we had 548,000 people
fighting in Southeast Asia not too long
ago. I would like to point out to the
Members again that there is no war that
involves Americans in North or South
Vietnam today. I would like to point out
to the Members again also that there are
negotiations to end the war in Cambodia
and hopefully to establish a government
in that country which is capable of main-
taining the peace. You gentlemen have
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won, so there is not any reason why we
should not proceed to a vote on the
amendment and a vote on the bill, send it
to the other body and get on with it.

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

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I assure the gentleman
I intend to oppose the present amend-
ment and support the bill as brought to
the floor with section 307, to end the
bombing. :

Mr. Chairman, in this hour of con-
stitutional crisis, and of a very real con-
frontation between the legislative and
executive branches of our Federal Gov-
ernment, there is presented in the sec-
ond supplemental appropriation bill
(H.R. 9055) an opportunity to resolve
the differences between the President
and the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I am committed to a
position to end the bembing and other
combat activities by American forces in
Southeast Asia. This measure—as now
presented—contains a firm and unequiv-
ocal assurance that all of such Ameri-
can combat activities will be ended on
or before August 15. In addition, we have
a commitment from the President of the
United States that no combat activities
will be undertaken in Laos or Cambodia
after that date without express authority
of the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion section
307 of the pending bill, coupled with the
assurances given by the President, pro-
vide a constructive and rational resolu-
tion of the dilemma in which we find
ourselves today.

Mr. Chairman, it is my further posi-
tion that enactment of this legislation
will enable us to meet our obligations—
as set forth in the numerous categories
covered in this crucial approriations
bill. Accordingly, enactment of this
measure as well as the continuing reso-
lution which provides the funds for other
Federal activities and obligations—is es-
sential to the orderly conduct of our Gov-
ernment.

Mr. Chairman, by voting today on
H.R. 9055 in the form as presented to the
House, we can meet our constitutional
responsibilities with respect to the fiscal
management of our Government—and
also to prohibit the use of American
combat forces—at an early date in a
continuing military conflict to which the
people of our Nation are strongly op-
posed.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman,
just in a spirit of levity, we have been
discussing this for several weeks. I see
many Members here standing for rec-
ognition. I was going to ask unanimous
consent that all debate on this amend-
ment and other amendments should end
by August 15, but I will withhold that.

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

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

Chairman,
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Mr. ADDABSO. Mr. Chairman, my
colleague has said we have won, but all
we have won is “no other funds hereto-
fore appropriated.” We have not gone
as far as “any funds which will be in a
continuing resolution which goes be-
yond the end of July.”

Mr. RHODES. I think my friend, the
gentleman from New York, knows full
well when this formula is established
that the same formula will be used in
the continuing resolution and on the
debt limit, too.

Mr. ADDABBO. I would ask the gen-
tleman, if he is a conferee will he sup-
port this language in the continuing res-
olution?

Mr. RHODES. I give the gentleman
my word, if ¥ am a conferee I will.

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

Mr. RHODES, I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, do we un-
derstand the commitment of the Presi-
dent of the United States is to August
15 no matter what the legislation says?

Mr. RHODES. I was not asked to say
anything about what the President of
the United States said.

Mr. YATES. That is what the gentle-
man just answered.

Mr. RHODES. No. The gentleman
asked me what I would do as a conferee
and I told him,

Mr. ROBISON of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I join the gentleman from Arizona
and others in opposition to the Flynt
amendment, as now pending.

I suspect it will be said, in some quar-
ters, that my present position on the
Flynt amendment—when taken together
with my present intention to vote for the
expanded antibombing language as now
contained in section 307 of the bill, rep-
resents a shift in my previously expressed
opposition to further combat operations
by U.S. forces in Southeast Asia, as evi-
denced by both my past votes and state-
ments.

There are some who will see my deci-
sions, today, in that light—but I would
urge them to first carefully consider the
drastically and, indeed, dramatically
changed situation that pertains here in
this Chamber this afternoon.

Before addressing myself further to
that situation, I would like to make men-
tion of the fact that—until an hour or so
ago—it had been my firm intention to
attempt to help us arrive at a viable and
reasonable compromise of the differences
that divide President and Congress on
this issue by offering an amendment to
section 307 of the committee bill which
would have changed the effective date
of the bombing prohibition from August
15, 1973, to August 1, 1973. Although the
remarks I had prepared in support of
such an amendment do not now pertain,
since I do not now intend to offer such
an amendment, those remarks do help
explain my reasoning on this whole, com-
plex problem facing us as of this morn-
ing and, thus, further help explain my
subsequent decisions this afternoon.

I would have begun those remarks by
attempting to describe the situation fac-
ing us—as I saw it—in these words:

Mr. Chairman—my colleagues—f{rom near-
15’ every vantaga pomt these are dark days for
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this Nation; and it is fair to state we stand
at this moment on the brink of its worst
gerious Constitutional crisis since the days
immediately preceding the outbreak of our
Civil War.

Those words still certainly apply—al-
though it is now my hope that, in light
of the action we prepare to take here in
a few moments, that constitutional crisis
may now be averted. In any event—since,
for the moment, whether or not such
proves to be the case still depends on
action to follow in the other body—after
saying I was primarily directing my in-
tended remarks at those of you who
voted, as I did, against Chairman Ma-
HoN's motion on Monday to defer until
September 1 the effect of the antibomb-
ing language inserted in the first version
of this supplemental appropriation bill,
I intended to make these further ob-
servations:

Although I agree with those others who
have argued that the pending Continuing
Resolution is probably the best vehicle on
which to fight out this issue, this is still the
issue that divides us—and further divides
the Congress from the President—and there
can be no doubt that whatever action we
take on this issue, now, will set the pattern
for its disposition on both that Continuing
Resolution, when it comes back to us, and
on such other vehicles as may be affected.

Mr. Chairman, we are rapidly painting our-
selves into separate corners on this issue—
with few brush strokes remaining on either
side. On one hand, we have the Majority
Leader in the other body vowing to attach
an immediate bombing ban to every bill com-
ing before him until, as he puts it, *. . . the
will of the people prevails. On the other
hand, we have a beleaguered but determined
President clinging to his position that any
bombing ban could ‘cripple or destroy’ his
diplomatic efforts to achleve a cease-fire be-
tween contending forces in Cambodia. The
final element in the equation that spells out
‘deadlock,’ is the existence in this body of a
dedicated one-third-plus-one—or more—bloc
of votes sufficient to sustain any and all
Presidential vetoes of measures containing
bombing bans unacceptable to the President.

Finally, after having thus attempting
to describe the seriousness of the stale-
mate we were walking into, I intended to
use these words to detail our options and
our attitude toward them:

Our options have dwindled down to two.
We—President and Congress, that is—can
continue on our present courses until we
bring, and not many days off now, the whole
structure of our Federal government crash-
ing down wupon us. Or, we can work to-
gether—and I stress together—to fashion a
viable and reasonable compromise of our
differences on this issue in order to avoid
such a national disas*-r.

This Republic has withstood a good deal
of battering in the past but one has to won-
der—gliven our present situation—if it could
withstand the additional kind of burden
some of us seem prepared to load upon it.

It is all well and good to thunder our chal-
lenges down Pennsylvania Avenue about the
“will of the people” or to declare that we are
standing on “principle” in that, to provide
the President with any additional time, would
be to “condone the bombing,” and I suspect
those kinds of speeches are far more fun to
deliver than this, which I trust will be ac-
cepted as a plea for reason.

Mr. Chairman, I then intended to end
that “plea for reason”—and argument
in support of my intended amendment—
by saying further that I was heartened
by the new willingness on the part of the
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President to compromise with us, as evi-
denced by his spokesmen’s advance of a
45-day deferral date as opposed to the
earlier 60-day one, and I was prepared fo
urge that Congress must now be equally
willing to compromise.

Then, it would have been my argu-
ment that, on any issue as deeply divisive
as this one—and on which competing
points of view were so badly polarized—
I felt it necessary that the contestants
meet eac. other half way. In support of
that point of view, I would have said:

The President wants—and, by his lights,
needs—time. He has now indicated that some
forty-five days will suffice. It is wunclear
what is so magical about forty-five days, so
I think it has to be asked—particularly in
view of the more-difficult situation in the
other body—if thirty days would not equally
suffice.

Hence, I offer this amendment to defer the
effect of the anti-bombing language now
presented to us until after August 1, 1973, in
lieu of August 15, 1973. I urge its careful
consideration, for I believe it is the best way
out of our dilemma one can possbly hope
for from whatever point of view. And, if it
is adopted in this body, I would further urge
that we here and now commit ourselves to
hold to such date In whatever negotiations
may subsequently ensue regarding the same
with the other body.

My final intended remarks would have
closed with a plea to “let us have done
with arguments over who is ‘right’ and
who is ‘wrong’ on this issue,” and with
the further argument that “the para-
mount need—the overriding issue—is
now that of insuring the continuity of
the Government in and for this Nation.”

In any event, Mr. Chairman, the reve-
lations by the minority leader earlier
this afternoon of the new disposition on
the part of the President to consider
what clearly appears to be “the will of
the people” on the question of further
U.S. combat operations in Southeast
Asia; of his disposition to accept that
will, even if only after a further period of
not to exceed 45 days of such operations;
and—most importantly—of his disposi-
tion to move us back closer to constitu-
tional government in that he has agreed,
through the minority leader, not to re-
new military operations of any kind in
Southeast Asia after August 15 without
first consulting with Congress, all repre-
sent substantial concessions on the part
of the President of a nature sufficient to
encourage me to accept that as a “trade-
off” against the additional 15 days of
possible bombing raids in Cambodia that
I am prepared to give him.

I have already been asked by the news
media: “Does that now mean that I ‘con-
done’ such bombing?” To that question,
my answer has been, “No”—in further
explanation of which I have sought to
point out that such bombing is now go-
ing on; that, despite my past and, es-
pecially, my recent votes designed to end
it, those votes—given the situation I ear-
lier described—have not been, and ap-
parently will not be, enough.

I long ago learned, here, that as wiser
heads than mine have noted, “Politics is
the art of the possible.” Put another way,
the older I get the more clearly I under-
stand the fact that life, itself, is a succes-
sion of “tradeoffs”—of compromise, in
one fashion of another, not with one’s
basic prineiples but of a sort designed to
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achieve one’s basic purposes. Nowhere
does that lesson become clearer than
here, in the Halls of Congress.

In any event, Mr. Chairman, I tend
to believe that today is, after its own
fashion, destined to be a historic day.
We have here reached, I believe, at long
last, our final, and determinative, votes
on the issue of the war in Southeast
Asia—an issue that has for so long di-
vided and polarized public attitudes in
this Nation, and for so long exacerbated
relations as between President and Con-
gress, and equally for so long restricted
our common and collective ability to
concentrate on other, more important
issues upon the wise resolution of which
more clearly rests he future of this Na-
tion and its citizens.

I further think—and am most happy
to expiess the thought—that today
marks the specific end of the war in
Southeast Asia for the people of the
United States; and, in reflection, it seems
to matter less that its actual ending has
been possibly put off for some 45 days,
yet, than that the necessity to end it has
finally been accepted by all concerned.

8o, Mr. Chairman, let us now put be-
hind us—finally—the scars and trau-
mas of this long and difficult decade and
set our faces, hopefully, toward a new
and better day.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word and I rise in sup-
port of the Flynt amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I would not buy an
automobile or a radio without seeing a
written warranty. I do not propose to
buy a war in that way.

What is going to happen if the Flynt
amendment fails? We shall then have
ratified 45 more days of bombing. What
are the consequences of that?

Consequence No. 1. I would expect that
the President would continue, renew,
and perhaps even intensify the bombing,
in its full destruction and violence.

Consequence No. 2. The people against
whom this bombing is ostensibly di-
rected, the Communists of one sort or
another, are in the tradition of soldiers
who know that if they can only hold
out for 45 days they have got it made,
and they are going to make a retrograde
movement to the rear, to Laos or North
Vietnam or wherever they can find a
hole, so they do not get hurt.

Consequence No. 3. The old men and
the women and the children of Cambodia
who cannot make that retrograde move-
ment to the rear are going to find them-
selves killed and maimed and wounded
as in the past.

I am perfectly willing to be here on
the Fourth of July if that is the price of
not continuing the bombing.

I usually make a Fourth of July speech
at home which has a great deal of talk
about “We hold these truths to be self-
evident” and about “a decent respect for
the opinions of mankind.” I think both
can be perfectly relevant here on the
floor next Wednesday, if that is the way
it is going to be. We .can link them up
with the principle of stopping the bomb-
ing now.
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Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I realize that the Mem-
bers of this body are anxious to proceed
to a vote on the issue. However, I feel it
incumbent upon myself to announce my
position, because I assured the gentle-
man from Georgia (Mr. FLYynNT) when
we came into the Chamber earlier this
afternoon, that I was prepared to sup-
port his amendment, as indeed I did on
vesterday in the Rules Committee when
I was among those who voted for a rule
that would make it in order to give him
an opportunity to offer that amendment.

However, I feel that after listening to
the assurances of the distinguished mi-
nority leader in which, after personally
consulting with the President of the
United States, that he has given us what
I think is a very fundamental and his-
toric shift in the attitude of the Presi-
dent on the question of the role of Con-
gress in ending hostilities in Southeast
Asia. The assurance that the President
will come back to this body—to this Con-
gress on or after that date set forth in
section 307 to seek any further author-
ization that might be needed to carry
out hostilities, impels me to the judg-
ment that I am warranted this after-
noon in doing what I said I would not
earlier do. That is, to support this com-
promise as contained in section 307 of
the bill before us and as worked out by
the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. Chairman, it is not an easy deci-
sion for me to make, believe me. It is a
matter over which I have agonized in
recent days for many hours, because of
the conviction to which I have come
that on constitutional grounds, once the
agreement of January 27 was reached,
once the prisoners were sent home and
our troops were withdrawn, that there
was in fact no constitutional basis for
the President to continue hostilities in
Southeast Asia.

However, I feel that in the longer view
of history that I must take in this Cham-
ber this afternoon, we have now suc-
ceeded in convincing the President of
the United States, the administration,
that it will be necessary for them, 45
days hence, to come before the Congress
and get that advance authorization be-
fore any hostilities are continued. I
think that is a concession. I think that
is the kind of substantive change in
policy that can convince me that I ought
to compromise in this matter. I do not
sanction the bombing of Cambodia. How-
ever, I know of no quicker and more ef-
fective way of finally terminating those
hostilities than to establish this cutoff
date.

I would also agree with the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. RHopEs) that more
is involved than simply the funds that
are carried in this particular bill, If the
principle for which the distinguished
chairman of the committee (Mr. MAHON)
has argued is adopted, that the August 15
compromise be accepted, then I under-
stand that the conferees on the debt
ceiling bill are willing to go back to con-
ference and try to import that same prin-
ciple of compromise into that bill. That
is a bill we do need. We may be able
to get along without the funds in this
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supplemental appropriations bill. How-
ever, on the 30th of June the present
temporary debt ceiling expires. I under-
stand every week the Treasury has to
issue at least $4.2 billion worth of 90-
and 180-day bills to refinance the debt
of this Government. We simply then,
I think, would be faced with an intol-
erable situation. After June 30, 1973 if
we cannof separate this controversy over
the war in Cambodia from the clear
necessity of getting a bill passed that
will extend the debt ceiling.

Mr. Chairman, much as I am opposed
to the war in Cambodia and Southeast
Asia, I believe that for all of these rea-
sons and because I think those of us
who voted to override the Presidential
veto of this bill the other day were suc-
cessful in some measure in bringing
about a change in attitude and proclaim-
ing a willingness to compromise and a
willingness by the administration to con-
cede that this Congress must affirma-
tively act, before further hostilities in
Southeast Asia are undertaken, I am go-
ing to be willing this afternoon to vote
for section 307 and support the commit-
tee on the bill.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, there is no way that this
amendment can get through the other
body. The other body is not going to
capitulate on a debt ceiling or anything
else.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, in reply to the gentleman from
Massachusetts, I was told a few minutes
ago that the distinguished junior Senator
from Minnesota, Mr. HUMPHREY, wWas
among those who were leading an effort
in that body to try to secure acceptance
of the August 15 compromise.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, we have the word from the
majority leader of the other body that
there is no way they wili capitulate for
even 1 hour.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois, Mr. Chair-
man, I think we have to make the effort.
I would simply repeat in closing that I
think the effort has to be made. Those of
us who have with great difficulty taken a
position in opposition to our own Presi-
dent now have some assurance that we
can look forward to the situation with
greater hope that the powers and pre-
rogatives of this Congress with respect to
the warmaking power will be supported.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, GROSS TO THE

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLYNT

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
FLYNT).

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment Offered By Mr. Gross To The
Amendment Offered By Mr. FLYynNT: Strike out
“in, over or from off the shores of Cambodia
or in or over Laos”, and insert “in, over or
from any other sovereign state".

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment would make the amend-
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ment offered by the gentleman from
Georgia read as follcws:

None of the funds herein appropriated
under this Act or heretofore appropriated
under any other act may be expended to
support directly or indirectly combat activi-
ties in, over or from any other sovereign
state by United States Forces.

I offer this amendment to give the
Members of the House the opportunity
to go all the way and not just piecemeal.
There is a dangerous situation in the
Middle East that could erupt at any time.
I simply think that any legislation here
today in the nature of that offered by
the gentleman from Georgia should be
made to cover possible contingencies in
addition to Laos and Cambodia.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of my
amendment and yield back the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. Gross) to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. FLYNT),

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

RECORDED VOTE

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

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 57, noes 346,
not voting 30, as follows:

[Roll No. 313]

Baker
Bennett
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collins, Tex,
Conlan
Davis, Wis.
Dickinson
Fascell
Findley
Forsythe
Froehlich
Gibbons
Ginn
Gongzalez
Gross
Gubser
Guyer
Hanrahan

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Aspin
Bafalis
Barrett
Beard
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggi
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco

Bray
Breckinridge

AYES—57

Hays

Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoski
Hungate
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Colo,
Jones, Okla,
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Eetchum
Leggett

Long, Md.
McClory
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mazzoli

Miller
Montgomery
Mosher

NOES—346

Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla,
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cochran

Moss

Parris
Poage
Rarick
Riegle
Rousselot
St Germain
Saylor
Skubitz
Snyder
Steed
Sullivan
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Towell, Nev,
‘Wampler
Young, Fla.
Zablockl
Zwach

Cohen
Collier
Collins, I11.
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Danlel, Robert
w., Jr,
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Devine
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Dulskl
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du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fish

Flood

Flowers

Flynt

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,

William D,
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gilman
Goldwater
Goodling
Grasso
Green, Pa.
Grover
Gude
Gunter
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-

schmidt

Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hawkins
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Henderson
Hicks

Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifleld
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Earth
Keating
Eemp

Eing
Eluczynski
EKoch
EKuykendall
Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lehman
Lent

Litton
Long, La.
Lott

Lujan
McCloskey
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McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McPall
McEKay
McKinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mallliard
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mayne
Meeds
Melcher
Metealfe
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead,

Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix
Obey
O'Brien
O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Podell
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, 111,
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reid
Reuss
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.¥Y.
Rodino
Roe

ers

Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
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Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Schroeder
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Sisk
Slack
Smith, JTowa
Smith, N.Y.
Spence
Stanton,
J. William
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz,
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Treen
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Walsh
Ware
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolff
Wright
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Ga.
Young, Iil.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zion

NOT VOTING—30

Ashbrook
Ashley
Badillo
Bell
Blatnik
Breaux
Clark
Danielson
Dent
Derwinski

So the amendment to the amendment

was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced

Duncan

' Fisher

Fugua
Gray
Green, Oreg,

-Griffiths

Hansen, Wash,
Hébert

Hunt

Jones, Ala.

as above recorded.

Patman
Rooney, N.Y.
Ryan

Sandman
Btaggers
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Wilson, Bob
Wyatt

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. FLYNT).

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. RuHODES) raised a question
which I think is entitled to an answer.

In 1968 one of the worst of many hor-
rors of this war took place at a time
when the Congress and most of the peo-
ple in the country did not even know of
its occurrence.

I am referring to the terrible happen-
ings at a place called Mylai. When I read
about it in the magazines and news-
papers, I tried to recall what I was doing
in March of 1968 at the time that ter-
rible tragedy occurred. I realized that I
spent that week skiing with my family,
out at Vail, Colo. It has haunted me ever
since that at a time when death and
destruction were being rained down on
a small country and on innocent people,
and even though I had publicly protested
the war, I was out enjoying myself and
not doing everything in my power to
stop it.

Today we know what is happening in
Cambodia. Not one American has ever
been subjected to a raid by strategic
bombers dropping bombs from 50,000
feet. If they had, and if Members of this
House had been subjected to that, they
might have a different feeling about ci-
vilians being subjected to unseen terror
from the skies.

I cannot go home and enjoy the Fourth
of July recess having voted to continue
the rain of death and destruction, the
immoral rain, since there is no meaning-
ful justification for it, for 1 more hour.
That is the reason why I cannot vote for
this so-called compromise, which is, in
fact, no compromise at all.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Flynt amendment.

Mr. Chairman, 2 days ago I became a
certified “enemy” of the White House.

Messages and telegrams of congratu-
lations have poured into my office.

Friends and foes have told me that my
re-election on November 5, 1974—16
months from next Tuesday—is now
assured.

Only 18 members of the House of Rep-
resentatives have been certified as
“enemies” of the White House. Con-
sistent with its racist policies in other
areas of its activities the White House
has two lists of Members of the House—
one white and one black.

I was pleased to note that the White
House regularly updates this list of its
“enemies.”

Although I cannot guarantee any of
my colleagues that they will be placed
on the enemy list if they vote to termi-
nate the bombing in Cambodia today I
can guarantee them that if they vote for
the President’s policy, they run the risk
of being placed on another list, as yet
unrevealed of “friends” of the White
House.

Woe to the Member of Congress who
is unlucky enough to turn up on the list
of the “friends’” of the White House!

I feel fairly certain that if any Mem-
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ber of the House changed his position
today and voted to allow the President
6 more weeks of bombing in Cambodia
he would have a very good chance indeed
of having his name added to the list of
“friends” of the White House. .

I am opposed to 6 more weeks of bomb-
ing. I am opposed to 6 more days of
bombing. I am opposed to 6 more hours
of bombing. I am opposed to 6 more
minutes or 6 more seconds of bombing.

The monstrous proposition offered to
us by the Appropriations Committee is
not a “compromise.” It is a request for
a license to bomb for 45 more days in
exchange for some promise that the
White House will not veto this bill.

I hope that all friends and enemies
of the White House will reject this sordid
and gross proposition.

If you are interested in being re-
elected 14 months from next Tuesday I
urge you to aspire by your vote today
to get your name on the list of the
“enemies” nf the White House!

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous ennsent that all debate on
the Flynt amendment and all amend-
ments thereto close at 2:45 o'clock.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, I was recognized be-
fore the chairman got to his feet. Will
this limitation come out of my time?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole always pro-
tects the right of the chairman of the
committee which brings in the bill being
considered on the floor. The Chair did
not see the chairman when he looked at
the gentleman prior to recognizing the
chairman. The Chair was protecting the
chairman’s right to be helpful to the
Committee of the Whole in discussing
this bill.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, further
reserving the right to object, I am not
complaining but I am just wondering
whether the limitation is going to affect
my 5 minutes or not.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nized the gentleman from Texas.

Is there objection to the unanimous-
consent request?

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw the unanimous-consent request.

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

Mr. Chairman, a moment ago I voted
here against an amendment offered by
my good friend, the gentleman from
Iowa, in spite of the fact that in many
respects I sympathized with the gentle-
man and sympathized with his amend-
ment. If I had been free in my thinking
to merely follow my inclinations, I might
well have gone along with the gentleman,
but I voted “no” because it seemed to me
that, regardless of how I might feel in
my heart, it was really not responsible to
determine long-range, worldwide policy
for this Government on an amendment
offered on the spur of the moment to an
appropriation measure. I do not really
think it is responsible to do that on even
such a provision as section 307 to this
appropriation bill, and yet I am support-
ing section 307 in the committee’s bill
today.

On a number of occasions I have taken
the well and expressed the point of view
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that we should not determinc national
policy that way, and a great many times
I have said we should not have a cutoff
date because it did not make sense, be-
cause we are just telling the other side
they should keep going until then, and
then they are home free.

Yet today I am supporting that posi-
tion. Why? Beecause I think I can see
reality. The American people are tired
of bombing in Cambodia. I am tired of
bombing in Cambodia. Everybody is
tired of bombing in Cambodia. It goes
against our grain; it lies heavy on our
conscience. And we have reached that
point in this situation; but there are
some folks over here, apparently, who
cannot see reality yet.

As the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
RuoDpES) said, they have won, and they
do not seem to care. Why, the same peo-
ple who are supporting the Flynt amend-
ment talked here for years about setting
a cutoff date, and now we are setting a
cutoff date and they are voting against
it. That is exaetly what is happening
here this afternoon, these Members are
willing to jeopardize everything accom-
plished to date in Vietnam. They will not
let the President have 6 weeks to perfect
the peace. The Members here probably
remember the old story about the farmer
and his mule. The farmer used to take
a 2 by 4 and hit the mule over the head
right between the eyes. When they asked
him why, he said the enly reason he did
it was to get the mule's attention.

I recognize reality in this situation and
I am for the commitiee bill and I am
againsé this Flynt amendment; and I
just hope my friends over here, some of
them, will recognize it toe and not act
like the mule.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the pending amendment and all amend-
ments thereto close at 2:50 p.n.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Members standing
at the time the unanimous-consent
agreement was entered will be recog-
nized for approximately 1 minute each.

The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. ABzUG).

(By unanimous consent, Mr. AbpDABBO
yielded his time to Ms. Aszvue.)

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, this is the
only body which has the power to use
the appropriation process to determine
whether there should be war. This is, if
we accede to this “compromise,” the
first time we are approving the war in
Cambodia. Instead of just using the ap-
propriation power totally and cleanly
to stop the war, we are ceding a larger
power, the power to declare war, which
belongs only to the House of Repre-
sentatives and not to the President.

By giving this August 15 date, we are
giving power for war to the President.
This is a power he does not have under
the Constitution. It is a power that the
people do not want him to have. It is a
power that he will use to kill many in-
nocent people.

I believe that all of the discussion
which has taken place here on the floor
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is really quife irrelevant. Representa-
tions have been made about what the
President may have said, about what
some officials of the State Department
may have said, and yet we in the House
have had only one message from the
President, and that was the veto mes-
sage earlier this week on the Eagleton
amendment which is the only written,
direct word that the President has given
us on the question of how he feels about
this war. He has suggested that he be-
lieves that it would be “tragic” if con-
gressional action were to undo the ef-
forts that he has made to continue this
war in Cambodia.

This compromise has a very interest-
ing aspect, and that is that it would run
out on August 15, right in the middle of
our summer recess. You will all recall
that congressional recesses are Mr.
Nixon's favorite time for preeipitous
action, as any possible counteraction of
a unified nature is impossible until we
reconvene. For example, the illegal and
inhuman bombing of North Vietnam
last fall took place during the hiatus
between the 2d session of the 92d Con-
gress and the 1st session of the 93d.

A look back info history provides some
interesting suggestions as to Mr. Nixon’s
next move. In 1964, we had the Gulf of
Tonkin incident, in which two U.S. war-
ships were allegedly attacked off the
coast of North Vietnam. This allegation
later turned out to be false, but if pro-
vided the pretext for the longest, most
costly war in our history, a war utterly
without justification.

In 1939, Polish troops allegedly erossed
the German-Polish border to attack a
German radio station. This allegation
also turned out to be false, but it pro-
vided the pretext for Adolf Hitler's inva-
sion of Poland and the beginning of
World War II.

I am not an alarmist by nature, but I
am alarmed by what I see proposed here
today. I fully expect to hear, at some
point between now and August 15, some
claim of provocation reminiscent of the
Gulf of Tonkin incident or the Polish
border incident.

I urge you not to fall into this trap. I
urge you to stand firm against this
trickery and to agree to the Flynt
amendment, for those who do not heed
the past are condemned to repeat it,

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Flynt amendment
and ask the Members to think with me
about what section 307 of the Appropria-
tion bill does. Whether or not a Member
is for the war, they understand the argu-
ment against setting a date certain. be-
cause by doing so we Iose our bargaining
power. The other side knows we have to
withdraw. Therefore, I think if we are
continuing the war to better our bar-
gaining position, section 307 with its
August 15, 1973 cutoff makes no sense.

What reason could we have to bomhb
Cambodia for 6 more weeks? The only
reason I see is to strengthen the Lon Nol
regime.

Remember him? He is the Cambodian
leader who wanted to bomb rabbits be-
cause he thought they had explesives
strapped to their stomachs. He is the
Cambodian leader whose wizards sug-
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gested we sprinkle magic poofle dust to
protect Phnom Penh.

Do we think we ean strengthen this
regime by spending more money and
lives?

If we wish to strengthen the Lon Nol
regime we should send him psychiatrists,
not bembs. There are no positive facts
whatsoever for extending this conflict
any further. The war is illegal, immoral,
and any further expenditures fruitless
and senseless.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. Rog).

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman and Members
of the House, I have not spoken on this
issue, not because I am mot concerned
about it but perhaps I am too deeply con-
cerned about it.

I should like for the Members to listen
to me for a moment, just for a moment.
I know they have been listening for 4 or
5 days.

How many individual Members in this
House have ever in their experience been
in an air raid where their lives were in-
volved? How many have been in that
kind of & eireumstance in their lives?

How glib it is for all of us, or many of
us, to speak and say how terrible it is, or
for those on the other side, in part, who
would come back and dare to say, “We
need more time to kill. I am neither hawk
nor dove, but I am not a duck.”

I say to the Members: Think a minute
about letting those bombs rain on your
heads.

I stand in this well with a 3%-year
combat infantry record, when I was so
scared, and I am net ashamed to say it
on the floor of the House, until my teeth
chattered.

Just one more half second, if I may.
As we waited to cross the Rhine we had
to shovel away the dung of those people
who fought, who were so afraid.

Think about what it means to individ.
ual life.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes, the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. HupNUT) .

(By unanimous comsent, Messrs.
HupNuT, CoLLier, RurH, and SARasIy
vielded their time to Mr. ArRENDS.)

The CHATRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
ARENDS) .

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I simply
want te appeal to the Members of the
House this afternoon, now that we have
almost reached the end of debate as to
what we are going to do. Let us do it
emphatically, with an overwhelming vote
on the compromise.

I say this for one simple reason. What
this House now does will have great im-
pact on the gentleman on the other side
of the Capitol, and will be important as
to whether or not we are going to finish
the legislative program scheduled for
this week.

Let me repeat, I would hope that all of
us would do our best to give support to
this agreed-upon compromise, not to
make me happy or to make many others
happy, but being responsible we all have
to compromise on occasion. The longer
one serves here, the more this becomes a
fact of Iife.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman for Maryland, Mr.
GUDE) .

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Flynt amendment to the
second supplemental appropriations bill.

The House of Representatives has only
recently gone on record in support of an
immediate cutoff of funds for the ongoing
Indochina war. It would be most unfor-
tunate for the House to step back from
this position today and accept an ex-
tension until August 15, 1973, an addi-
tional 45 days of bombing.

Many of us were not in Congress when
the United States first began its slide
into the Vietnam quagmire. Others who
were here did not understand that by
their cooperation they were leading this
Nation into the most wasteful, futile,
self-destructive war in its history. Today,
however, we do not wear blinders. Today,
the wool cannot be pulled over our eyes
as it was when the Gulf of Tonkin resolu-
tion was passed.

Mr, Chairman, the debates over the
Indochina war that have been conducted
in this Chamber over the past decade
have nearly exhausted the topic, just as
our people are exhausted and fed up with
the war itself. Today, in this Nation we
have a multitude of domestic reasons to
deter us from further military adven-
tures. We have long since honored what-
ever commitment we had in Indochina.
Let us not pretend that a 45-day exten-
sion of the bombing will accomplish what
a major U.S, effort over the last decade
did not.

To postpone the ending of the bombing
and other military activities in Southeast
Asia is simply going to mean the loss of
more innocent lives in that ravaged land
as well as the lives of more American
pilots.

Make no mistake, the achievement of
a final and true peace is ultimately de-
pendent on the leaders and citizens of
the nations of Indochina not on whether
American bombers rain death and de-
struction for an additional 30, 45, 60, or
any other number of days.

We have come a long way since those
naive Gulf of Tonkin days. Let us not
take a step backward. I urge my col-
leagues to support the Flynt amendment
and all other similar amendments which
might come before the House in the next
days and weeks.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
BENNETT) .

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I have

an amendment at the desk. It cannot
be read at this moment because we have
limited time.

This amendment to the Flynt amend-
ment would provide that upon the en-
actment of this bill it shall be illegal to
be in combat operations in these areas.

The reason why I have brought this
amendment up is because we are doing
this thing very inartfully. We have the
power in the Congress to end these hostil-
ities by clearly enacting a piece of legisla-
tion saying it shall be illegal to continue
them. We have not seen fit to do that.
We should do that. We can do that on
this piece of legislation, if allowed.

There are two issues involved in this
matter. One is the conflict of decision
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between the President and the Congress.
The Constitution is very clear on that.
The Constitution clearly says it is the
Congress which is to determine whether
we are to fight a war or not, not the
President.

Mr. Chairman, that is one of the is-
sues involved. The other issue is whether
we, in fact, should be in this war. Per-
sonally, as I stand before the Members
at this moment, I favor the Flynt
amendment, being of the option that we
should opt in faveor of ending this war
right now, the sooner the better.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
FROEHLICH) .

Mr. FROEHLICH. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield back my time.

The CHAIRMAN., The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
FRENZEL) .

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, this
week we have been snarled in a real con-
stitutional crisis. Congress, by majority
vote, has determined to end bombing in
Cambodia. The President, by veto sus-
tained in this body, has determined to
continue the bombing. The legislative-
executive confrontation has deadlocked.
Checks and balances have created the
ultimate governmental impasse.

In this crisis, the alternative to com-
promise is ehaos. Unless the two branches
each give up something our govern-
mental processes will cease. Payrolls will
not be met; social security checks will
not be mailed; interest will not be paid.

My position in this matter is one of
complete dedication to ending the bomb-
ing, which I believe has no legal or con-
stitutional basis anymore. In addition,
I have voted since I first entered this
body for the withdrawal of our forces, the
cutting off of funds for Vietnamese mili-
tary actions and for ending the bombing.
It is most difficult for me to alter my
position in any way that might prolong
the bombing.

Nevertheless, however strong my feel-
ings against the bombing, I believe that
some reasonable compromise must be
made. The President, through the minor-
ity leader, has offered an attractive com-
promise, In effect he offers a Southeast
Asia War Powers Act including a passive
congressional veto on any military activ-
ity there. That surely gives us some-
thing we could not get ourselves legisla-
tively.

In addition, we are offering a time
certain for termination of the bombing.

If we do not accept this compromise
and our position prevails, we can only
anticipate continued bombing with pipe-
line funds, and a chaos in, and break-
down of, our Government. In this crisis
situation I believe the compromise is the
only alternative which offers anything
but chaos. I therefore intend to vote for
the committee bill on the basis of the
compromise presented for the President
by the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
GERALD R. FORD) .

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
ZION).

Mr. ZION. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op~
position to the amendment. I cannot help
but notice the compassion being felt for
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the lives of the Communists in South-
east Asia. I would like to say something
about the free people of the countries of
Southeast Asia.

Mr. Chairman, it is possible that as a
result of our action today, millions of
people may be slaughtered because they
do not want to live under godless com-
munism. The people of Cambodia, Thai-
land, and perhaps all of Southeast Asia
could fall under the cancer of commu-
nism.

By depriving the free people of those
lands, the assistance we have tradition-
ally given to those about to be enslaved,
we could well be responsible for that re-
sult.

Mr, Chairman, a true demagogue, rec-
ognizing that possibility, would vote “no”
on this measure today. Then he could
later take the floor, beat his breast in
righteous indignation, and loudly pro-
claim innocence of this infamous ac-
tivity.

I do not intend to take that action.
Those of us who are concerned about
the growth of communism are making a
much greater compromise by our vote
today, even without this amendment,
than the ultraliberal leftwing extremists
who have done so much to discourage
our fighting men and have brought so
much aid, comfort, and encouragement
to the Communists.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of
this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr, GOODLING).

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GOODLING
vielded his time to Mr. WILLIAMS.)

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr, WILLIAMS) .

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, back
in the time of the 1930’s I watched legis-
lative groups like this over most of the
world do their best to appease the Axis
countries. That appeasement resulted in
my spending over 3 years in the service,
and it resulted in the deaths of over 22
million people.

‘When I came here in January of 1967,
the Gulf of Tonkin resolution had al-
ready been passed. The Members of this
House were condoning the sending into
South Vietnam of over 540,000 troops.
Our casualties were high: our deaths of
American young men were running be-
tween 200 and 300 per week.

Mr., Chairman, now we have accom-
plished 95 percent of what we have to
accomplish. We have gotten our troops
home, we have gotten most of our POW's
and our MIA’'s home, and when we are
about 5 percent away from a true type
of peace settlement, it is just wrong to
yvank the rug out from under this coun-
try and cave in so that we can have more
of the same in the future.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. MOORHEAD).

Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in reluctant opposition
to the amendment of the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr, FLYNT).

I say reluctant opposition because I
have supported every amendment and
every bill to bring about the termination
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of our military involvement in Southeast
Asia including the identical amendment
to this bill when it was before the House
originally and in support of the motion
to override the veto.

Although a majority of the House fa-
vored overriding the veto by a vote of
241 to 173, we failed by some 35 votes
to achieve the two-thirds majority neces-
sary to override the veto.

If we adopt this amendment the Con-
gress will march up the same hill and
after a veto march down the same hill
again and we will be no nearer an end
to our military involvement in South-
east Asia.

I recognize that on technical grounds
section 307 might be construed to give
some legitimacy to our military opera-
tions in Cambodia. This I do not like, but
I am mere concerned that, for the first
time, the Congress can take effective ac-
tion which will reassert the congressional
constitutional power to terminate mili-
tary actions by the executive.

At times the unattainable ideal must
give way to the practical solution.

Today we face such an alternative.

Based on the assurances by the mi-
nority leader that the President would
not veto the bill containing the present
section 307 and that the President would
feel compelled to seek congressional ap-
proval before engaging in any military
operations in Southeast Asia after Au-
gust 15, 1973, I support the commitiee
compromise.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr,
MYERS).

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I had not
really intended to speak on this issue
which has been discussed so many, many
hours in this Chamber in the last sev-
eral years. However, after listening to the
reasons as given by many this afternoon
for voting against the committee bill and
voting for this amendment or some other
restricting amendment, I am led to ask
a few questions. This is not the time nor
the way to attack the President.

The decision here should not be a
political one. It is not a way to vent your
feelings against the President, whom you
blame for many things. Surely this issue
of ending this war in the right way rises
above your political motives this after-
noon.

I think it is a tragedy when you read
the REcorp tomorrow and you see the
reason some have put as to why they are
going to vote for this amendment. An at-
tack on the President once again. It will
not sound very good.

We want to end this war, but we want
to do it in the right way. Just today Cam-
bodia announced that if they did not
have this assistance they would surely
go Communist and many thousands of
people will lose their lives.

Yes, as the gentleman from New Jersey
said, war is bad, but war goes both ways,
and we have an opportunity here to
end it in the right way. I believe most
will want to cast their vote, not political-
1y, but for what is best for a lasting world
peace.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEGGETT) .
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Mr. LEGGETT. Mr, Chairman, I stand
here today in unmitigated euphoria over
the argument as to whether or not we
will finally terminate the Vietnam war
eiher this month or next month. I revel
in this posture and hope that we can get
this war over with however this vote goes
in the quickest possible manner.

It was said some years ago that this
war would just slide away, and that is
apparently how it will happen. The folks
who have supported this war all along
will claim their little victory for the next
30 days, but I want to tell the President
this: We will keep book on him if we
work out any kind of a compromise and
for every man lost in the next month, for
every man missing in action, for every
bomb dropped, for every peasant killed,
and for every agreement not executed,
we will hold him personally responsible
and accountable.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
PaAssMAN) .

(By unanimous consent, Mr. PASSMAN
vielded his time to Mr. S1KES.)

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
SIKES) .

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, before we
allow ourselves to be carried away by the
spirit of confrontation, let us just re-
member that the Flynt amendment is
the same as the language which was
vetoed. The House does not have the
votes to override.

The administration has yielded to
a. very great degree in an attempt to
achieve accord with the Congress on the
issue of Southeast Asia. The Senate will
probably accept the committee language.
Ii the House does not accept the com-
mittee language, there will be another
veto, and we will be back here tomorrow
and next week. The fact that we may not
adjourn tonight is not of importance.
But it is important that civilian and
military personnel cannot legally be paid
after tomorrow if this bill is not enacted.
You will get yours; can you explain to
the people back home why they cannot
get theirs. This bill affects a great many
people. It provides needed funds for al-
most every department and agency of
Government. That includes a lot of peo-
ple who need their money. It includes
the very important college student aid
program, retired military pay, funds for
payment to the civil service retirement
fund, and claims and judgments against
the Government which have not been
paid. There are many sueh claims. Typi-
cal are the moving companies which
move household goods of military per-
sonnel and dependents, These claims and
accounts are for your constituents. The
money to pay them is in this bill.

The President has yielded a great
deal. We can afford to yield a little, and
that is all the House is being asked to do.
The Nation’s financial house is in dis-
order. We can take an important step
today toward restoring a degree of order
to this situation. I am not happy about
the solution which is offered to the
problem of Indochina, but I recognize
the necessity of resolving the impasse
which has developed and I shall support
the committee proposal.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY).

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OBEY
vielded his time to Mr. Grammo.)

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. GIatMo) .

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Flynt amendment.

If your people back home ask you why
they are not getting the moneys that
were appropriated by the Congress of the
United States, the answer is very simple.

Ask them to call President Nixon and
ask him because he is the one who vetoed
the bill. Congress provided the funds for
all of the needs that were in the supple-
mental bill.

It is very important, in view of the
commitments that were made here today
by the President of the United States,
that we remind the President that the
House and the Senate overwhelmingly
voted to stop the bombing in Cambodia.
It is only because of those actions, those
heroic actions by the Congress in the past
weeks that we now are able to get word
finally from the President that he only
wants another 45 days. You will recall
we passed this bill originally on May 10,
and they said then that they only needed
a couple more weeks. They have had 50
days, and absolutely nothing has hap-
pened so far to end the bombing.

So, Mr. Chairman, let us demonstrate
a resounding will on the part of the Con-
gress to stop the bombing and, more im-
portant than that, regardless of all the
verbiage and all of the arguments, the
faet remains that if we go along with the
language of the committee bill this Con-
gress is authorizing hostilities and com-
bat activities, something which the Con-
gress has gone on record as saying it
does not want to do.

1 ask a resounding vote in faver of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. FLyY~NT).

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlewoman from New York
(Ms. HOLTZMAN) .

Ms. HOLTZMAN, Mr. Chairman. I rise
in support of the Flynt amendment which
would strike the “August 15, 1973" date
from the Appropriation Committee’s
antibombing proviso and call an imme-
diate halt to the war.

The basis for the opposition to the
Flynt amendment is the assurance from
the distinguished minority leader that
after the August 15 cutoff date the
President will come to the Congress to
seek authorization for continued bomb-
ing in Indochina. With all due respect
to the minority leader, I think such an
assurance is wholly illusory.

For we have received no assurance
about what the President will do if Con-
gress refuses to give the President fur-
ther bombing authority after August 15.
If he is consistent with his past actions,
he will not abide by the will of the Con-
gress, but merely continue the hombing
in the same illegal way he is now carry-
ing it ont—without prior congressional
approval.

Secondly, we are not told what the
President’s actions will be if Congress
passes ancother rider after August 15
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preventing the President from carrying
out his ruthless activities in Cambodia.
Will he be bound by the will of a majority
of the Congress or will he insist that
Congressional sentiment be manifested
in a two-thirds vote. If he vetoes any
further cutoff legislation and insists on
a two-thirds vote, then we will be in the
same situation after August 15 that we
are in today.

On the other hand, if the President’s
reassurances indicate that after August
15 he will in fact abide by a majority
decision to end the war in Cambodia,
then why can not he abide by our will
today? I cannot believe that another 6
weeks of this senseless bombing is going
to achieve any positive results or that the
congressional majority will be wiser after
August 15 than it was today.

We were told in May that the admin-
istration only needed a few more weeks
to straighten out the Cambodia situation.
Yet, we are bombing that country more
intensely today than ever before.

It is clear that the President does not
need 6 additional weeks for this war any-
more than he needed the “‘iransfer”
authority he sought back in May. And
if we vote to allow him to continue the
bombing, we are doing nothing more
than putting our imprimatur on the
blood which he is spilling in Cambodia.

Let us remember what continued
bombing for another 6-week period will
mean. Think about the American serv-
icemen who are flying continuous and
grueling nonstop missions from Guam
and Thailand. Do you think that they
want to risk their lives for this useless
war? I have personally heard stories
from flyers who have joined in my law-
suit and their relatives outlining their
frustration over participating in this
futile effort. Think also what this con-
tinued bombing will mean to the Ameri-
can public.

They are being asked to make a sacri-
fice of $4,000,000 a day for another 45
days—which means a wasted expense of
$180,000,000. How can we deplete our re-
sources so foolishly when our domestic
programs are so desperately under-
funded? How can we continue to tell our
constituents that we have no money
for better housing or social security in-
creases or health care because we are de-
stroying villages and people in Cam-
bodia?

Finally, we must remember what this
brutal bombing policy is doing to the
people of Cambodia. Think about the
terror we are forcing upon them merely
to prop up a corrupt regime that could
not survive for 2 hours on its own.

We are not asked by the President for
4 mere compromise on a simple piece of
legislation. We are asked to compromise
our ethical values, the lives of our fight-
ing men, and our precious resources. We
are being blackmailed on the one hand
and offered meaningless promises on the
other.

And at a time when the American pub-
lic is looking to Congress for leadership
we cannot capitulate to the President
over a bankrupt and immoral policy.

(By unanimous consent, Miss Hor1z-
MaN yielded her remaining time to Mr.
ADDABEO) .
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr.
ADDABEO) .

Mr. ADDABBOQO. Mr. Chairman, may
I say to the Members who have asked
for August 15 that I wonder how many of
them on August 15 would not give the
President further authority? By that
time maybe 1,000 of our young men
will have been taken prisoner or
killed over Cambodia between now and
August 15.

That is a possibility we are voting for
when we do not support the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. FLYNT).

PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY ME. HAYS

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I offer a
preferential motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, Hays moves that the Committee do
now rise and report the bill back to the House
with a recommendation that the enacting
clause be stricken.

Mr, HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I offer this
hecause I was standing, and several peo-
ple can testify to that, and my name was
not on the list, and that is a possibility
that can happen when many people are
standing and the Clerk can overlook
them.

But, Mr. Chairman, I feel motivated to
say something about this, because I had
voted against the cutting off of bombing.
I voted to keep from restricting the Pres-
ident. I voted with the President every
single time that this has been before the
House. As I said earlier, I have changed
my position, and I would not be taking
the well of the House now except that I
have heard some very peculiar statements
here that I thought somebody ought to
talk about.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
talked about what the Congress did in
World War IIL I agree with the gentle-
man that the Congress did make it pos-
sible to appease Hitler. But then some-
body else on that side got up and said
tlhistis not the time to oppose the Presi-
dent.

Well, in the name of God, when a list
comes out that fills a whole sheet of a
newspaper of people that they are going
to get down at the White House—and I
do not say the President knew about it—
I say this is the time to oppose the
President.

I was talking to a Hungarian doctor
yesterday. He said:

When I read this list in the paper a chill
went up my back because, when the storm
troopers marched into Hungary they had
lists llke that, and my name was one of
them. And I got out just ahead of them with
my life.

And I say to you on my left you can boo
and you can do what you like, but when
those two Nazis, Haldeman and Ehrlich-
man, have lists like the Nazis who sup-
ported Hitler did, then it is time some-
body called a halt. And I am going to
vote to cut the war off today, this after-
noon, now.

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

Mr. HAYS. If I have any time left I
will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. CEDERBERG. I understand the
gentleman from Ohio has his own list.
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Mr. HAYS. Well, I have not got a list,
but if I did have I might put you on it.

I voted for Mr. Gross’ amendment be-
cause it made a lot of sense. If we are
going to cut off the war in Cambodia and
Laos, why not cut it off everywhere? I
do not know what the President prom-
ised Mr. Forp. I am willing to take Mr.
Forp’s word. He has never broken his
word to me, But I can tell the gentleman
from Michigan this: As late as this
morning the White House was trying to
get me—how do I know it was the White
House, it was a voice on the telephone
that said it was—to go to the confer-
ence on the State Department appro-
priation at 3 o’clock and get the Case-
Church amendment revised, which I was
trying to do for them, so that it did not
include North and South Vietnam.

Do I understand that it is all right if
we include them now? Is that what I
understood the gentleman to say?

Mr, GERALD R, FORD, I can only re-
peat what I said earlier, that my inter-
pretation is Southeast Asia, and that in-
cludes North and South Vietnam.

Mr, HAYS. Then I am going to con-
ference and accept the Senate version
on North, South Vietnam, Laos, Cam-
bodia—what have-you—because I can-
not follow the gyrations of the people
downtown. I was trying to help. I really
felt maybe we ought to keep our options
open in North and South Vietnam. They
talk about negotiating a peace in Cam-
bodia. If it is as full of holes as the peace
Dr, Kissinger negotiated in North and
South Vietnam, maybe we ought to keep
our options open. I just do not know, be-
cause that negotiated peace, on which
there was a lot of propaganda, turned
out to be no peace at all.

If the Members are going to say it was
not our fault, I will agree with them
ahead of time.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. It is my un-
derstanding that on yesterday there was
the lowest level of any incidents in North
or South Vietnam, three in number, That
is a tremendous achievement, and I re-
gret that the gentleman downgrades or
degrades the settlement that has been
achieved.

Mr, HAYS. I am not downgrading or
degrading anything, but there have been
several thousand people killed since that
so-called peace was announced. It is just
a little bit like the epitaph on the tomb-
stone up in Vermont. It says this:

Here lies the body of Jonathan Ray who
died maintaining his right of way. He was
right, dead right, as he rolled along, but he's
Just as dead as if he'd been wrong.

The people who have died in Vietnam
since the “peace” are just as dead as if
the war were still going on.

Mr. BIUDNUT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered by
the distinguished gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. Fr¥ynT) which would immedi-
ately terminate funding of combat ac-
tivities in, over or from off the shores of
Laos or Cambodia, either directly or in-
directly and in support of the commit-
tee’s recommendation to give the Pres-
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ident of the United States until August
15 to conduct negotiations with the
strength and flexibility of response that
he desires backing him up, after which
date funding of such hostilities would
cease.

These are hard decisions for us to
make. They involve much soul-search-
ing. And in making them, reasonable and
sincere men will differ.

We have heard it asked here this
afternoon, “How would you like it if
American bombs were raining down on
your head from 50,000 feet up in the
sky?” As if to imply that the United
States is deliberately and diabolically in-
dulging in arson and murder of Cam-
bodians. Might we not also ask: How do
we suppose the Cambodians like having
40,000 incursionists inspired and sup-
plied by Hanoi pouring across their bor-
ders from North Vietnam? How do we
like the prospects of Cambodia and Laos
falling under Communist sway? How do
we like standing by while a weaker neigh-
bor is ground under the boot of the
tyrant?

I say we cannot sit by and let this
happen. To bring a halt at this time to
U.S. air operations over there would re-
move Communist incentive to negotiate,
dim prospects of our diplomacy arrang-
ing a cease-fire, compromise the current
tactical situation in Cambodia, under-
mine the chances of establishing a stable
new broadened government in Phnom
Penh, subject the civilian population of
that city to extreme hardship with the
potential closure of road and water routes
by enemy actions, and ultimately prob-
ably clear the road for a Communist
insurgent government in Cambodia that
would be subservient to Hanoi, and thus
jeopardize the entire Indochina peace.

The administration has asked that we
give them a little time to work through
the negotiation process, and we have the
word of the distinguished minority lead-
er that the administration has agreed to
the August 15 date. It does not seem to
me to be unreasonable to agree to wait
that long, and considering the success
that the President has had in dealing
with the Communist world, in winding
down the war in Vietnam, in achieving
a détente with Russia and China, and
in bringing some measure of stability
to Indochina. I think we should vote this
afternoon, not to tie his hands, but to
give him the strength and flexibility he
needs to conclude the efforts in which his
administration is engaged to achieve a
peaceful settlement in Southeast Asia by
August 15, 1973.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I think
the debate has been ample, and I think
everyone is familiar with the issue before
us. I rise in opposition to the preferen-
tial motion. I ask that the Flynt amend-
ment be voted down and that we then
have the opportunity to approve the
amendment provided in the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I move the previous
question on the preferential motion.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the preferential motion offered by the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HaAYS).

The preferential motion was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BENNETT TO THE
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, FLYNT
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. BENNETT to the
amendment offered by Mr. FLYNT: At the end
of the Flynt Amendment strike the period
and insert a semicolon and the words “and
from the date of the enactment of this law
it shall be illegal for anyone to participate
in, or.order, any such activities.”

The CHAIRMAN. All time under the
limitation having expired, the question
is on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BENNETT) to
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. FLYNT) .

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order against the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Legislation on an
appropriation bill is subject to a point
of order.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, the
point of order comes too late.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not
think the point of order comes too late.
Since all time for debate under the limi-
tation had expired, the Chair had put
the question. The Chair had recognized
the chairman of the Appropriations
Committee only for the purpose of ascer-
taining that fact.

Does the gentleman from Florida wish
to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. BENNETT, Mr. Chairman, I have
not thoroughly researched this point of
order but I believe the amendment mod-
ifies the language which is before us to-
day in a very realistic way. As has been
pointed out by attorneys in the Depart-
ment of Defense, the mere cutting off of
funds does not end the war. This is just
a frank statement of law which will be
upheld by the President because it makes
it illegal to continue the war, which we
should have done a long time ago instead
of approaching it by the funding method.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Texas wish to be heard on the point
of order?

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman. I have
a statement as to.the point of order.

The amendment violates clause 2 of
rule XXI of the rules of the House.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Brooks). The
Chair is ready to rule.

The Chair feels that the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. FLyNT) was protected by the rule.
An amendment to that amendment
which would add language making an
act illegal would be in effect legislation
on an appropriation bill, in violation of
clause 2, rule XXI, and the point of
order is sustained.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. FLYNT).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes
appeared to have it.
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RECORDED VOTE

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. 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 169, noes 236,

not voting 28, as follows:
|Roll No. 314]

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Annungzio
Aspin
Barrett
Bennett
Bergland
Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Brooks
Brown, Calif,
Burke, Callf.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carey, N.¥.
Carney, Ohio
Chisholm
Clay
Cohen
Collins, I11.
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Cronin
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Dellums
Denholm
Diggs
Dingell
Donochue
Drinan
Dulski
du Pont
Ec¢khardt
Edwards, Calif,
Eilberg
Esch
Fascell
Findley
Flynt
Ford,
William D.
Fountain
Fraser
Fulton
Gaydos

Abdnor
Anderson, I11.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Bafalis
Baker
Beard
Bevill
Biaggi
Biester
Blackburn
Bowen
Bray
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich,
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burleson, Tex.

AYES—169

Gialmo
Gibbons
Ginn
Gonzalez
Grasso
Green, Pa.
Gude
Gunter
Hamilton
Harrington
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks
Holtzman
Howard
Hungate
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Colo.
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeier
Kluczynski
Koch

Kyros
Landrum
Leggett
Lehman
Litton

Long, La.
Long, Md.
MecCormack
Macdonald
Madden
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Miller

Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, I11.
Natcher
Nedzi

Nix

Obey
O'Hara
O’Neill

NOES—236

Butler
Byron
Camp
Carter
Casey, Tex,
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleyeland
Cochran
Collier
Collinsg, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza

Owens
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle
Pike
Podell
Preyer
Price, Ill.
Pritchard
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
Rodino
Roe
Roncallo, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
St Germain
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steele
Stokes
Studds
Bullivan
Symington
Thone
Udall
Ullman
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Whalen
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Wolft
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Zwach

Delaney
Dellenback
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fish

Flood
Flowers
Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey
Froehlich
Gettys
Gilman
Goldwater
Goodling
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Gross
Grover
Gubser
Guyer
Haley
Hammer-

schmidt

Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Heinz
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifield
Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Kazen
Keating
Eemp
Ketchum

Smith, Towa

Mathias, Calif, Smith, N.Y,
Mathis, Ga. Snyder
Mayne Spence
Michel Staggers
Milford Stanton,
Minshall, Ohio J. William
Mitchell, N.Y, Steed
Mizell Steelman
Mollohan Steiger, Ariz.
Montgomery Steiger, Wis.
Moorhead, Stephens

Calif. Stratton
Moorhead, Pa. Stubblefield
Murphy, N.Y. Stuckey
Myers Symms
Nelsen Talcott
Nichols Taylor, Mo.
O'Brien Taylor, N.C.
Parris Teague, Calif.
Passman Thomson, Wis.
Patman Thornton
Pettis Towell, Nev.
Peyser Treen
Poage Van Deerlin
Powell, Ohio Vander Jagt
Price, Tex. Veysey
Quie Waggonner
Quillen

Walsh
Railsback ‘Wampler
Rarick
Reguila

Ware

White
Rhodes Whitehurst
Rinaldo Whitten
Roberts
Robinson, Va.

Widnall
Wiggins
Robison, N.¥.

Williams
Winn
Wright
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ii.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion

Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rousselot
Ruppe
Ruth
Sarasin
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Sebelius
Shriver
Shuster

NOT VOTING—28

Derwinski Rooney, N.X.
Fisher Ryan

Fuqua Sandman

Gray Teague, Tex.
Green, Oreg. Thompson, N.J.
Griffiths Tiernan
Hansen, Wash. Wilson, Bob
Wyatt

McKinney
McSpadden

Mailliard

Ashbrook
Ashley
Badillo
Bell
Blatnik
Breaux
Burke, Fla.
Clark Hébert
Danlelson Hunt
Dent Jones, Ala.

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

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

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gentle-
man’s understanding in withdrawing his
motion.

I had said earlier in the debate that
it was my intention at that time to con-
sider offering an amendment at this
point in the debate. I was going to submit
the date of August 1 instead of August
151

Mr. Chairman, to me that would have
given us a common ground. One side
would have given up 30 days; the other
side, the President, would have given up
30 days. It has the added factor that the
Congress would be in session on August 1
and not in recess. I think, with 15 days
fewer, it would have the advantage of
stopping the bombing more quickly and
saving lives.

_ I do not think at this particular point
it would serve any successful purpose to
offer the amendment because we now

can all see the handwriting on the wall. I
still think it is something the conference
might find a common ground on to help
work out a final compromise. For that
reason I will not offer the amendment.
I think the House has worked its will
and a clear and definite understanding
has been reached between the House and
the President. I will now join with others
in final passage in voting for the com-
mittee bill.

Mr., MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise and re-
port the bill back to the House with an
amendment, with the recommendation
that the amendment be agreed to and
that the bill as amended do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Brooks, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reporfed that the Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 9055) making supplemental appro-
priations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973, and for other purposes,
had directed him to report the bill back
to the House with an amendment with
the recommendation that the amend-
ment be agreed to and that the bill as
amended do pass.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the bill and the
amendment thereto to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
gngrassment and third reading of the

ill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The guestion is on the
passage of the bill.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 278, nays 124,
present 2, not voting 29, as follows:

[Roll No. 315]
YEAS—278

Abdnor

Alexander

Anderson, Ill. Broyhill, N.C,

Andrews, Broyhill, Va.
N. Dak. Buchanan

Annunzio Burgener

Archer Burleson, Tex.

Arends Burlison, Mo,

Armstrong Butler

Bafalis

Baker

Barrett

Beard Downing

Bergland TE Dulski

Bevill

Daniel, Robert

Dickinson
Dorn

Duncan
Biaggi

Edwards, Ala.

du Pont
Bingham
Blackburn

Boggs
Bolling
Bowen

Bray
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif,

Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn,

Collins, Tex.

Conable

¥
Ford, Gerald R,
Forsythe
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Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton
Gaydos
Gettys
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Gray
Grover
Gubser
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hays
Heinz
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifield
Holt
Horton
Huber
Hudnut
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.

Euykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lent

Long, La.
Lott

Lujan
MecClory
MeCloskey
MecCollister
McDade
McEwen
McFall

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Aspin
Bennett
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass,
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Chisholm
Clay
Cohen
Collins, T11.
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Crane
Culver
Daniels,

22363

Saylor
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Shipley
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes

McEay
McKinney
McSpadden
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C. Smith, Iowa
Mathias, Calif. 8mith, N.Y.
Mayne Snyder
Mazzoli Staggers
Michel Stanton,
Milford J. William
Miller Steed
Mills, Ark. Steele
Minshall, Ohio Steelman
Mitchell, N.Y. BSteiger, Wis.
Mizell Stephens
Mollohan Stratton
Montgomery Stubblefield
Moorhead, Stuckey
Calif. Talcott
Moorhead, Pa. ‘Taylor, Mo.
Morgan Taylor, N.C.
Mosher Teague, Calif.
Murphy, Ii1. Thomson, Wis.
Murphy, N.Y. Thone
Myers Thornton
Nelsen Towell, Nev,
Nichols Treen
Nix Udall
O'Brien Van Deerlin
Parris Vander Jagt
Passman Veysey
Patman Waggonner
Patten Walsh
Perkins Wampler
Pettis ‘Ware
Pickle White
Poage Whitehurst
Powell, Ohio Whitten
Preyer Widnall
Price, I11. Wiggins
Price, Tex, Williams
Quie Wilson,
Quillen Charles H.,
Railsback Calif.
Regula Winn
Rhodes Wright
Rinaldo Wydler
Roberts Wrylie
Robinson, Va. Wyman
Robison, N.Y, Yatron
Rogers Young, Alaska
Ronecallo, N.Y. Young, Fila,
Rooney, Pa. Young, IIl.
Rostenkowski Young, 8.C.
Roush Young, Tex,
Roy Zablocki
Ruppe Zion
Ruth Zwach
Sarasin
Satterfield

NAYS—124
Donohue
Litton

Drinan

Eckhardt Long, Md.

Edwards, Calif. McCormack

Fascell Macdonald
Mathis, Ga.

Findley
rd, Matsunaga
William D, Meeds
Froehlich Melcher
Giaimo Metcalfe
Gibbons Mezvinsky
Gonzalez Minish
Grasso Mink
Green, Pa. Mitchell, Md.
Gross Moakley
Gude Moss
Gunter Natcher
Harrington Nedzi
Hawkins Obey
Hechler, W. Va. O'Hara
Heckler, Mass, O'Neill
Helstoskl Owens
Hicks Pepper
Holtzman Pike
Howard Podell
Hungate Pritchard
Johnson, Calif. Randall

Lehman

Dominick V.
Dellums
Denholm
Diggs
Dingell

Je
Karth
EKastenmeier
EKoch

Kyros

Colo. Rangel
Rarick
Rees
Reid
Reuss
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Riegle
Rodino

Roe
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rousselot
Roybal
Runnels

5t Germain
Sarbanes

Schroeder
Seiberling
Shoup
Spence
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steiger, Ariz.
Stokes
Studds
Sullivan

PRESENT—2
Young, Ga.
NOT VOTING—29

Derwinski Peyser
Fisher Rooney, N.Y.
Foley Ryan
Fuqua Sandman
Green, Oreg. Teague, Tex.
Griffiths Thompson, N.J.
Hansen, Wash. Tiernan

ébert Wilson, Bob
Wyatt

Symington
Symms
Ullman
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Whalen
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Wolft
Yates

Hosmer

Ashbrook
Ashley
Badillo
Bell
Blatnik
Breaux
Burke, Fla.
Clark
Danlielson Hunt

Dent Jones, Ala.

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr, Hébert for, with Mr. Thompson of
New Jersey against.

Mr. Breaux for, with Mr. Badillo against,

Mr. Rooney of New York for, with Mr.
Tiernan against.

Mr, Teague of Texas for, with Mr. Ashley
against.

Mr. Hunt for, with Mr. Danlelson against.

Mr. Fisher for, with Mr. Clark against.

Mr. Fuqua for, with Mr. Dent against.

Mr. Bob Wilson for, with Mr. Bell against.

Until further notice:

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr. Der-
winski.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Jones of Alabama.

Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Ashbrook.

Mr. Foley with Mr. Burke of Florida.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Peyser.

Mr, Ryan with Mr. Sandman.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PRESIDENT AND HOUSE BACK IN
AGREEMENT

(Mr. TALCOTT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and so include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, now with
the passage of the committee bill and
the overwhelming defeat of the Flynt
amendment, the House and the President
are back in agreement. The tender of
compromise by the President is gratefully
accepted by me.

The confrontation, so-called con-
frontation, is no longer between the
President and the Congress, but if there
be a confrontation it is between this
House and the other body.

I trust that both Houses of the Con-
gress can now act in a responsible and
rational manner and promptly effect a
compromise in the spirit of deliberation
for which the Congress is renowned and
in the national interest which must be
paramount to all personal, provineial, or
party consideraticns.

When so many are absorbed in the con-
frontation, alleged confrontation, be-
tween the President and the Congress, I
trust the Congress will not permit the
Government of our Nation to be ob-
structed or ground to a halt by a con-
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frontation between the two Houses of
this Congress.

INTRODUCTION OF RESOURCE RE-
CYCLING AND CONSERVATION
ACT OF 1973

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I introduced
today the Resource Recycling and Con-
servation Act of 1973 and was joined by
13 of my colleagues. This bill is identical
to 8. 1593 infroduced by my senior col-
league in the other body, Senator FrRaANK
E. Moss on April 16, 1973.

At this time of serious concern over
the energy crisis, it is important that we
solve environmental problems in a way
to avoid the supposedly collision course
set by those who call for relaxing en-
vironmental controls in order to develop
energy reserves and the equally dedicated
environmentalists who claim that energy
development can, and should, proceed in
an environmentally sound way. This bill
is an attempt to solve the short-term
problem of rapidly increasing volumes of
solid waste while recognizing the long-
term problem of dwindling energy re-
serves. The bill I have submitted antici-
pates the energy demand that is repre-
sented by continued consumption of vir-
gin materials for product manufacture
and provides a combination of incentives
and disincentives to convert the reliance
on virgin materials to a greater use of
recycled materials. By so doing, the sav-
ings in energy otherwise required to ex-
tract virgin materials, is made availabl.
for other purposes.

The legislation has the support of the
National Association of Secondary Mate-

- rials Industries and has drawn the in-

terest of many responsible environmen-
talists across the country.

I hope that hearings by the appro-
priate committee of the House can be
scheduled at an early date.

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE,
AND COMMERCE, THE JUDICIARY,
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1974

Mr. BOLLING. Mr, Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 469 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 469

Resolved, That during the consideration of
the bill (H.R. 8916) making appropriations
for the Departments of State, Justice and
Commerce, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cles for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974,
and for other purposes, all points of order
against said bill for failure to comply with
the provisions of clause 2, rule XXI are
hereby waived.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Missouri is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. LarTta), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, this rule is the rule waiv-
ing points of order on clause 2, rule XXI,
which has to do with matters which are
not authorized, and some other matters.

Mr. Speaker, I hope this is the last
rule the Rules Committee will report out
without a detailed listing of the points of
order that would be involved, so that all
members will be able to see them. It is
one of three rules that the Rules Com-
mittee issued earlier this week under
pressure of time involved in trying to
secure action on a variety of appropria-
tion bills this week.

Before that was done, after collogquy
in the Chamber—in fact, several col-
loquies—it was made clear that the Rules
Committee agreed to be specific in
granting waivers hereafter.

Mr. Speaker, I know of no controversy
on this particular rule.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, today we are
considering House Resolution 469, which
provides for the consideration of H.R.
8916, the Department of State, Justice,
and Commerce, the judiciary, and re-
lated agencies appropriation bill for fis-
cal year 1974. The rule waives all points
of order against the bill for failure to
comply with clause 2 of rule XXI. Clause
2 prohibits both unauthorized appropria-
tions and legislation on an appropria-
tion bill. This waiver was requested be-
cause there are a number of items in the
bill which have not as yet been enacted
into law. These items are found:

On page 2-13, Department of State.

On page 20, lines 12-13, Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration.

On page 25, lines 21-25 through page
26, lines 1-7, United States Travel Serv-
ice.

On page 27, lines 21-26, under National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion.

On page 28, lines 12-24, all of page 29,
and page 30, lines 1-17, under Maritime
Administration.

On page 42, lines 13-16, International
Radio Broadcasting.

On page 46, lines 12-25, all of pages
47, 48, 49, and 50, lines 1 and 2, United
States Information Agency.

The committee report notes several
limitations and legislative provisions not
heretofore carried in connection with any
appropriation bill:

On page 11, in connection with Amer-
ican Sections, International Commis-
sions.

On page 17, in connection with the
FBI.

On pages 23 and 24, in connection with
periodic censuses and programs.

On page 27, in connection with Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin-
istration.

On page 28, in connection with science
and technology.

On pages 28 and 29, in connection with
Maritime Administration.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of this bill is
to appropriate a total of $4,150,143,000
of new obligational authority for the
Department of State, Justice, Commerce,
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and the Federal Judiciary, and 14 related
agencies.

I urge the adoption of this rule in or-
der that the House may begin debate on
H.R. 8916.

Mr. GROSS. Mr.
gentleman yield?

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr, GROSS).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the joy of
that one open rule we had in the last,
I believe, several weeks, on yesterday
afternoon was short lived, was it not?

Mr, LATTA., Yes, As the gentleman
from Missouri has mentioned, we hope
that this is the last one,

Mr, GROSS. The gentleman hopes this
is the last one?

Myr. LATTA. Yes, sir.

Mr. GROSS. The last one for how
long?

Mr. LATTA. I cannot say.

Mr. GROSS, Until tomorrow?

Mr. LATTA. Hopefully.

Mr, Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution.
The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union for the consideration of the
bill, (H.R. 8916) making appropriations
for the Departments of State, Justice,
and Commerce, the judiciary, and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, and for other purposes;
and pending that motion, Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that general
debate be limited to 2 hours, the time to
be equally divided and controlled by the
distinguished gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. CEpERBERG) and myself.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. SLack).

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the hill HR. 8916, with
Mr. Vanix in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani-
mous consent agreement, the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. Stack) will be
recognized for 1 hour, and the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CEpERBERG) will be
recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair now recognizes the gentle-
man from West Virginia (Mr. Stack).

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, this afternoon we submit
for the consideration of the House the
bill making appropriations for the De-
partments of State, Justice, and Com-

Speaker, will the
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merce, the judiciary, and relatec agen-
cies for the fiscal year 1974.

Mr. Chairman, we have sorely missed
the able leadership of our distinguished
chairman, Joun RooNEY, who became
chairman of this subcommittee some 25
years ago. I understand he is on the road
to recovery, and we sincerely hope that
he will be back with us in the near future,

Mr. Chairman, the hearings on this
bill started March 5 and were com-
pleted on May 10.

They are contained in four volumes
with more than 4,000 pages of printed
material.

Since there are some 100 items, I shall
summarize the committee’s actions, after
which I shall be pleased to respond to
any questions.

Mr. Chairman, the total amount rec-
ommended in the accompanying bill in
new obligational authority is $4,150,143,-
000, which is a reduction of $84,937,000
in the total amount of the budget esti-
mates. The amount allowed is a decrease
of $2,628,950,850 below the total appro-
priated for the current fiscal year—in-
cluding funds contained in the second
supplemental appropriaiton bill for 1973.

The decrease below the total appro-
priation for the current year is attribut-
able in large part to the fact that a total
of $1,855,000,000 was appropriated in fis-
cal year 1973 for the disaster loan fund
of the Small Business Administration,
for which no additional funds have been
requested as yet for the fiscal year 1974.

In addition to the new obligational
authority, there is also included in the
bill a total of $221.515 million to liqui-
date contract authorizations. This
amount is $10.5 million below the appro-
priation for this purpose for the current
fiscal year.

The action of the committee as set
forth in the bill will reduce expenditures
projected for fiscal year 1974 by approxi-
mately $54 million.

The budget estimates for the Depart-
ment of State for fiscal year 1974 total
$609,050,000. The committee has included
in the accompanying bill $595,571,000,
which is a reduction of $13,479,000 in
the total amount of the budget estimates
and is an increase of $8,385,350 over
iihe total appropriated for fiscal year

973.

Under the general heading of “Ad-
ministration of Foreign Affairs” a total
of $314,908,000 is recommended.

For “International Organizations and
Conferences” the sum of $213,812,000 is
provided.

The recommendation for “Interna-
tional Commissions” is $12,551,000.

A total of $54,300,000 is provided for
“Educational Exchange.”

Moving along to the Department of
Justice, the budget estimates for the De-
partment of Justice for fiscal year 1974
totaled $1,836,349,000.

The committee recommends $1,808,-
112,000, which is an increase of $30,034,-
000 over the total appropriated for the
current fiscal year for this Department
and a decrease of $28,237,000 in the
budget request.

The committee has again approved
the full amount of the budget estimate;
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namely, $13,019,000 to provide for neces-
sary expenses for the effective enforce-
ment of antitrus. laws.

The committee recommends the full
amount of the budget estimate; namely,
$366,506,000, for the Federal Bureau of
Investigation. This will provide for a
staff of 19,360 full-year employees, con-
sisting of 8,496 agents and 11,134 clerks.

For the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service a total of $139,698,000, the
full amount of the budget estimate, is
recommended.

Mr, Chairman, the bill contains a total
of $164,571,000 in three appropriations
for our Federal prison system. The com-
mittee has included in the bill the sum
of $866 million for the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration.

Under the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968 as amended, the
Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration is charged with the responsibility
for assisting State and local governments
in reducing crime and improving the
quality of the eriminal justice system.

The committee once again, Mr. Chair-
man, recommends the full amount of the
budget estimate, $77.4 million for the
Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous
Drugs, which is an increase of $2,747,000
over the appropriation for the current
fiscal year.

Moving along to the Department of
Commerce, the budget estimates consid-
ered by the committee for the Depart-
ment of Commerce for fiscal year 1974
total $973,546,000 in new budget author-
ity, plus $221,515,000 for liquidation of
contract authorization. The committee
recommends the full amount requested
for liquidation of contract authorization
and $961,804,000 in new budget authority.
This is a decrease of $650,270,500 from
the total appropriated for the fiscal year
1973 and is $11,742,000 less than the total
requests considered for fiscal year 1974.

Mr. Chairman, the budget as presented
to the Congress included a request of
$20 million in order to phaseout the
economic development assistance pro-
grams. The committee has passed over
this request without prejudice, pending
the receipt of budget amendments to im-
plement recently passed legislation which
extends the economic development as-
sistance programs for another year.

However, Mr. Chairman, the commit-
tee has provideC for the EDA and the
regional commissions in the continuing
resolution which permits them to be con-
tinued at the current rate.

The budget requests of the judiciary
are submitted to the Congress without re-
vision by the Office of Management and
Budeget in accordance with the provisions
of the Budget and Accounting Act of
1921,

The total amount of the estimates for
the fiscal year 1974 as prepared and pre-
sented by the judicial branch is $205,-
529,000. The commitiee recommends a
total of $199,561,000, which is a reduction
of $5.968 million below the total request,
or an increase of $5,918,400 over the total
appropriated for the current fiscal year.

Mr. Chairman, we shall now concern
ourselves briefly with the 14 related
agencies carried in this bill. A total of
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$585,095,000 is included in the accom-
panying bill for the 14 different agencies
funded under this title.

The committee recommends $3,800,000
for the American Battle Monuments
Commission. This is the full amount of
the budget estimate.

The sum of $6,935,000, the amount of
the budget estimate, is included in the
bill for arms control and disarmament
activities.

The bill includes $5,566,000 to cover the
necessary expenses of the Commission on
Civil Rights. The amount allowed is an
increase of $618,000 over the appropria~-
tion for fiscal year 1973.

Mr. Chairman, the sum of $40 million
is included in the bill for the necessary
expenses of the Equal Employment Op-
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portunity Commission. The amount al-
lowed is an increase of $8 million over the
appropriation for fiscal year 1973.

Mr. Chairman, a total of $248,123,000 is
included in the bill in three separate
appropriation items for the Small Busi-
ness Administration.

A total of $219,422,000 is included in
the bill in the five separate appropriation
items for the U.S. Information Agency.
This is an increase of $9,754,000 over the
fiscal year 1973 appropriation and is a
decrease of $12,432,000 in the total of the
budget estimates for this ageney.

The following table summarizes the
amounts recommended in the bill in
comparison with the budget estimates for
fiscal year 1974 and the appropriations
for fiscal year 1973.

Bill compared to—

(a':lel!"I byu‘t,r';f') New budget
Iflallhhatity (diiglﬁuq:l)

recommended author Sk
in bill fiscal year 1

@

1,
199, 561, +5, 918, 400
585, 095, 000 —2, 023, 018, 100

4,150, 143, 000 —2, 628, 950, 850

ppl tal appropriation bill, 1973, as agreed to in conference.

Mr. Chairman, let me say in closing
that the members of this subcommittee,
in the absence of our chairman, have
shared equally in the work of this com-
mittee, and in my judgment they have
taken a practical and realistic approach
to the some 100 items contained in this
bill. On this basis and for that reason,
we submit our recommendations for the
consideration of the Members.

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

Mr. Chairman, I ean assure the Mem-
bers that the time that will be taken on
this bill is going to be quite short, because
I do not believe that there is very much
controversy in it. I recommend that all of
the Members read the report, because I
think they will find in the report that
it is the consensus of this subcommittee
that our job is to provide adequately for
all of the agencies over which we have
jurisdiction, and to do nothing more
than to provide adegquately.

Now, the Members will also find, as
they look into this report, that in most
areas there are reductions in the budget
requests.

I can also say that we are in close
liaison and have good working relations
with the various agencies in this bill.
We do not let them hoodwink us in any
way, but our staff, I think, is as fine a
stafl as there is on the Hill. They know
where all of the bodies are buried, and
we do our very best to be sure we do pro-
vide adequately.

I understand when we do get under
the 5-minute rule there will be a few
amendments offered, which is perfectly
proper and as it should be. From the
amendments I have seen, I think the
committee action has been justified, and

we will, of course, at that time have
plenty of opportunity to have discus-
sions as to the reasons why we made

these decisions.

We have had a busy afternoon, and
T have nothing more to say on this bill.

Mr. SLACE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Florida (Mr. Sikes).

Mr, SIKES. Mr. Chairman, this is a
bill of widespread application involving
three of the major departments of Gov-
ernment—State, Justice, and Commerce
plus the judiciary and such varied and
important activities as the U.S. Infor-
mation Agency, the Small Business Ad-
ministration, the Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission, and many others.

I congratulate in particular the dis-
tinguished gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. Stack), who because of the
illness of our distinguished and beloved
colleague, JOEN ROONEY, has been serv-
ing as acting chairman. Mr. RooNEY has
the best wishes of this body for an early
and complete recovery. It is difficult to
be thrust suddenly into a post as varied
and demanding as this one, but Mr, Stacx
has discharged his responsibilities with
ability and distinetion. The subcommit-
tee is one which works well together and
enjoys the benefit of an able staff and
I feel that the result now before you is
creditable.

It will be noted that under the Depart-
ment of State are funds for interna-
tional organizations and commissions.
The cost of these activities which in-
cludes the United Nations is steadily in-
creasing. Two years ago at the insistence
of Congress and notably of this commit-
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tee we finally were able to bring about
a reduction in the U.S. share of
U.N. and related costs. We were com-
mitted to pay 31 percent, a ridiculous
figure, because the U.N. simply has not
been worth that much to the United
States and there have been serious
doubts about its value to the rest of the
world. To make the matter worse we did
not stop at paying 31 percent. We picked
up by loans and grants the deficiencies
in U.N. funds which were caused when
other nations refused to pay the much
smaller amounts they were committed
to. All in all our share has been run-
ning nearer 40 percent than the agreed
31 percent. Escalated costs which are
carried in this bill are still ealculated
on the old basis. We do not get the bene-
fit of the new lower 25-percent rate un-
til the end of the calendar year. By
that time the operating cost of the U.N.
and related agencies will have increased
to the point the taxpayer will not have
realized any significant savings.

There is a point to this discussion. It
is now time to begin new efforts to cut
further our commitments to the UN. I
would hope we could have the leadership
from the administration and that of the
legislative committees of Congress to
arcomplish this but I am not optimistic.
There seems to be an abysmal lack of in-
terest in saving U.S. dollars where the
U.N. and its subsidiaries are concerned.
Again, I repeat, it makes no sense Zor the
United States to be paying our share
and that of a lot of other people simply
to belong to a debating society which
votes against our interests more than it
votes with us.

I recognize and respect the leadership
of Secretary Rogers in the Department of
State. I feel that he has done a good job.
I know that he has tried. He has worked
under difficult circumstances both from
within and from without. It seems dif-
ficult for the U.S. State Department to
face up to the challenge of coexistence
with other world powers. Their foreign
offices constantly seek to promote the
aims of their countries including busi-
ness and industry objectives. The Rus-
sians are the most realistic of the lot, but
other nations by pressing vigorously for
their country’s own interests, enjoy a
high degree of success in these important
objectives.

I hear more criticism directed at the
U.S. State Department for failure to co-
operate with and assist American busi-
nessmen and industrialists abroad than
for any other cause. It almost seems that
our representatives are afraid to do more
than hand out little brochures which de-
scribe in general terms the country to
which they are assigned. America is a
big and powerful nation. It does not
throw its weight around; it gives it away.
Somewhere in between there should be a
more effective way for the State De-
partment to represent the United States
in the escalating conflict for economic
survival among the nations of the world.

Two of the better agencies of Govern-
ment are the Small Business Administra-
tion and the Economic Development
Agency. Both of these have served a use-
ful purpose. They deserve the support of
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Congress. Their work has been of great
value in many areas.

There has been a conflict within the
authorizing committee over U.S. Infor-
mation Agency. I find it difficult to com-
prehend this. Where there are weak-
nesses there should be corrective steps
but this should not be at the expense
of the organization itself. It is very im-
portant that we tell the story of America
to the rest of the world. We can be cer-
tain the Communists are doing so hour
after hour after hour, and they have
no inhibitions about the way they tell
their side of the story. We should do
more, not less, in spreading the word
about the United States of America to
the rest of the world.

This brings me down to the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission. The
facts will show that this agency has
mushroomed. They cannot fill the
vacancies they have but they constantly
want more jobs assigned. Any business-
man will tell you this is a nuisance
agency which harrasses and hampers
business more than it helps to bring
about equal employment opportunity. I
am convinced that it would be a betier
agency if it had half the personnel it
now has rather than if it were increased
as this bill proposes to do. If there should
be a confrontation on the floor on this
bill I intend to spell out the details about
its deficiencies and there are many.

The Department of Justice, of course,
includes the Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation and the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration. Historically we
have funded the FBI for approximately
the amount of money requested because
we had confidence in the Director, J.
Edgar Hoover, and we knew the essen-
tiality of the organization to our coun-
try. I call your attention to the fact
we have reached nearly $1 billion in
funding for LEAA. This may be too much
money. Law enforcement and crime con-
trol are now magic words and they can
be used to secure virtually any amount
of money whether or not it accomplishes
the purpose. Of course, we want crime
control. The best way is to apprehend
and convict criminals. Court rulings have
made it almost impossible to convict
those who are apprehended. I support
funds for law enforcement but I caution
that we may be getting close to the stage
of boondoggling in this very important
field just because there may be more
money available than is required.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr, Chairman, I
yield as much time as he desires to the
distinguished gentleman from Iowa (Mr,
GROSS) .

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, discussion
of this bill is not going to be the same
as it has been in years past when the
distinguished gentleman from New York
(Mr. RoONEY) was present.

I regret, as do other Members of the
House, his illness and his inability to be
here this afternoon.

It was always a pleasure to do busi-
ness with the gentleman.

That leads me to the first question.
How about the representation allowance
for the State Department? Is that in
good shape? Is there an increase or a
decrease in what the gentleman from
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New York (Mr. RooNEY) was pleased to
call the “tools of the trade”?

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

Mr. GROSS. I will be happy to yield
to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr, CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
think the gentleman will find that there
is a slight increase due to increased costs.

Mr, GROSS. A slight increase?

Mr. CEDERBERG. A slight increase.

Mr. GROSS. Due to increased costs?

Mr. CEDERBERG. The price of lemon-
ade has gone up, and also there is a de-
valuation of the dollar cost that has to
be taken into consideration.

But I think that the gentleman will
find that over the years the total increase
in the cost of representation has been
substantially the same. So now it was
felt, about time, we thought, that we in-
creased it just a little bit.

Also, when you consider that the price
of corn in Iowa has been going up con-
sistently that has an effect also, because
when the price of corn goes up there is
an effect on the other product used in
“the tools of the trade.”

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman will have
to talk to EKcntucky about that. Iowa
grows the corn. It does not convert it for
the use of those who get Federal funds
for representation allowances.

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

Mr. GROSS. I am delighted to yield to
the gentleman from West Virginia.

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Chairman, I would
say to my distinguished friend, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross) that we
did allow them an increase of $132,000.
But at the same time we reduced their
request by $138,000 because we do believe
in moderation in this item. However, food
and labor costs have gone up, as the gen-
tleman from Iowa well knows. Even the
price of Coca-Cola has gone up. We held
the line for 9 years, of course, without an
increase. Some things just are not much
good if they get watered down too much.

On the other hand, we do not object
if they have to add just a bit of ice.

Mr. GROSS. Is the gentleman recom-
mending a slight watering down of the
State Department?
~ Mr. SLACK., I think some things can be
watered down a bit.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, we find this curse of de-
valuation all over the place, This Govern-
ment devalues the dollar by 10 percent,
and as a consequence every dollar we
spend overseas is increased, to take care
of that short fall, but 10 percent. Yet we
do not get any such help here at home.
Our dollars are devaluated, too, but the
citizens of this country get no such relief,
Let us hope that there will not be another
devaluation to cause a further outpour-
ing of our dollars.

Mr. CEDERBERG. If the gentleman
will yield further, I would say that that
would not come under the Committee
on Appropriations; that would come un-
der another committee. The gentleman
is on the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Mr. GROSS. Of course, the chickens
are coming home to roast in this appro-
priation bill just as it is in others regard-
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less of what committee approved the de-
valuation.

Mr. CEDERBERG. That is right.

Mr. GROSS. I assume that part of the
increase in the representation allow-
ance is due to the devaluation of the dol-
lar, and its failure to buy quite as much
of the good things of life for the Pooh-
Bahs who live or travel overseas, and the
Members of Congress who visit them. I
have never traveled that course, but I
assume Members of Congress are pro-
vided the good things of life when they
g0 overseas.

Mr. CEDERBERG. If the gentleman
will yield further, I am quite sure that
they do. However, having traveled as a
member of the Subcommititee on the
State Department, I must say that I think
we have a responsibility to travel just as
I think the gentleman from Iowa, being
on the Committee on Foreign Affairs,
should be traveling a little more than
from Washington to Iowa. I believe it
would be helpful to the gentleman. I
would be glad some time to accompany
the gentleman on one of these trips. I
think it woulc be most helpful to both of
us to see the tremendous job that is being
done by our employees overseas. We have
some of the finest people employed in
the State Department in the embassies
that I have visited. They are most dedi-
cated.

Mr, GROSS. I thank my friend, the
gentleman from Michigan, for being so
solicitous of my welfare.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I will be happy to yield to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr, SMITH of Iowa. I want to say that
I think we can expect a further devalua-
tion. The day before yesterday they ap-
plied export controls and indicated they
might apply them in the future. That is
the most severe strain upon the dollar
we have had. So I do not believe you can
e..pect anything but a further devalua-
tion as long as we have the policy of
export controls.

Mr. GROSS. If my colleague from
Iowa is correct, then I hope Congress
will slash our contributions to take care
of the shortfall in the dollar to various
international organizations, some of
which are of highly questionable value.
And if we are going to do this with re-
spect to everything we do overseas or
become involved in, then I think we
should make some provision for the peo-
ple of this country to take care of the
shortfall in their dollars. After all, they
pay the bills.

This bill, as I understand it, calls for
expenditures of approximately $4 billion
in the next fiscal year. I also understand
that is slightly below the budget request.
But I wonder if this will stand up. Only
a few minutes ago we passed a $3 bil-
lion deficiency appropriation bill, which
some Members are pleased to call sup-
plemental appropriations. Except in the
case of a national emergency there is
no acceptable reason for a deficiency or
supplemental appropriation. It does not
make any sense to cut this bill or any
other below the budget request and then
turn right around a few months later
and lard it up again through a supple-




22368

mental bill. I hope that will not be the
case in any appropriation bills as we
embark upon the 1974 fiscal year. I hope
those who get this money will stay with-
in the limits set forth here and I hope
the committee will see to it that they do.

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

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

Mr., CEDERBERG. I share the gentle-
man’s concern, and I agree with him. I
am unhappy with supplementals. How-
ever, there are some facts of life we have
to face. If there is a pay raise that takes
place, the employees have to be paid,
and Congress usually is involved in the
action that makes this pay raise neces-
sary.

Mr. GROSS. Supposing we just say
that there will be no pay raises.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Then the gentle-
man will take a long step toward that.
I might say in all respect to the agencies
involved in this bill, we have required
that they absorb a tremendous amount
of the pay raise fund, and they have done
a very, very respectable job in that re-
gard, but usually the need for supple-
mentals is the result of congressional
action; it is not something that an agency
does.

Mr. GROSS. I thoroughly agree with
the gentleman. I see that a movement is
under foot to raise the pay of Members
of Congress and that a bill is to be initi-
ated, according to the morning news-
paper, by the Senate Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service to engineer an-
other increase for Members of Congress.

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

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

Mr, COLLIER. The gentleman from
Towa will have an opportunity to become
a bit more disturbed this evening when
the debt ceiling bill is brought before the
House with nearly a score of Senate
amendments all nongermane that will
cost about $1,800,000,000. At that time a
good part, perhaps, of what he is saying
here would be far more apropes when
that bill comes before us for a vote.

Mr. GROSS. I do not know that we
ought to accept this or any other appro-
priation measure because of the debt ceil-
ing bill. I listened attentively to the
gentleman, and I will have my feet
braced when that bill comes tomorrow.
I did not have a chance to read all of the
hearings on this bill so let me ask if the
committee doubled the salaries, as re-
quested, of certain persons employed by
the Justices of the Supreme Court? Does
anyone know whether the salaries were
more than doubled from $16,000 a year
to $34,000 for law clerks employed by the
Supreme Court?

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. SLACK. Will the gentleman please
restate his question?

Mr. GROSS. In the hearings I note
that the Supreme Court asked for an in-
crease for three law clerks from the pres-
ent $16,000 to $34,000 a year.
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Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I
think the bill may be somewhat mislead-
ing because what the Court proposed to
do is to upgrade the positions and not
employ the same kind of law clerks with
the same qualifications they previously
had. Instead of having someone just out
of law college who will come on one
year at a time, they want to secure some
more seasoned lawyers who have had
an opportunity to practice and who will
be there on a more permanent basis.

Mr. GROSS. I am not trying to com-
pare anything. I am trying to find out
if in this bill we are being asked to ap-
prove the increase in pay of three law
clerks from $16,000 a year to $34,000.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I understand. My
point is we really did not do that. What
we did was to go from three law clerks
to a really different classification of per-
sonnel.

Mr. GROSS. With respect to the con-
tributions to international organizations,
including the United Nations, that is, I
believe, $202 million a year. What per-
centage of that total are we contributing,
including the United Nations?

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, as of January 1 next
it will be 25 percent.

Mr. GROSS. And as of now?

Mr, SBLACK. It is varying depending
on which organization but I would say
it is an average of about 30 percent.

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to hear the ap-
propriation has been cut to 25 percent
beginning as of January 1 of next year.

Mr. SLACK. That is correct, and since
they are on a calendar year basis we
anticipate there will be a reduction when
this bill is brought up next year of some
$26 million.

Mr. GROSS. Our total contribution
to the U.N. Tower of Babel is $63.9 mil-
lion, which I believe is the figure in the
bill. That compares with the Russian
debt to the United Nations of about $105
million; also Brazil owes the U.N. about
$1.7 million; Czechoslovakia owes $5.6
million; France owes $22.2 million: Hun-
gary owes $3 million; Poland owes $6.4
million; South Africa and Spain owe $2
million each; and Mexico is behind in
its contribution by $1.4 million.

Yet we continue to pay right through
the nose although we have a Federal debt
of some $457 billion. We continue to pay
right through the nose to these interna-
tional organizations.

There is also the “cultural exchange”
which gets a total of $47.8 million out of
the till of the United States, or an in-
crease of $2.55 million over last year. The
total foreign country contributions to
this international junketing society
amounts to $2,816,782 as compared to
our $47.8 million,

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that the reduc-
tions that have been made in this bill
below the budget stand up, and that we
will not get a supplemental appropria-
tion bill later this year or early next year
putting back all of the money and more
of the alleged savings.
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Mr. Chairman, this bill ought to have
been reduced far more than it has been
and I will vote against its passage.

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. FLYNT).

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, first let me
say, along with the other members of
the committee, that I deeply regret the
illness and absence of the distinguished
chairman of this subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ROONEY).
This is the first time during my service
in the Congress that this bill has not been
presented to the House by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. ROONEY).

At the same time, Mr. Chairman, I
wish to join my colleague from Florida
(Mr. Sikes) and others, in expressing in
the very highest terms, the admiration
which I have for the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. Srzack) who as acting
chairman of this subcommittee, has con-
ducted the hearings, the markup and the
presentation of this hill to the House with
dispatch and with thoroughness.

During the hearings which the gentle-
man from West Virginia has conducted
in his capacity as acting chairman of
this subcommittee, I believe that he has
done as thorough and commendable a
job as I have ever known to be done in
any subcommittee of the Committee on
Appropriations. I believe that I speak for
every member of the subcommittee when
I say that we express our gratitude and
appreciation to him for the many, many
long hours which he has put into the
conduct of these hearings, the markup
and the preparation for the presentation
of this bill to the House today.

Mr. Chairman, let me say that as a
general rule we, while not readily reach-
ing an agreement, that the members of
this subcommittee do reach agreement
when this bill is presented to the floor of
the House. Quite frankly, there are some
major changes which I would have made
if I had been allowed to write this bill by
myself. On the other hand, I think that
the bill would have been larger in dollar
volume than it is if some of the sugges-
tions which I made at the time of the
markup had not been accepted by the
other members of the subcommittee.

By and large, I think that the commit-
tee has done a good job. We have reduced
the budget estimates substantially. The
increases that we have made over the
1973 appropriations bill have been al-
most insignificant in the amounts and in
the percentage of the increases in this
bill as compared with the corresponding
appropriations bill for fiscal 1973, I com-
mend the reading of the bill and the re-
port to all members of the House.

Mr. Chairman, while I do not claim
that this final result of this bill is by any
means perfect, we on the committee feel
that we have done a very creditable job
in bringing to the floor of the House the
bill which we have today, HR. 8916. Al-
though, as I said earlier, there were some
additional cuts from the budget esti-
mates I would have made, and did sug-
gest in subcommittee to be made. Al-
though some of my suggestions for reduc-
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tions and further reductions were ac-
cepted, others were not, and as often
happens, this is a case of give and take.

Mr. Chairman, on the whole, I think
that this is a sound bill, a bill which will
reflect credit on the acting chairman of
this subcommittee who reported it to the
House. I urge its passage.

Mr., CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for time. I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 1 additional minute.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SLACK. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DE LA GARZA) .

Mr. pE 1A GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
should like to ask a question for clari-
fication.

The report shows a reduction of $3
million due to the Tijuana River flood
control project, the agreement not hav-
ing been properly reached. There is some
concern that this reduction will cut into
the funds for the lower Rio Grande flood
control. Is my understanding correct that
that is not the intention of the com-
mittee?

Mr. SLACK. That is not the intention,
I assure the gentleman.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. I thank the gentle-
man.,

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

Mr. SLACK. I yield to the gentleman
from Hawaii.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of this measure.

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Chairman, I have no

further requests for time.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
PAYMENT TO THE REFPUBLIC OF PANAMA

The Secretary of the Treasury shall cause
to be paid annually (in lieu of the annual
payment provided under this head in the
Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1973), as
a payment to the Republic of Panama in ac-
cordance with article I of the Treaty of 1955
(6 U.S.T. 2275), $2,328,200: Provided, That
this appropriation shall be available only
upon the enactment into law of S. 929 or
similar legislation.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.

Myr. Chairman, would some member of
the committee be kind enough to tell me
the reason for this qualification in the
following language:

This appropriation shall be available only
upon the enactment into law of S. 920 or
similar legislation,

Mr, SLACK. This is a permanent ap-
propriation which requires authorization
in order to be raised.

Mr. GROSS, A permanent appropria-
tion that cannot be raised. Is this the
regular payment to the canal?

Mr. SLACK. That is correct.

Mr. GROSS, If that is true, then why
the reference to S. 929? Or is this in the
nature of an ex gratia payment due to
devaluation of the dollar?

Mr. SLACK. According to the treaty,
the dollar amount of the annuity must
be changed whenever there is a change
inlthe relationship of the U.S. dollar to
gold,
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Mr. GROSS. Then this is contingent
on the passage of legislation dealing with
the par value of the dollar. That must
be the case.

I thank the gentleman.

The Clerk read as follows:

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the detection
and prosecution of crimes against the United
States; protection of the person of the Presi-
dent of the United States; acquisition, col-
lection, classification and preservation of
identification and other records and their
exchange with, and for the official use of, the
duly authorized officials of the Federal Gov-
ernment, of States, cities, and other institu-
tions, such exchange to be subject to can-
cellation if dissemination is made outslde
the receiving departments or related agen-
cles; and such other investigations regarding
official matters under the control of the De-
partment of Justice and the Department of
State as may be directed by the Attorney
General, including purchase for police-type
use without regard to the general purchase
price limitation for the current fiscal year
not to exceed one thousand and forty-three
(for replacement only) and hire of passenger
motor vehicles; hire of aircraft as temporarily
needed in specific criminal investigations;
firearms and ammunition; not to exceed
$10,000 for taxicab hire to be used exclu-
sively for the purposes set forth in this para-
graph; payment of rewards; and not to ex-
ceed §70,000 to meet unforeseen emergencies
of a confidential character, to be expended
under the direction of the Attorney General,
and to be accounted for solely on his cer-
tificate; $366,506,000.

None of the funds appropriated for the
Federal Bureau of Investigation shall be used
to pay the compensation of any civil-service
employee.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HECHLER OF

WEST VIRGINIA

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HecHLER of
West Virginia: Page 17, line 14, after the
word “employee” add a new paragraph as
follows: “None of the funds appropriated for
the Federal Bureau of Investigation may be
used for investigating political activities not
involving the commission of crimes under
the laws of the United States.”

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to commend my
colleague, the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. Svack) who has ably pre-
sented this bill on the floor, and I wish
to commend his colleagues on the com-
mittee as well.

I believe that this amendment which
I have offered is self-explanatory, be-
cause of recent and highly publicized
developments which have in many in-
stances turned our free Nation toward
what approaches a “police state.” All
too often we have seen the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation go far beyond the
scope of investigating activities involving
the commission of crimes under the laws
of the United States. I believe that this
limitation on the appropriation bill
would prevent the investigation of purely
political activities which are not in any
way associated with the commission of
Federal crimes. I deplore and condemn
the politically inspired actions of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation which
have occurred under Mr. Gray, who in
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many instances made the FBI a politi-
cal tool of the White House. It is high
time we clean out and prohibit this type
of un-American activity which subverts
our American political system.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, would the
distinguished gentleman yield?

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
vield to my good friend, the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. SIKES. Mr, Chairman, I have the
very highest regard for my distinguished
friend, the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia, and I know that he means well
in this amendment. I can see the value
of such an amendment if it could be
accepted on its face.

My concern, Mr. Chairman, is that
this amendment could in effect negate
much of the work of the entire Federal
Bureau of Investigation. They are
charged with the investigation of sub-
versive activities, the activities of com-
munism and other isms which seek to
overthrow the Government of the United
States.

Now, those could be interpreted as
political activities; although their
obvious intent is to subvert and over-
throw the Government of the United
States.

Mr. Chairman, I will ask the gentle-
man, how are we to exclude such in-
vestigations in the administration of
this amendment?

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I would say to my gocd
friend, the gentleman from Florida, that
the portion of my amendment which
clearly states, “not involving the com-
mission of crimes under the laws of the
United States,” would certainly cover
those activities which the gentleman
mentioned, if indeed they involved the
commission of crimes. I just want to stop
the FBI from running all over the lot
and subverting the American political
system. We can do without that type of
activity, and we ought to restore the FBI
to its traditional role of investigating the
commission of Federal crimes—which
are plentiful enough to keep this orga-
nization busy on its central mission.

Certainly, the gentleman would con-
cede that overthrow of the Government
of the United States would be the com-
mission of a crime under Federal law.

Mr. SIKES. If my distinguished friend
from West Virginia will yield, it depends
a great deal on how crime is interpreted
in this country. Nowadays newspapers
which publish secret papers get prizes
for it and the people who steal the papers
for the newspapers are called heroes.
When I first came here they were called
traitors. So it is a little hard to under-
stand where the amendment would ap-
ply and how the definition of crime would
come into the picture. Again I fear it
could be broad enough to cripple the
work of the FBI.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. May
I also add that the definition under lines
18 through the end of page 16 and on
line 17 very clearly fund the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation to carry out those
necessary activities for the detection and
prosecution of crimes against the United
States or the acquisition, collection, clas-
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sification, and preservation of identifica-
tion and other records, and so forth down
through the detail included in those du-
ties for which salaries and expenses are
furnished in the section on pages 16 and
17. Certainly there is ample authority so
the work of the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation would not be crippled or in
any way diverted from its basic mission
by my amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I am
glad to yield to my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I am sure the
gentleman means well, but I think by
the all-inclusive language that he pre-
cluded preemployment investigations
which are required by several laws of the
United States prior to the employment
of Federal employees.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
would certainly hope, I advise my friend
from Iowa, that preemployment investi-
gations would not include political inves-
tigations of the individuals being em-
ployed.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Have you read
the questions on the form? The questions
on the form are reiterations of the re-
quirements in the authorizing law. It
requires them to ask questions which
could include just that.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
would certainly hope that political ac-
tivities which have no relationship to
the commission of crimes would not be a
prerequisite for employment. Also, I was
once interviewed by an FBI agent en-
gaged in a preemployment inquiry, and
the FBI agent asked whether it was in-
deed true that the applicant had voted
for Franklin Delano Roosevelt every time
he ran. That is the type of investigation
to which my amendment refers. For that
reason my amendment does indeed, I
would advise my good friend from Iowa,
ban and proscribe a preemployment po-
litical investigation by the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation. I do not think it
makes any difference whatsoever
whether an applicant for any Federal
civil service job should be a Republican
or a Democrat. For the life of me I can-
not understand what business the FBI
has in looking into a person’s political
beliefs, when that does not involve the
commission of a crime against the United
States. It is for that reason I would hope
my amendment would also prosecribe that
type of question, investigation or purely
political inquiry.

Mr, SMITH of Iowa. I believe your
amendment goes far beyond that.

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

As we understand the gentleman's
amendment, I think it goes far beyond
what he intends.

Let me point out further this is not
the place, in an appropriation bill, to
handle a matter of this kind. This ought
to be decided by the Committee on the
Judiciary after adequate and clear hear-
ings so that you can have a clear defini-
tion of what political activities mean,
and the scope of these activities.

Further, the amendment says commis-
sion of erimes under the laws of the Unit-
ed States. Well, the FBI works in co-
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operation with States and they have
State laws, and they work with local gov-
ernments that have their own particular
types of laws.

Myr. SMITH of Iowa. Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. CEDERBERG. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. My colleague from
georgia reminds me that independent
agencies are limited in the number of
members from one political party; so
they are required to ask these people
what their political party affiliations are.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
hope we will not consider this. If the
gentleman wants to pursue it, he ought
to take it up with the Committee on the
Judiciary and have them hold proper
hearings on the matter.

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

I think the gentleman has raised an
extremely valid point.

Last year during the election cam-
paign in the neighboring district to my
congressional district, it was brought out
that the Federal Bureau of Investigation
was conducting investigations of every
single candidate for Congress of the
United States and had done so far years,
as a matter of routine.

And when it was brought out and there
was widespread public criticism for it,
the Director of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation announced the FBI would
discontinue this practice. I hope they
have discontinued it, But it seems to me
that is just one example of overreaching
and misuse of power to investigate for
reasons that have nothing to do with the
commission of crimes. I think that the
gentleman from West Virginia (M.
HecuLER) has performed a real service
by raising this issue.

It does seem to me that perhaps this
amendment could be tightened up a little
bit by bringing out that it should cover
investigations whose primary focus is on
political activities and not those where
an investigation is being conducted for
another purpose that is legitimate and
where, as a minor and incidental feature,
they inquire as to whether the person
being investigated has taken part in cer-
tain types of activities.

I wonder if the gentleman from West
Virginia would consider that kind of an
amendment to his amendment?

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SEIBERLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I certainly concur with the
gentleman from Ohio that the focus
could be sharpened. Of course, this lan-
guage is the language upon which the
amendment will be voted unless the gen-
tleman from Ohio has additional lan-
guage that he is prepared to send to the
desk prior to the vote. I believe that we
should stick to the original language be-
cause it is very clear from the original
language that it points to political activi-
ties which are related to the commission
of Federal crimes. I thank the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. SieserrLING) for his per-
ceptive comments.

It is very obvious that the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation has been forced to
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go far afield from its central mission, in
order to investigate the political enemies
of the administration. I might add that
the morale of the once-proud FBI sank
to a new low because of the political ac-
tivities its personnel have been forced
to investigate. I do not wish to circum-
scribe the legitimate investigations nec-
essary for the prosecution of crimes, but
merely to stop these senseless invasions of
our domestic political system in the false
name of “national security.”

I urge the adoption of my amendment.

Mr, SLACK. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. HECHLER).

Mr. Chairman, in the last few days
the new Director of the Federal Bureau
of Investigation was confirmed by a vote
of 96 to 0 in the other body.

The Federal Bureau of Investigation
has done a good job, and I for one have
explicit faith and confidence in the work
that they have done. I am perfectly will-
ing for them to continue doing the good
work that they are authorized to do un-
der present law. Mr. Chairman, I urge
the defeat of the amendment.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia, M.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield
briefly?

Mr. SLACK. Certainly, I will be glad
to yield to the gentleman from West
Virginia.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I might say that under the
new head of the FBI, Mr. Clarence
Kelley, who spent the first 3 months of
his professional career in my home-
town of Huntington, W. Va.,, we can
hopefully look forward to a better ad-
ministration of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation than we have had in re-
cent years. I would certainly hope that
the legislative history of this discus-
sion would be forcefully called to the
attention of the new administration in
such a way that past evils may be cor-
rected, and we can avoid some of the
investigation of purely political domestic
activities that have absolutely no con-
nection with the commission of crime.

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Chairman, I urge a
“no” vote on the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from West Virginia (Mr, HECHLER) .

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT REGULATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses for carrying out
the provisions of Executive Order 11387, Jan-
uary 1, 1968, $2,600,000.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ask a
couple of questions, the first bearing on
the item just read, “Foreign direct invest-
ment regulation,” this being authorized
by an Executive order in the amount of
$2,600,000. What is this all about?

Mr. SLACK. Would the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. SLACK. I would say to the gentle-
man from Iowa that the Executive order
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is based on authority contained in 12
U.S.C. 95(a).

Mr. GROSS. Yes; but what is the
money being expended for?

Mr. SLACK. The primary purpose of
the program is to regulate foreign direct
investment of U.S. persons in order to
strengthen the balance-of-payments po-
sition of the United States. This is the
purpose of the program.

Mr. GROSS. We are relying here again
on an Executive order as the authoriza-
tion for this?

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

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

Mr, SEIBERLING. I think I can add
a little light on this subject, because as
legal counsel for a large corporation
with a lot of activities, I had to live with
these Executive orders and regulations
for years. The Executive order was is-
sued by President Johnson and created
a whole elaborate structure of regula-
tions controlling the extent to which
American corporations can invest Amer-
ican dollars abroad. It always struck me
as incongruous that it was based on the
state of emergency that was declared
way back in the 1940’s and, on the
strength of that, the Executive order
was issued in the late 1960’s. As a resuit,
we have had tremendous proliferation
of confrols over foreign investments.

I am not saying they are not needed,
but it does seem to me a perfect example
of why we ought to take another good
look into this whole business of continu-
ing to operate under a declaration of
emergency that was issued back in the
forties as a basis for all this kind of
thing, without any sanction of Congress.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for his explanation. I hope it will be au-
thorized by law, if it is going to be con-
tinued, rather than by an Executive
order. I am absolutely and utterly op-
posed to Executive orders being used as
lawful authorizations.

Mr. SEIBERLING. There is a whole
looseleaf service 2 feet thick of regula-
tions and decisions all based on this little
Executive order, which in turn is based
015;14 g. declaration of emergency back in
i 5

Mr. GROSS. Now that I have the floor
and a little time remaining, I should
like to ask a question concerning an item
that is upcoming. “U.S. Travel Service,
Salaries and Expenses,” to be given $9
million, and a $3,500 representation al-
lowance. What is expected to be accomp-
lished by this $9 million? What has been
accomplished for the expenditures in the
past with respect to U.S. Travel Service?

I assume this is tourism.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. SLACK. The figure the gentleman
stated is the same amount that was ap-
propriated for the current fiseal year. I
will go further and state that apparently
the authorizing committee of the Senate
believe it is a good program, because it
has authorized $30 million.

Mr. GROSS. I am pleased that the
committee has not approved $30 million.
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I note the Secretary of Commerce has a
representation allowance of $1,500, but
whoever directs this U.S. Travel Service
has a representation allowance of $3,500.
I cannot help but wonder who is getting
the short end of the stick with respect
to these entertainment and liquor funds.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GRross
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr, SLACK. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield I would say to the gen-
tleman the $3,500 figure he mentioned
a moment ago is for all the U.S. travel
offices overseas, the entire operation
abroad.

Mr. GROSS. How many of those do we
have with a total expenditure of $9 mil-
lion? I will not pursue the question. I
thank the gentleman for his answers.

Mr. SLACK. We are in the process of
closing some, I will say to the gentleman.
I think six offices will remain in opera-
tion in fiscal year 1974.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.
I do this for the purpose of pursuing
briefly the matter that my colleague, the
gentleman from Iowa, has been discuss-
ing. Is it not true that since this service
was established the disparity in dollar
expenditures between the American
tourist going abroad and the foreign
tourist coming to this country has in-
creased each year?

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, if the guestion
is disparity, the reason for the disparity
is that the number of U.S. citizens go-
ing abroad is increasing at a far faster
pace than for the foreigners coming
here. We are having a larger number
of foreign visitors come to the United
States, and a good deal of it is the re-
sult of this promotion by the U.S. Travel
Service, and they are having a great deal
of success in getting some of the profes-
sional organizations in some of the for-
eign countries to hold some of their con-
ventions here, as some of our profes-
sional organizations such as the doctors
and the lawyers and the American Bar
go over there for instance to London
and other places. So we cannot blame the
disparity on the U.S. Travel Service. As
a matter of fact, if it were not for the
travel service I would say the disparity
would be greater.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, the sole
purpose for the establishment of this
Travel Service was to correct this dis-
parity. It was because congressional
concerns for our balance-of-payments
problem prompted it. I recall distinctly,
as I trust most of the Members do, that
at that time President Eisenhower even
sought to impose some restrictions on
foreign travel. As a matter of fact, if
there is a justification for the Federal
Government to go into the travel and
tourist business notwithstanding the fact
that most commercial operators do a
pretty good job of it, then we ought to
determine whether or not it warrants
continuing. If, in fact, in the period of
time that it has been in operation we
have had a growing outflow over income
in tourism and consequently in our bal-
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ance of payments problem, perhaps some
reevaluation ought to be made,

Mr. CEDERBERG. The disparity would
be worse if it were not for this Service.

Mr. COLLIER. What the gentleman
is saying is that the patient is still sick
but he would be even sicker if it were
not for this Service.

Mr. CEDERBERG. If we can get the
American people to stay home the dis-
parity will be less. If the gentleman can
arrange that, that would be fine.

Mr. COLLIER. That would require a
new agency which I am not about to
recommend. I am questioning the need
for the one we already have. .

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Chairman, the in-
tent of this body when it passed Public
Law 92-544 on October 25, 1972, was
clearly to limit spending of taxpayers'
money to finance the United Nations and
its related agencies. The law, clamping a
25-percent ceiling on all our contribu-
tions to the U.N. except those specifically
exempted, was a congressional response
to a growing public resentment of the ex-
cessive, lopsided funding of the United
Nations with American money.

Mr. Chairman, I request that appropri-
ate portions of the law follow, so that our
colleagues will have reference to the ex-
act statute:

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND
CONFERENCES
CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL
ORGANIZATIONS
U.N., restriction

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary to meet annual obligations of
membership in international multilateral
organizations, pursuant to treatles, conven-
tions, or specific Acts of Congress, $176,190,-
750: Provided, That after December 31, 1973,
no appropriation is authorized and no pay-
ment shall be made to the United Nations
or any affiliated agency in excess of 25 per
centum of the total annual assessment of
such organization except that this proviso
shall not apply to the International Atomic
Energy Agency and to the joint financing
program of the International Civil Aviation
Organization. p
(Pub. L. 92-544, Title I, Sec. 101, Oct. 25, 1972,

86 Stat. 1110)
Legislative History

House Reports: No. 92-1066 (Comm. on
Appropriations) and No. 92-1567 (Comm. of
Conference).

Senate Report No. 92-821 (Comm. on Ap-
propriations).

Congressional Record, Vol. 118 (1972) ;

May 17, 18, Oct. 12, considered and p
House.

June 15, Oct. 13, considered
Senate.

Weekly Compilation of Presidential Doe-
uments, Vol. 8, No. 44: Oct. 28, Presidential
statement.

No mention is made in the law of
“voluntary” contribution. Yet, from the
State Department bureaucrats we hear
this term bantered about with reference
to the Lodge Commission recommenda-
tion:

Each reduction in the U.S. share of the
regular budget must be clearly marked by at
least a corresponding increase in U.S. con-
tributions to one or more of the voluntary
budgets or funds In the U.N. system.

It is apparent, Mr. Chairman, that the
State Department holds the recommen-
dations of an appointed commission in

and passed
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higher regard than the legal charge given
them by this Congress. Rather than re-
ducing their U.N. budget requests for
next year, and winding down our partici-
pation in all U.N. related agencies, the
Department has asked for an increase of
$16,929,250 to be paid primarily to five
specialized agencies of the United Na-
tions. This is a clear violation of the in-
tent and spirit of the legislation passed
by this body.

In recent years the “commitment”
to the United Nations has been elevated
to a position of greater importance than
the commitment owed to the people of
the United States. Every attempt at re-
ducing the total amount lavished on the
U.N. is met with cries of “upholding our
international commitments.” What about
the commitment we have to the people
of this country? Must they be forgotten
while we court international favor?

Our so-called commitments to the in-
ternational banking community sent our
dollar into a devaluation nosedive in
February, and reduced the buying power
of the American consumer.

Our so-called commitments to provide
the Soviet Union with grain to feed their
livestock reduced the amount of grain
for cattle in this country, and drove
prices to all-time highs. As a result, we
face not only higher food prices, but a
serious meat shortage. These so-called
commitments have contributed to the in~
flation erisis.

Mr. Chairman, our commitments are
first and foremost to the taxpayers of
this country, and any bill that comes be-
fore this House should place Americans
first in spending priority. This bill does
not.

I shall maintain my commitment to the
people I represent, and cast our vote
against this bill.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SALARIES OF SUPPORTING PERSONNEL

For salaries of all officials and employees
of the Federal Judiciary, not otherwise spe-
cifically provided for, $81,278,000: Provided,
That the salaries of secretaries to circuit and
district judges shall not exceed the compen-
sation established in chapter 51 of title 5,
United States Code, for General Schedule
grade (GS) 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, or 10, and that the
salaries of law clerks to circuit and district
judges shall not exceed the compensation
established in chapter 51 of title 5, United
States Code, for General Schedule grade (GS)
7, 8, 8, 10, 11, or 12: Provided further, That
(exclusive of step increases corresponding
with those provided for by chapter 53 of title
5 of the United States Code, and of compen-
satlon paid for temporary assistance needed
because of an emergency) the aggregate sal-
aries paid to secretaries and law clerks ap-
pointed by each of the circuit and district
judges shall not exceed $43,453 and $33,377
per annum, respectively, except in the case
of the chief judge of each circuit and the
chief judge of each district court having five
or more district judges, in which case the
aggregate salaries shall not exceed $56,228

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. RAILSBATK

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Chairman, I
and $42,897 per annum, respectively.
have amendments pertaining to pages 35
and 36 which are related. I ask unani-
mous consent that those amendments be
considered en bloc.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

“Amendments offered by Mr. RAILSBACK!
On page 35, at lines 13 and 14, strike
“$81,278,000" and insert in lieu thereof “$83,-
372,000,

On page 36, line 23, strike “$12,200,000" and
insert in lleu thereof “$12,909,000",

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

The CHAIRMAN. The chair will count.

Forty-five members are present, not a
quorum. The call will be taken by elec-
fronic device.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:

[Roll No. 316]

Fuqua
Green, Oreg.
Griffiths
Gunter
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Hébert
Holifield
Horton
Hunt
Jarman
Jones, Ala.
Keating
King

Long, Md.
McSpadden
Mathis, Ga.

Abdnor
Ashbrook
Ashley
Badillo

Bell
Blackburn
Blatnik
Breaux
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Chisholm
Clark
Danlelson
Dent
Derwinski
Dickinson
Dingell
Evins, Tenn.
Fish Melcher
Fisher Montgomery
Fraser Nichols

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumer the chair,
Mr. Vanik, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
H.R. 8916, and finding itself without a
quorum, he had directed the Members to
record their presence by electronic de-
vice, whereupon 371 Members recorded
their presence, a quorum, and he sub-
mitted herewith the names of the ab-
sentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. RAILSBACK) is recognized
for 5 minutes in support of his amend-
ments.

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Chairman and
Members of the Committee, this is an
amendment on page 35 and page 36 of
the bill which deals with the Federal
judiciary budget request. What hap-
pened, quite simply, is that the judiciary
requested 340 new probation officers with
the necessary clerk supporting personnel.
That request was cut in half, so that as
a result of action taken by the Commit-
tee on Appropriations they have provided
for 170 new probation officers instead of
340.

Mr. Chairman, I offer this amendment
reluctantly in the sense that I have
only—and I mean this sincerely—the
highest regard for the chairman of the
subcommittee, the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. Scack) and also my good
friend, the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. CepErBerG) but I offer it with the
utmost sincerity.

Mr. Chairman, members of Subcom-
mittee No. 3 had an opportunity, par-

O'Hara
Patman
Powell, Ohio
Quie

Reld
Rooney, N.Y.
Roush

Ryan
Sandman
Satterfield
Steele
Sullivan
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Veysey
Vigorito
Wiggins
Wright
Wyatt
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ticularly last year, to investigate many
prisons. We had the opportunity to have
come before us at numerous hearings
people who were expert in the field of
corrections, including people with the ad-
ministration and people outside of the
administration. They made many recom-
mendations to us.

But, time after time, expert witness
after expert witness made the point that
something is wrong in this country
when we have a recidivism rate that in-
dicates that 72 percent of our first-time
youthful offenders who have gone to
prison one time are going to be back in
prison within a 5-year period. We know
that, frankly, our entire criminal justice
system could and should be indicted for
that particular statistic alone.

One thing that has been successful is
the various probation systems, including
the probation subsidy system that is be-
ing used more extensively in California
than any place else, but I think that
these experiments have prompted our
Federal judiciary to request more proba-
tionary personnel so that, instead of hav-
ing a caseload of 105 cases per case-
worker, we can reduce it down to what we
hope will be & manageable number,

Even if my amendment should pass,
the total amount of money involved is
$2.8 million, but even if that should pass,
it would mean that we would still have
a caseload per individual caseworker of
about 81 cases per caseworker when we
include their presentence report respon-
sibility. We know that the probation
caseload is expanding so that we can pre-
dict with a reasonable degree of accu-
racy that that caseload is even going to
be higher than 81.

What the experts say is that a good fig-
ure per caseworker would be to have a
caseload of about 35 cases per case-
worker. I would only say that if we really
want to do something about crime, if we
want to do something about the rates
of recidivism, this is the poorest place
in the world to be cutting our budget.

With all due respect to my good friend,
the gentleman from Michigan, this is the
one item that I disagree with him on. I
think that I have had some experience,
and I think he is going to hear from some
other people who have had some experi-
ence as far as the needs for rehabilita-
tion are concerned.

Mr. Chairman, the Federal judiciary's
budget estimate for salaries of support-
ing personnel was cut by the Appropria-
tions Committee by $4,048,000. My
amendment would only restore that
which is related to the Probation Serv-
ice, $2,803,000. The judiciary requested
money for 340 new probation officers and
201 clerk stenographers. This request was
cut in half and the bill before you would
only provide for 170 probation officers
and 100 clerk stenographers. I think we
are making a serious mistake by such a
cut.

The best information available clearly
indicates that probation offers one of
the most significant prospects for effec-
tive rehabilitation. It is also clear that
the most important component of a suc-
cessful probation system is trained man-
power. The judiciary requested an addi-
tional 340 probation officers for the pur-
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pose of effectively supervising people that
were placed on probation. The commit-
tee saw fit to cut that request by 50 per-
cent, Needless to say, this is a very siz-
able cut.

I believe that the Members of Congress
should give serious thought to what has
been done here. For fiscal year 1973,
taking into account the fact that the
probation officers also have to do pre-
sentencing reports, their caseload
amounted to 105 cases per probation of-
ficer. In 1967, the President’s Commis-
sion on Law Enforcement and Admin-
istration of Justice stated that a mean-
ingful caseload for real supervision
should be 35 cases per probation officer.
Six years have gone by since that rec-
ommendation and we are nowhere near
that figure.

Ladies and gentlemen of Congress,
whom are we kidding? With that kind of
caseload there is little, if any, real su-
pervision. If you support my amendment
we would be able to cut the caseload
down to perhaps 81 cases per officer, if
the caseload would remain constant, but
I am sure it, too, will increase.

Who are we talking about when we
speak of people on probation? During the
period June 30, 1968, to January 1973,
the number of persons under supervision
inereased from 36,799 to 51,529, an in-
crease of 40 percent. The projection for
fiscal year 1974 is 59,400 persons under
supervision in probation. In 1968, 27 per-
cent of the probation population was 24
vears of age or younger when received
for supervision. By January 1973 this
proportion had increased to nearly 40
percent. The total number of persons in
this age category increased from 9,891
to 19,987, an increase of 102 percent.

This is a very significant figure because
it is the younger offender who is more
active and aggressive—it is the younger
offender who has the greater need for
counseling and education. The increased
concentration of youth in a caseload
means inereased demands on the proba-
tion service in order to meet the unique
challenge of dealing with youthful of-
fenders, because it is well known that the
vounger the offender the greater the risk
that he will violate the condition of his
release.

So, who are we talking about when
we speak of the type of person involved
in our probation system? The bulk of the
time and energy spent by a probation
office is spent on the young. Therefore,
the $2,803,000 which my amendment
would restore to H.R. 8916 will further
assist the probation service in concen-
trating its resources on the young of-
fender, for he has the potential to be-
come either tomorrow’s law abiding citi-
zen or tomorrow’s costly liability caught
in the revolving door of recidivism.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly believe that
a dollar spent on the rehabilitation of
the younger offender is the best invest-
ment we can make, and I urge the Mem-
bers to vote favorably for my amend-
ment.

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

Mr. RAILSBACK. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Hampshire.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.
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Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the
gentleman from Illinois a few questions.
How many additional positions will the
monetary figure that is in the gentle-
man's amendment provide?

Mr. RAILSBACK. This would provide
for 170 probation officers and 101 addi-
tional supportive personnel. I think they
are called clerk-stenographers.

Mr. WYMAN. So they are doubled,
then?

Mr. RAILSBACK. Yes; but let me
point out this is the judiciary’s request.

Mr., WYMAN. I understood the gen-
tleman to say that the caseload of each
probation officer at the present time
under the figure for personnel that has
been put in by the committee would run
something about 105, and if the gentle-
man’s amendment is adopted, it would
be in the vicinity of 81?

Mr. RAILSBACK, The gentleman is
correct, and this would include pre-
sentence reports, which are part of a
probation officer’s job.

Mr. WYMAN. Is the gentleman famil-
iar with what the testimony was with
respect to what that caseload should be
if they are to be really able to adequately
handle the size of rehabilitation and
proper sentencing?

Mr. RAILSBACK. If the gentleman
will yield, in 1967 the President’s Com-
mission on Law Enforcement and Ad-
ministration of Justice said that a mean-
ingful caseload for real supervision
should be 35 cases per probation officer.
Six years have gone by since that rec-
ommendation, and it has gone up to 105
per caseworker.

Mr. WYMAN. Has the testimony been,
I will ask the gentleman from Illinois,
that with a caseload of 81 there will
still be an inadequacy in terms of a re-
view of the family situation and back-
ground and all the facts that are neces-
sary to provide adequately researched
and documented individual records be-
fore the judges before sentencing?

Mr. RAILSBACK. I do not think there
is any question about that. In other
words, I agree with the gentleman that
this is not an adequate provision.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
just to correct the record, this is not the
administration’s request. There is no ad-
ministration request. This is a Judiciary
Department request. It is not even sub-
ject to review by OMB.

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, I had my ad-
ministrative assistant check this out be-
cause someone asked me that.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. It is submitted by
the Judiciary Department and it does
not even go through the OMB.

Mr. RAILSBACK. That may be, and if
I did characterize it incorrectly I am
SOITY.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, if we are
to do anything about rehabilitation this
is an important field in which there is
increasing public interest and concern. I
think the gentleman’s amendment ought
to be adopted. It is a good value for the
money involved and will redound to the
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public benefit by emphasizing those in-
dividual and personal backgrounds of
persons in difficulty with the law so that
justice ean be tempered with compas-
sion and understanding where justified.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words
and I rise in support of the amendmens
offered by the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. RAILSBACK) .

I compliment the gentleman from Illi-
nois for the amendment he has offered
and I associate myself with his remarks.

Mr. Chairman, there are approxi-
mately 50,000 individuals in this Nation
currently under probationary supervision
in the federal system. Through the ef-
forts of varying correctional programs,
the offender is reintegrated into his com-
munity, protected from the stultifying
effects of confinement and hopefully
insured against prejudicial treatment of
their families. In addition, probationary
efforts reduce the financial responsibility
of the public to the correctional institu-
tion.

Approval of the gentleman’'s amend-
ment to HR. 8916 will help insure that
valuable public services provided by pro-
bation agencies are not compromised by
a lack of manpower. As the gentleman
points out, recidivism is a revolving door.
Each year, 60 percent of all adult felons
are paroled, yet 35 to 40 percent of these
individuals return to prison after a sub-
sequent conviction.

Effective probation programs offer pro-
fessionalism and expertise in the re-
habilitation of offenders and help to de-
crease the rate of recidivism. Ineffective
programs, however, plagued by inade-
quate staffing and disproportionate case-
loads, do little to control recidivism. The
President’s Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and Administration of Justice in
1967 reported as a desirable caseload av-
erage for juveniles and adult felons the
level of 35. Yet, in 1965, fewer than 4
percent of the probation officers in the
Nation were carrying caseloads of 40 or
less. Today, the average -caseload
amounts to 105 cases per probation of-
ficer. The Commission concluded:

Whenever probation programs are subject
to criticism, the oversized case load is usually
identified as the obstacle to successful
operation.

Recidivism is a problem which affects
all of us. Young people caught in its “re-
volving door” can be given the necessary
rehabilitative services only if a reason-
able probation officer-offender ratio is
established and maintained. Mr. Chair-
man, I submit that if we are truly serious
about dealing with the alarming recidi-
vistic trend which has contributed to the
growth in erimes which we are witness-
ing across the country, then we should
give our wholehearted support to
amendments of this nature.

Mr, Chairman, the Judiciary Subcom-
mittee has had hearings on the entire
subject of our probation and parole sys-
tem and the testimony indicates that
something is drastically wrong with our
penal system as it stands. There is a prob-
lem of the “revolving door” and how we
go about breaking that. I would like to
ask the gentleman from Illinois about the
economics involved, because certainly
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a question is going to be raised about
whether this is another example of an
increase in spending and there is a ques-
tion about the parole and probation ac-
tivities and resulting cost savings to the
taxpayer.

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, I have a letter
from Donald L. Thamlee, assistant chief
of probation, dated June 27, 1973, which
indicates a daily per capita cost of Fed-
eral supervision in the community for
the fiscal year 1972 was $1.05 a day or
$384.83 a year. The average 1972 per
capita cost for confinement in the Fed-
eral Bureau of Prisons institutions was
$5.200 a year or $14.25 a day.

‘This figure was calculated on salaries
and expenses and operation costs and
remodeling and does not include the cost
of new construction or confining Fed-
eral prisoners in non-Federal institu-
tions.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, I should
like to say a system which allows or per-
mits a ratio of 105 probationers to 1
probation officer or case worker is a sys-
tem which is decidedly unfair and de-
signed to fail.

Mr. Chairman, I urge passage of this
amendment.

Mr. SMITH of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois. I just want to say, refer-
ring back to my own personal experi-
ence for 1 year before I came to the
Congress when I had the privilege of
being a county judge with criminal jus-
tice responsibilities and a family court
judge, fortunately I had an outstand-
ing probation department which had
been built up by my predecessor. They
were all underpaid and overworked, but
I found out by experience that the judi-
cial system depends to a tremendous de-
gree upon these dedicated people who
do the presentencing examinations and
investigations and who do the counsel-
ing and the supervision of people when
they are on probation—and most of those
on probation are young people. I think
if we are ever going to reform our penal
system and cut down the recidivism we
see today, the place to start is with a
good, strong probation department.

I would enthusiastically support the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois even though I am usually
on the side of cutting down expendi-

- tures.

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

Mr. SMITH of New York. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. MAYNE).

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to ask the author of the amendment,
the gentleman from Illinois, what por-
tion of the additional $2,803,000 provided
for in this amendment would go for the
clerk-stenographers?

Mr. RAILSBACEK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield to me for the pur-
poses of answering the question?

Mr. SMITH of New York. I am happy
to yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, as I un-
derstood it, there was already $2,803,000
additional money included by the com-
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mittee. Now, the gentleman is putting in
another $2,803,000 with his amendment.

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Chairman, here
is the answer I have: 101 clerks, $590,000.
This figure is based on GS-5 salary rate
at $7,319 per year plus related benefits.
Then, under the second part of the
amendment we break the increases down
for such things as equipment, security,
investigations, communications, printing,
other supplies; 101 clerks, $106,000.
Those two figures out of $2.8 million.

Mr. MAYNE. Then, that would be ap-
proximately how much for clerks and
stenographers and how much for the pro-
bation officers themselves?

Mr. RATLSBACK. The officers them-
selves would be allocated $1,504,000. This
is based on GS-9 salary, which is $11,614,
plus related benefits for 9 months.

As far as the increase on the other
page which is for travel, it would be for
170 probation officers, $603,000. There is
a breakdown I could give the gentleman
on how much travel, equipment, secu-
rity investigations. The total figure is
$603,000.

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I note that
there would be 170 additional probation
officers and 101 additional clerk-stenog-
raphers, or a ratio of about 10 stenog-
raphers to every 17 actual officers. Is
this in line with ordinary experience in
the Department of Justice for this kind
of stenographic backup?

It seems a little high to me. Has the
gentleman checked into this ratio at all?

Mr. RATILSBACK, Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will let me check my
records, I think I have an answer for
him on that which I cannot put my
finger on right now, where they do jus-
tify that figure. I do not have it right
now.

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank the gentleman from New York for
yielding to me and say that as far as the
case for additional probation officers is
concerned, I think the gentleman from
Illinois has made a strong presentation,
but it does seem to me that 101 addi-
tional clerk-stenographers have not been
shown to be necessary. I nevertheless in-
tend to support the amendment because
of the demonstrated need for more pro-
bation officers to handle the rising case-
load of youthful probationers. It is in
the national interest to facilitate their
rehabilitation through adequate proba-
tion personnel.

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

Mr. Chairman, I will not take the 5
minutes, and despite the fact that I com-
pliment the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia, the acting chairman of the sub-
committee, on the work he and his com-
mittee have done, I must certainly side
with the gentleman from Illinois in rec-
ommending the restoration of the full
amount for probation officers.

As the subcommittee chairman from
the Judiciary Commitiee on Corrections,
nothing is plainer to us than the fact
that it is much, much more effective;
much less expensive to give young offend-
ers the sort of supervision these officers
would afford them, than to have them
in an institution.

Indeed, if the future of these individ-
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uals involved were not at stake, certain-
ly the safety and security of society is,
because we cannot expect a probation
officer to maintain supervision over 100
or 105 cases and expect that we are going
to have very much sucecess in terms of
the future of those individuals super-
vised, or the security of society, from
crime as a result.

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

Mr. KEASTENMEIER. I yield to the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. DeEnwis).

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to take the opportunity to associate
myself with the remarks of the gentle-
man from Wisconsin, and the other gen-
tlemen who have risen here to address
the Committee.

I think the members of the Commit-
tee know by this time that I am hardly
one of the big spenders in the House.

One of the reasons why I am not is
that oftentimes it seems to me we spend
our money for the wrong things and in
response to various types of public pres-
sure where we rarely show much result
for it. In other places, where a little
money will do a lot of good, we do not
get much public pressure and hence tend
not to spend it. This is one of them.

I believe the significant thing about
our short debate today is that those who
have spoken in favor of the amendment
are mostly people who know something
about the subject. It is only simple truth
that anybody whose lot has been cast
in the courts to any extent, and particu-
larly in the criminal courts to any ex-
tent, on either side of the table, if he
has any feeling or any sense of the sit-
uation, knows that one place a little
money might help would be in proba-
tion, particularly, and in parole, sec-
ondarily, rather than simply on build-
ing walls and that sort of thing.

The prison system is one place where
we have a lot of room for reform, and I
believe this is a modest step forward.

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

Mr. EASTENMEIER. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr, COUGHLIN. I want to associate
myself with the remarks of the gentle-
man and support the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Illinocis, as
a former member of the subcommittee.

Mr. KEASTENMEIER. Mr. Chairman,
I urge support of the amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, the committee has al-
ready included in this bill 270 additional
employees for the probation office, of
which 170 are probation officers and 100
are clerk-stenographers.

Last year they received 252 new posi-
tions, of which 168 were probation offi-
Cers.

The bill as now before us contains
funds for 978 officers, which compares
with 640 in 1972, Mr. Chairman, this rep-
resents an increase of over 50 percent in
2 years.

In the hearings before the committee
on March 5 they told us that they had
36,327 on probation as of the last avail-
able date. That figure compared with 35,-
999 for 1972, which figures out to an in-
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crease of only 328 cases, or less than 1
percent.

The charge has been made that this
committee rubberstamps the FBI and
that on the other hand we have ne-
glected the court system. I want to state
for the Recorp that the increase in sup-
porting personnel for the U.S. courts has
been higher percentagewise over the past
10 years than for the FBI, and a large
number of other appropriations that are
in this bill. ;

I should also like to point out to this
committee that the judiciary budget is
not touched at all by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget.

Mr. Chairman, there are more new jobs
in this one appropriation alone for the
judiciary than there are for the entire
Department of State, or for that matter
the Department of Justice. The same
thing would hold true for the Department
of Commerce.

In my opinion, Mr. Chairman, the
committee has treated the judiciary
fairly. There is no way we can com-
pletely satisfy some of these judges, re-
gardless of how much we provide for
them. In my opinion, if these same judges
would put some of the criminals in jail
instead of on probation the country
would be a lot better off.

I therefore ask that the amendment
be defeated.

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

Mr. SLACK. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. SIKES. The distinguished gentle-
man and the committee feel, if we think
back for a moment as to what he has
stated, that we have provided personnel
just as fast as they can be absorbed into
the system and properly used. It would
be a waste of the Government’s money
to add any more at this point.

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

Mr. SLACK. I am pleased to yield to
the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. DENNIS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I have to take a little issue with the
statement about putting some of these
people in jail instead of on probation.

Mr. Chairman, it is not that there are
not people who ought to go to jail. I am
no bleeding heart on that subject. But I
would like to point out to my friend that
most of the people put on probation are
young people who are first offenders.
That is where most of the probation is.

Mr. Chairman, we would be a long
ways ahead in 9 cases out of 10 if we
did not send those young people to jail.

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Chairman, I will say
to the gentleman that the:r-~ are some
people on the streets right here in the
city of Washington on probation or pa-
role who ought to be in jail. I think the
record will show that there was one in-
dividual who raped five women, and
that he is out walking the streets today.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word and rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I have listened to the
debate. Now, I am just as interested in
probation problems as the gentlemen who
serve on the Committee on the Judiciary.

The only difference is that we are charged
with the responsibility of putting up the
money, and we look into how it is being
spent. We are giving them 170 new of-
ficers this year. When these hearings
were held, looking on page 95, they had
67 vacancies out of the 160-some we gave
them last year.

Mr. Chairman, I will admit that they
are in the process of filling these vacan-
cies, and we want them to fill them; we
want them to fill them as wisely and
with as competent people as they can.
But I cannot see any reason to give them
340 when I am not confident that they
can find 170 people who are competent
to do the job.

This is what we want to have done,
and we do not yield to anybody in our
concern for adequate and proper proba-
tion. If the Members will look at the
increases which have taken place year
after year after year, they cannot help
but come to the conclusion that we have
been fair with these people and we have
used the best kind of judgment possible
in behalf of the people who are under
probation, and taking into consideration
the taxpayers as well.

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

Mr. CEDERBERG. Yes, I will yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank my friend for yielding.

I want to point this out to him. It is
something which I do not think any of us
have pointed out before.

Mr. Chairman, based on the rate of
growth of the last 4 years, we predict
that by the end of fiscal year 1974, the
officers will complete 33,400 presentence
investigations and supervise 59,400 of-
fenders.

Regardless of what we say about what
we have done, the caseload is still 105
per caseworker, and it is going up. We
know that that is grossly inadequate,
according to every law enforcement offi-
cer in the country.

Mr, CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, the
simple fact is that we are giving them
the necessary personnel to do the job,
and I do not think we should go any
further.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. RAILSBACK).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the Chair was
in doubt.

RECORDED VOTE

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

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 220, noes 164,
not voting 49, as follows:

[Roll No. 317]
AYES—220

Blaggl
Biester
Bingham
Boggs
Brademas
Bray
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif,
Anderson, Tl1.
Arends
Aspin
Baker
Barrett
Beard
Bergland

Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burton
Butler
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Chisholm
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Cohen
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Collins, Il
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Robert
W.,Jr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Dickinson
Diggs
Donchue
Downing
Drinan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala,
Edwards, Calif,
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Findley
Flowers
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Forsythe
Fraser
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton
Gilman
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Grover
Gude
Hamlilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Hastings
Hawkins
Hechler, W, Va.
Heinz
Helstoski
Hicks
Hillis
Hogan
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut

Abdnor
Alexander
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Archer
Armstrong
Bafalis
Bennett
Bevill
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brasco
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, Va.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex,
Burlison, Mo.
Byron

Camp

Carter

Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Cochran
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Cotter

Crane

Hutchinson
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa,
Jones, N.C.
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeier
Kazen

EKemp

Koch

Kyros
Landrum
Leggett
Lehman
Lent

Litton

Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
MecCollister
MecCormack
McKinney
Macdonald
Madigan
Malilliard
Maraziti
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Michel
Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mizell
Moakley
Moorhead, Pa.
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, N.X.
Nedzi

O'Brien
Owens
Patman
Pepper
Peyser
Pike
Podell
Preyer
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Railsback
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reid
Reuss

NOES—164

Daniel, Dan
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
Devine
Dorn
Dulski
Duncan
Evans, Colo.
Flood
Flynt
Ford, Gerald R.
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Froehlich
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Gross
Guyer
Haley
Hammer-
schmidt
Harsha
Harvey
Hays
Heckler, Mass.
Henderson
Hinshaw
Holifield
Holt
Ichord
Jarman
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Riegle
Rinaldo
Robinson, Va.
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rose
Rosenthal
Roy
Roybal
Ruppe
Ruth
St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Schneebell
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shuster
Smith, N.Y.
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Stark
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stokes
Stuckey
Studds
Symington
Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev.
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt

Whitehurst

Widnall

Wilson, Bob

Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.

Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

Winn

Wolft

Wyman

Yates

Young, Alaska

Young, Fla.

Young, Ga.

Young, Ill.

Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn,
Ketchum
Kluczynski
Kuykendall
Landgrebe
Latta
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McKay
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr.
Milford
Miller
Mills, Ark.
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.Y,
Mollohan
Moorhead,
Calif.
Morgan
Murphy, Ill.
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix
Obey
O'Neill
Parris
Passman




22376

Patten
Perkins
Pettis

Pickle

Poage

Fowell, Ohio
Price, 1L,
Quillen
Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts
Robison, N.Y,
Rooney, Pa.
Rostenkowski
Runnels
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Sebelius

Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif,
Thomson, Wis.
Treen

Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Whitten
Williams
Wydler

Wylie

Yatron
Young, 5.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion

Zwach

Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes
Bisk
Skubitz
Slack

Smith, Towa
Snyder
Spence
Staggers

Stratton
Btubblefield
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.

NOT VOTING—49

Fascell Madden

Fish Montgomery

Fisher O'Hara

Fuqua Quie

Green, Oreg. Rooney, N.Y.

Griffiths Roush

Gubser Rousselot

Gunter Ryan

Hansen, Wash. Sandman

Harrington Sullivan

Hébert Teague, Tex.

Hungate Thompson, N.J,

Hunt Tiernan

Jones, Ala. Wiggins

Keating Wright
Dingell King Wyatt
Evins, Tenn. McSpadden

So the amendments were agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise for the purpose
of directing some questions to any mem-
ber of the subcommittee and particularly
the chairman because these questions
arise inasmuch as I find no explanation
in the committee report.

On page 17—and I am not necessarily
intending to offer any kind of amend-
ment because I know we have passed
that section and an amendment would
not be in order, but nevertheless I think
it is vital for us to have some explanation
of some of the provisions under the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service,
salaries and expenses. For example, in
discussing the “payment of allowances—
at a rate not in excess of $1 per day—to
aliens, while held in custody under the
immigration laws, for work performed,”
I wonder if we could have an explanation
about the nature of the work performed
and why the stipend of $1 has been set
and how much of this work on an aver-
age is being performed and under what
circumstances?

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. I yield to the gentle-
man from West Virginia.

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Chairman, we have
had this in the bill for some 20 years and
there has been no request to change it.

Mr. GONZALEZ. This has been in the
substantive law before?

Mr, SLACK. It has been in this bill
for a number of years.

Mr. GONZALEZ. This same section?

Mr. SLACK. Yes, it has.

Mr, GONZALEZ, What about on page
18 where we provide on lines 13 and 14
for “acquisition of land as sites for en-
forcement fence and construction inci-
dent to such fence”? That is obviously
for the holding of aliens but is this a new
authorization for acquisition of land for
a concentration camp type of detention?

Andrews,
N. Dak.

Ashbrook
Ashley
Badillo
Bell
Blackburn
Blatnik
Breaux
Burke, Fla.
Clark
Danielson
Delaney
Dent
Derwinski
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Mr. SLACEK. I would say to the gentle-
man this is not a new authorization. This
fence was constructed along the border
many years ago.

Mr. GONZALEZ, There is nothing in
this budget contemplated for additional
construction of detention centers?

Mr. SLACK. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. GONZALEZ. All right.

One more question. On lines 17 and 18
it says: “maintenance, care, detention,
surveillance, parole, and transportation
of alien enemies and their wives and
dependent children.”

Who could that refer to? We have a
tremendous number here of illegal alien
workers, but this says “alien enemies and
their wives and dependent children.”
What alien enemies? We are wining them

. and dining them and toasting them now-

adays, but this obviously has reference
to some alien enemy. I just do not know
why this is here at this time.

Mr. SLACK. This too, I would say to
the gentleman from Texas, has been in
the law, so far as I know, for a number
of years.

Mr. GONZALEZ. It is so general.

Mr. SLACK. The authorization is con-
tained in 8 U.S.C. 1185, which states:

(a) When the United States is at war or
during the existence of any national emer-
gency proclaimed by the President, or, as
to aliens, whenever there exists a state of war
between or among two or more states, and
the President shall find that the interest of
the United States requires that restrictions
and prohibitions in addition to those pro-
vided otherwise than by this section be im-
posed upon the departure of persons from
and their entry into the United States.

This again has been in the bill for
many years.

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

Mr. Chairman, it is very seldom that I
take the well of the House in regard to
bills from other committees. One of our
subcommittees on Government opera-
tions, headed by the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. RanpaLn), has been mak-
ing a study of the immigration from
other countries such as Canada in the
north and Mexico in the south, of aliens
coming into this country.

Mr. Chairman, we have studied the
materials that Mr. RaNpaLL's committee
has developed. In the last 10 years the
number of these alien immigrants, who
are committing a criminal act when they
come into this country with either forged
documents or no documents, has in-
creased from 88,000 a year to over 560,-
000 in 1972.

In California alone, 200,000 illegally
entering aliens, most of them from south
of the border, were apprehended. Then,
we are faced with a situation of taking
care of these people, either feeding them,
jailing them, hospitalizing them, or de-
taining them until they can be deported.
If they agree voluntarily to be deported,
then we put them in vans and take them
down to Tiajuana or Encinitas, and send
them across the border.

If they will not go voluntarily, then
they have to be arrested and put in jail
and detained until there can be an ad-
ministrative hearing. In the case of il-
legal aliens who have committed felonies
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the Federal courts in Los Angeles will not
take adidtional cases. They must be filed
in San Diego.

When Members think of arresting 200,-
000 in 1 year, they can understand what
I am talking about. Los Angeles County
alone has incurred a cost of over a hun-
dred million dellars annually to appre-
hend, take care of, feed, hospitalize and
return these aliens to the border. We
have cases where we have arrested the
same alien six times within 1 year. We
have just considered reorganization plan
No. 2 which had to do with the immigra-
tion and naturalization service. This
Presidential plan says we should reduce
about 500 employees in the immigration
service in the face of this flood of illegal
aliens. We have reported from the House
Government Operations Committee an
amendment which will prevent the
transfer of 900 employees from the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service to
Customs. These aliens that eome in
across the border are taking the jobs of
citizens, many of whom are out of work.

I see nothing wrong with building a
fence down on the border. I hope they
will put people on the border patrol who
will walk up and down that fence, and
fly over it with helicopters, to keep these
people out of our country.

If they want to come in legitimately,
I am all for that, but if they want to
break the laws and come in illegally they
should be apprehended and should be
deported.

I say this to the shame of the Congress,
that in the past 10 years there have been
requests for close to 5,000 new people in
the Immigration and Naturalization
Service to do the job of guarding the
borders and apprehending these people
when they come in, and there have been
only 992 allowed by congressional action,
Less than 25 percent of the number re-
quested by the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service have been allowed by
the Appropriations Committee.

I believe it is time for us to look at
this thing and look at it in reality. I do
not blame the people who are trying to
come across. The level of poverty in
which they live south of the border is just
terrible. There is no doubt about that.
I cannot blame any one of these individ-
uals for wanting to better his life.

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

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 2 additional minutes.

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

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object—and I am not going
to object—I should like to point out that
we have passed that section of the bill,
There is nothing we can do about it inso-
far as this legislation is concerned, and
the hour is getting late.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, as I
said, I very seldom come to the well of
the House, far less than the gentleman
from Florida goes into the well, I might
say. These remarks of mine were in-
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spired by the questions of my friend from
Texas (Mr. GonzaLez) . I just wanted to
express some of the facts that we have
on this matter and say that I see noth-
ing wrong in having border patrol forces
adequate to take care of the exclusion
of these illegally entering aliens who are
coming in here at great expense to the
taxpayers of the United States and are
in many instances taking the jobs of
American citizens who want to have
those jobs.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 403. None of the funds contained in
this title shall be available for the salaries
or expenses of deputy clerks in any office
that has discontinued the taking of appli-
cations for passports subsequent to October
31, 1968, and has not resumed such service
on a permanent basis.

This title may be cited as the “Judiciary
Appropriation Act, 1974".

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I seek -clarification
from the distinguished gentleman from
West Virginia with respect to certain
language in the bill.

On page 17, line 8 of the bill, there is
language concerning the Federal Bureau
of Investigation. There is an appropria-
tion “not to exceed $70,000 to meet un-
foreseen emergencies of a confidential
character.”

I should like to ask the gentleman
whether any of these funds are intended
to be used for the investigation of per-
sons who have differing political view-
points from the executive branch, or
what exactly are these funds intended
to be used for?

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

Ms. HOLTZMAN. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from West Virginia.

Mr. SLACK. The funds provided to
meet unforeseen emergencies of a confi-
dential nature are used to make unusual
emergency and confidential expenditures
in criminal and security investigations
where the name of the informant or the
nature of the expenditure must be kept
secret so as not to jeopardize the in-
vestigative operations. The personal
safety of the recipient of the funds is
the paramount consideration in situa-
tions of this type.

Myr. Chairman, in direct answer to the
question posed by the gentlewoman, I
would say that the answer is “No.”

Ms., HOLTZMAN. Mr, Chairman, I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentlewoman from
New York (Ms. HorLrzMaN) yield?

Ms. HOLTZMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from West Virginia.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate the question
which has been posed by the gentle-
woman from New York. It ties in directly
with the amendment which I submitted
earlier stating that none of these funds
could be utilized for investigation of po-
litical activities not involved in the com-
mission of Federal crimes.

I certainly hope, although that amend-
ment was defeated earlier, that we could
receive support in this body for the
adoption of similar or related language
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by the authorizing committee. The FBI
as we all know, has been forced through
political pressure and otherwise to en-
gage in domestic political investigations
which go far beyond the suppression of
crime. This is why I believe it is a very,
very important point which the gentle-
woman from New York has raised, even
though she has referred to a very narrow
phase of the activities funded by this
bill.

Ms, HOLTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman.

It is my understanding from what the
chairman of the subcommittee has stated
that in essence this language in the ap-
propriation is not intended to fund in-
vestigations not connected with the
investigation of Federal crimes; is that
correct?

Mr. SLACK. Yes, the gentlewoman is
correct.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Arvs CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY
ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT ACTIVITIES
For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-

vided for, for arms control and disarmament
activities authorized by the Act of Septem-
ber 26, 1961, as amended (22 U.S.C. 2551
et seq.), $6,935,000.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BEY MR. SEIBERLING

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SEIBERLING:
Page 40, line 11, strike the figure ‘'$6,935,000"
and Insert in place thereof “$10,000,000”,

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, this
is a very simple amendment, but I believe
it is an important one., All it would do
is bring the appropriation for the US.
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
up to the very modest level of last year’s
appropriation, namely, $10 million.

That is “peanuts” compared to the
amounts of money we have included in
this bill and included in the proposed
Defense Department budget.

Mr. Chairman, this would represent
an increase of approximately $3.1 million
from the approximately $6.9 million
called for in the administration’s budget
for fiscal year 1974 and in the appropri-
ation bill before us.

Mr. Chairman, it is incomprehensible
that at the very moment when the ad-
ministration was preparing to enter into
the second round of strategic arms lim-
itation talks with the Russians, it would
choose to reduce the budget for the very
agency that is charged by law with the
preparation and management of the U.S.
participation in all such international
negotiations on arms control and dis-
armament.

It has been only a few days since the
President and Mr. Brezhnev signed a
joint statement declaring that both gov-
ernments would move rapidly ahead to
achieve significant new strategic arms
limitation agreements, It is inconsistent,
to say the least, to reduce the capabilities
of the United States to negotiate on
arms control at the very time that the
administration is proclaiming its inten-
tion to reach effective new agreements.

It would seem that at this point in
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time, when arms limitation is as crucial
as at any time in our Nation’s history,
that the prestige and capacity of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
should be increased rather than de-
creased.

Mr. Chairman, the President himself
has stated that this round of strategic
arms limitation talks is of the utmost
importance to continuing international
detente, and yet, without the slightest
hesitation, he has proposed a reduction
so crippling that it will deny the Arms
Control Agency the very tools necessary
to accomplish its mission.

It is instructive in the context of
spending priorities to note that an Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency ap-
propriation of $10 million for fiscal year
1974, which is what my amendment au-
thorizes, would only pay one-half the
cost of a single F-14 aircraft.

Mr. DRINAN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. SEIBERLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. DRINAN. I want to associate my-
self with the remarks of the distingiushed
gentleman from Ohio and commend him
for his initiative. I do hope we will go
forward and have a record vote on this.
It is most appropriate on this day when
we have failed to stop war immediately
that we at least see that the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency has the
funding that they had last year.

Mr. SEIBERLING. I thank the gentle-
man.

That is another interesting aspect of
this. Savings from cutting the appropri-
ation from $10 million to $6.9 million,
which is what the bill without my
amendment would do—the saving is less
than the cost of 5 days of bombing in
Cambodia at the current rate, which has
been running $600,000 a day on the
average.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Will the gentleman
yield to me?

Mr. SEIBERL.NG, I will not yield at
this time. I will in just a moment if you
gentlemen will allow me to proceed.

It is almost Iudicrous to compare the
increase in the DOD proposed fiscal year
1974 budget just for research and de-
velopment, an increase of $562.7 million
to the $10 million that the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency was allocated
last year and which I am asking us to ap-
propriate again this year. Certainly we
can agree that it is not only the right but
it is the duty of the Congress to provide
for a strong and effective Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency. Therefore I
urge the committee to restore the full $10
million funding for the Agency for 1974.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. SEIBERLING. I now yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. CEDERBERG. I would like to say
this: I am all for the U.S. Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, If there was
one crying need we have in the world, it
is to have disarmament. If it took $100
million. I would be for it. But the simple
facts are that the funds we have allo-
cated to the Agency are sufficient. On
page 582 of the REcorp you will find in
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my colloquy with Mr. Farley, the Acting
Director, I asked him the question is
there enough funds and personnel to
carry out the mission, and he said that
there were enough funds to carry it out.
I asked him as follows:

Mr. CEDERBERG. In your opinion, with the
personnel you have and the funds avallable,
you can carry out the mission assigned to
you; is that correct?

Mr. FArLEY. We believe we will carry out
our basic job, Mr. Cederberg.

That is what we want. Giving them an
extra $5 to $10 million may make us
feel better, but it does not do the job
any better.

Mr. SEIBERLING. May I suggest one
other thing to the gentleman from
Michigan, whose opinion, of course, I
respect very much.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SEIBER-
1ING was allowed to proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.) i

Mr, SIEBERLING. One of the troubles
with this cut from last year's level is that
it is part of an apparent effort to down-
grade the role of the agency below that
which has been designated by the Con-
gress in the 1961 act, which says that it
shall have the primary responsibility for
negotiating a strategic arms limitation
agreement.

The gentleman to whom you referred
replaced the previous head of the agency,
who conducted the first round of SALT
talks. I doubt very much if he is free to
express views contrary to the position of
OMB on this budget.

I submit this amendment is a symbolic
act which will back up the President in
his declaration, with Chairman Brezhnev
last week, that SALT II is the most im-
portant negotiation we have going in
the international field. This is one way
to back him up and give him moral sup-
port.

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

Mr. Chairman, this committee consist-
ently has supported the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency. Year after
year we have given the agency all the
money they said they needed to do their
job, and that is exactly what we have
done this year. We gave them the full
amount of the budeet request. If they
had any additional money, there would
be no plans to spend it and no need to
spend it. This would not be sound legis-
lative procedure.

Let me quote from the record on page
577, part IV of the hearings, from the
testimony of the acting chairman of
the agency, Mr. Farley.

He said:

In order to carry out this desire for cur-
tailing Federal expenditures and streamlin-
ing Federal programs, our Agency will sharply
reduce external research, . ..

which probably is largely window dress-
ing, anyway.

. . . streamline the utilization of personnel,
but we will, ...

Now listen to this:

. « « We are confident, be able to meet our

negotiating and statutory responsibilities.
Specifically, ACDA will generate budget
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savings by (1) cutting the external research
program in the amount of $1.5 million (the
largest area of reduction), (2) reducing some
personnel, and (3) as mentioned above,
through the consolidation of the two SALT
sites into one.

Mr., Chairman, the agency is receiv-
ing the full amount of the budget re-
quest; every dime they asked for, every
dime they showed a need for. We hope
they do a good job. We will support them
for whatever amount they really need.
Our record is consistent. The amend-
ment cannot be justified and should be
defeated.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in support of the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
SEIBERLING) .

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentiewoman yield?

Ms. ABZUG. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio,

Mr. SEIBERLING. I thank the gentle-
woman, Mr, Chairman, there are some
things that the Congress ought to do to
indicate what its judgment is as to mat-
ters of priority. It strikes me that when
we have an appropriation request for the
agency that is supposed to negotiate the
cuts in arms around the world so as to
be able to put our money into things that
are needed at home, and which are more
productive for human needs, and when
that proposed appropriation is less than
one-tenth of 1 percent of the proposed
Defense Department research budget for
next year, and less than one one-thou-
sandth of 1 percent of the proposed mili-
tary budget for next year, then something
is wrong with our order of priorities.
So this is one way to say to the world
that we are giving some priority to arms
control and arms limitation.

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

Ms. ABZUG. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the thing I would like
to ask the committee is whether they
received any adverse testimony about
this? All of the people who are seeking to
reduce the military expenditures have
severely criticized the arms control
agency, and indications of this are every-
where. I am wondering if they made
available a platform, or asked any wit-
nesses from their home communities to
come and tell what the arms control
agency really should have if it is going
to do its duty.

Ms, ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I support
the amendment offered by my colleague,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. SEIBER-
LING).

The testimony that was read by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. Sikes) in-
dicates that this agency has been under
a lot of pressure to reduce its requests
in the budget. The events of last week
proposing agreements in strategic arms
limitation that we all want to take place
expeditiously, warrant a greater invest-
ment in the kind of work for arms con-
trol that this agency has done for many
yvears. If their budget were increased,
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I believe agreements could come about
more quickly. The expertise of this agency
should be made more available to our
negotiators in order to assist them in such
agreements.

The CHAIRMAN. The gquestion is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. SEIBERLING),

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. SEIBERLING)
there were—ayes 23, noes 103.

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

A recorded vote was refused.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE FOR TRADE
NEGOTIATIONS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the Special
Representative for Trade Negotiations, in-
cluding hire of passenger motor wvehicles,
and services as authorized by 56 U.8.C. 3109,
$1,500,000: Provided, That none of the funds
contained in this paragraph shall be made
avallable for the collection and preparation
of information which will not be available
to Committees of Congress in the regular
discharge of their duties.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, for the purpose of clar-
ification on the legislative intent of this
section, I should like to ask my good
ifriend and distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from West Virginia, to clarify
the provisions in this section as to
whether or not this provides for requir-
ing the trade negotiators to answer the
inquiries raised by Members of the U.S.
Congress on the trade negotiations, and
whether or not these answers will be
forthcoming from these trade negotia-
tors on the who, what, where, when, why,
and how of what they are doing.

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

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from West Virginia.

Mr. SLACK. In response to the inquiry
of the gentleman, I would say that it
is the intent of this committee that they
respond forthwith to the inquiries of

Members of Congress.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. I thank
the gentleman.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE AND VOCATIONAL
TRAINING EXPENSES, FEDERAL PRISON INDUS-
TRIES, INCORPORATED
Not to exceed $1,5652,000 of the funds of

the corporation shall be available for its ad-
ministrative expenses, and not to exceed $5,-
500,000 for the expenses of vocational train-
ing of prisoners, both amounts to be available
for services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109,
and to be computed on an accrual basis and
to be determined in accordance with the
corporation’s prescribed accounting system
in effect on July 1, 1846, and shall be exclu-
sive of depreciation, payment of claims, ex-
penditures which the sald accounting sys-
tem requires to be capitalized or charged to
cost of commodities acquired or produced,
including selling and shipping expenses, and
expenses in connection with acqi.isition, con-
struction, operation, maintenance, improve-
ment, protection, or disposition of facilities
and other property belonging to the corpora-
tion or in which it has an interest.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ECKHARDT

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Eckhardt: Add
after line 9 on page 51 the following:

“Sec. 706. Any expenditure which is per-
mitted to be made solely on the certificate
of the head of a department of government
because of the confidential or other special
nature of the expenditure shall be subject to
the scrutiny of the Comptroller General to
determine the nature of the purpose of the
expenditure and whether or not it is of such
confidential or other special nature.”

And renumber the succeeding sections
acc.rdingly.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order against the amendment
on the basis that it is legislation on an
appropriation bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Texas desire to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
should like to be heard on the point of
order.

The rule provides that all points of
order against said bill for failure to com-
ply with the provisions of clause 2 of
rule XXT are hereby waived.

Furthermore the language of the
amendment is pertinent to several pro-
visions of the bill. For instance, on page
17, where the Attorney General is per-
mitted to expend moneys accounted for
solely on his certificate, on lines 10 and
11; on page 17, line 24 and page 18, lines
1 and 2, where the Attorney General is
entitled to expend money for confidential
purposes solely on his certificate; and on
page 20 where there is an authorization
of approval by the Attorney General to
be accounted for solely on his certificate;
and pages 20 and 21.

This provision simply restricts such
sole accounting authority of the Attorney
General, it is germane to the provisions
in the bill, and it provides a general limi-
tation with respect to these items.

The point of order with respect to leg-
islation on an appropriation bill is spe-
cifically waived by the rule.

Mr. SLACEK. Mr. Chairman, may I be
heard on the point of order?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may
be heard.

Mr. SLACK. Mr, Chairman, the gen-
tleman’s amendment was not before the
Rules Committee.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Vamix), The
Chair is ready to rule.

In the opinion of the Chair the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Tex-
as imposes new duties, additional duties
on Federal officials and is therefore leg-
islation in violation of clause 2, Rule XXI.
The rule which waives points of order ap-
plied only to the provisions of the bill
and does not waive points of order
against any amendments offered.

So the point of order is sustained.

Mr. ECEKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the Chair.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec, 705. No part of the funds appropri-
ated under this Act shall be used to provide
& loan, guarantee of a loan, a grant, the
salary of, or any remuneration whatever to
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any individual applying for admission, at-
tending, employed by, teaching at or doing
research at an institution of higher educa-
tion who has engaged in conduct on or after
August 1, 1969, which involves the use of (or
the assistance to others in the use of) force
or the threat of force or the seizure of prop-
erty under the control of an institution of
higher education, to require or prevent the
availability of certain curriculum, or to pre-
vent the faculty, administrative officials or
students in such institution from engaging
in their duties or pursuing their studies at
such institution.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RARICK

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Rarick: Page
52, after line 16, insert a new section:

Sec. T06. No funds appropriated by this
Act shall be expended to aid or assist in the
reconstruction of the Democratic Republic
of Vietnam (North Vietnam). Renumber
the succeeding lines accordingly.

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment is self-explanatory. It is a
prohibition to make sure that the funds
passed by this House under this act are
not to be used in ald or assistance in the
reconstruction of North Vietnam. It is
a good amendment. I urge its adoption,

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

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Rarick), there
were—ayes 31; noes 52.

Mr. RARICE. Mr, Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was refused.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk concluded the reading of the
bill.

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise and re-
port the bill back to the House with
sundry amendments, with the recom-
mendation that the amendments he
agreed to and that the bill as amended
do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Vanig, Chairman of the Commitiee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that Committee, having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
8916) making appropriations for the
Departments of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974, and for other purposes, had directed
him to report the bill back to the House
with sundry amendments, with the rec-
ommendation that the amendments be
agreed to and that the bill as amended
do pass.

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the bill and all
amendments thereto to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote de-
manded on any amendment? If not, the
Chair will put them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
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gngrossment and third reading of the
ill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAEER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

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

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 370, nays 11,
not voting 52, as follows:

[Roll No. 318]

YEAS—370

Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander

Hastings
Hawkins

Hays

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz

Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks

Hillis

Anderson, 11,
Andrews, N.C,
Annunzio
Archer Hinshaw
Arends Hogan
Armstrong Holifield
Aspin Holt

Bafalis
Baker
Barrett
Beard
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Biester
Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif,
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, 111,
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Conyers

Dingell
Donchue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan

du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg

Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey

Froehlich
Fulton

Gaydos

Gettys

Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilman

Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Grasso

Gray
Green, Pa.
Grover
Gude
Guyer
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha

Harvey

Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
Jordan

Earth
Kastenmeler
Eazen

Eemp
Eetchum

McClory
MecCloskey
McCollister
MeCormack
MecDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McKinney

Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds

Melcher
Metcalfe
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Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Miller -
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.¥.
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa,
Morgan

Strattom
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, Mo,
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev,
Treen
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
‘White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
‘Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolff
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.
Young, Ill.
Young, B.C.
Young, Tex,
Zablocki
Zion
Zwach

Regula
Reid
Rhodes
Riegle
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.¥Y.
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Ronecallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Schroeder
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Stark
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Stephens
Stokes

NAYS—I11

Haley
Jones, Okla.
Landgrebe
Mathis, Ga.

NOT VOTING—b52
Pisher Madden
Flowers O'Hara
Ford, Quie

William D, Reuss

Fugqua Rooney, N.Y.
Green, Oreg. Roush
Griffiths Rousselot
Gubser Ryan
Gunter Sandman
Hansen, Wash. Steiger, Ariz.
Harrington Steiger, Wis.
Hébert Sullivan
Hungate Teague, Tex.
Hunt Thompson, N.J.
Jones, Ala, Tiernan

Evins, Tenn, KEeating Wiggins

Fascell King Wright

Fish McSpadden Wyatt

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Thompson of New Jersey with Mr,
Clark.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Wiggins.

Mr. Delaney with Mr, Sandman.

Mr, Tiernan with Mr. Wyatt.

Mr, Blatnik with Mr. Steiger of Arizona.

Mr. Ashley with Mr. Quie.

Mr. Flowers with Mr. Blackburn,

Mr. Breaux with Mr. Keating.

Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Andrews of North
Dakota.

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Hunt.

Mr. Madden with Mr. Derwinski.

Mr. Reuss with Mr. Bell.

Mrs. Sullivan with Mr. Gubser.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. King.

Powell, Ohio
Preyer

Price, 111,
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rangel

Rees

Collins, Tex.
Crane
Gonzalez
Gross

Rarick
Shuster
Symms

Andrews,
N. Dak,
Ashbrook
Ashley
Badillo
Bell
Blackburn
Blatnik
Breaux
Burke, Fla.
Clark
Danielson
Delaney
Dent
Derwinskl

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. Wright with Mr. Ashbrook.

Mrs., Hansen of Washington with Mr. Fish.

Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Rousselot.

Mr. Fisher with Mr. Burke of Florida.

Mr. Dent with Mr. Steiger of Wisconsin,

Mr. Danlelson with Mr. Badillo.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Willlam D,
Ford.

Mr. Fascell with Mr. Gunter.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Hungate.

Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. O'Hara.

Mr. McSpadden with Mr, Roush.

Mr. Ryan with Mr. Harrington.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senhate by
Mr. Arrington, one of ifts clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R. 6187. An act to amend section 502(a)
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936,

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with an amendment
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R. 5452, An act to extend and make tech-
nical corrections to the National Sea Grant
College and Program Act of 1966, as amended,

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House to a joint resolution of the Sen-
ate of the following title:

5.J. Res. 128. Joint resolution to provide
for an extension of certain laws relating to
the payment of interest on time and savings
deposits.

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 Senate to the bill (H.R.
8537) entitled “An act to amend titles
10 and 37, United States Code, to make
permanent certain provisions of the De-
pendents Assistance Act of 1950, as
amended, and for other purposes.”

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may be permitted
to revise and extend my remarks on the
bill just passed, and that I may include
therein certain tables and extraneous
material. Further, Mr. Speaker, I also
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks on
the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

RADIO FREE EUROPE AND RADIO
LIBERTY AUTHORIZATION

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the Sen-
ate bill (8. 1972) to further amend the
United States Information and Educa-
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tional Exchange Act of 1948, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

S. 1972

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
703 of the United States Information and
Educational Exchange Act of 1948, as
amended, is hereby amended to insert the
following sentence between the first and
second sentence thereof: “There are further
authorized to be appropriated in fiscal year
1973 not to exceed $1,150,000 for nondiscre-
tionary costs.”.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demand-
ed?

Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MORGAN) .

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, the bill S.
1972 provides an authorization for a sup-
plemental appropriation of $1.15 million
for Radio Free Europe and Radio
Liberty.

The executive branch requested $40
million for these two radio stations for
the fiscal year 1973.

& The Congress appropriated $38.5 mil-
ion.

That amount did not take into ac-
count the possibility that the dollar
would be devalued during this fiscal year.

As we know, the devaluation of the
dollar which occurred in February of this
year cut its purchasing power in terms of
European currencies by nearly 20 per-
cent.

This has had a very serious effect on
the operations of Radio Free Europe and
Radio Liberty since most of their costs
occur in Europe and have to be paid with
European currencies—mostly the Ger-
man mark.

In order to cover urgent operating ex-
penses, the two radio stations have had
to dip into their pension funds.

This simply meant postponing ex-
penditures which are legally binding and
which have to be made at some point.

To help offset the deficits caused by
devaluation, the executive branch has
requested a supplemental appropriation
of $1.8 million.

The appropriations committees have
allowed $1.15 million. That amount was
included in the supplemental appropria-
tion bill, approved earlier today by the
House.

The apppropriation, however, is sub-
ject to an authorization.

Yesterday, the Senate approved S. 1972
which would authorize this appropria-
tion.

This morning, the Committee on For-
eign Affairs considered the matter and
unanimously instructed me to move that
the House accept the Senate bill.

Mr. Speaker, the supplemental au-
thorization is urgently needed. We be-
lieve it is justified by development over
which Radio Free Europe and Radio
Liberty had no control.

I urge the House to pass the bill, S.
1972.
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would ask the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania if I am correct
in assuming that the authorization for
this money has not yet been signed by
the President?

Mr. MORGAN. The supplemental ap-
propriation?

Mr. GROSS. Yes.

Mr. MORGAN. I imagine that it has
not been signed, I will say to the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. Gross) I do not
know whether it has passed the other
body as yet.

Mr. GROSS. So that this provides for
$1.15 million for nondiscretionary costs,
is that correct?

Mr. MORGAN. That is correct.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, would the
gentleman please explain to the House
what “nondiscretionary rosts” may
mean?

Mr. MORGAN. I would say that this
is an old story to the gentleman from
TIowa. The gentleman knows the full story
about the devaluation of the dollar which
occurred in February of this year, and as
a result the purchasing power of the
dollar in Europe has diminished by about
20 pecent. The RFE-RL people are mostly
paid with German marks. Consequently,
the devaluation has resulted in a defi-
ciency which the administration is trying
to cover at least partly in this authoriza-
tion.

Mr, GROSS. Does the gentleman from
Pennsylvania know how many billions
of dollars we will have to spend to take
care of the devaluation of those dollars
that we send abroad, including the $1.15
million contained in this bill, and when,
if ever, the taxpayers of this country are
going to get a break of this kind?

Mr. MORGAN. No, I cannot answer
that question of the gentleman from
Iowa because it would be impossible for
me to keep track of all of the agencies
and programs affected by the devaluation
of the dollar. I try to keep up with those
agencies and programs pertaining to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Mr. GROSS. The devaluation of the
dollar was supposed to be for the pur-
pose of encouraging foreign trade; is that
not correct? Exports from the United
States?

Mr. MORGAN. For that first devalua-
tion, I thought that was one of the rea-
sons given.

Mr. GROSS. That was the main rea-
son given, and yet we find that the ad-
ministration has now put a ban on the
export of soybeans and cottonseed oil;
is that not correct?

Mr. MORGAN. I read that in the press
this morning, but, of course, not being a
member of the Committee of Agricul-
ture, I do not know the reason why the
ban was imposed.

Mr. GROSS. In other words, in the
devaluation of the dollar the taxpayers
of this country are getting clobbered go-
ing and coming; is that not correct?

Mr. MORGAN. The gentleman from

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

TIowa, of course, knows my strong feelings
about the trade negotiations. I have long
thought we had to have trade agree-
ments that had escape clauses intended
to protect the American businessman,
the American farmer, and the American
worker,

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman from
Pennsylvania indulge me one other ob-
servation? I will be brief. May the Lord
help the taxpayers of this country.

Mr. MORGAN. I yield such time as
he may consume to the gentleman from
California (Mr. MAILLIARD).

Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port this supplemental authorization re-
quest for Radio Free Europe and Radio
Liberty for fiscal year 1973. The amount
is relatively small—only $1,150,000.

The House and Senate conferees ear-
lier agreed to a $1.15 million supple-
mental appropriation for the two radios
for fiscal year 1973. This amount was
in the Suppplemental Appropriations Act
of 1973 which was passed by both the
House and the Senate.

We are advised by the executive branch
that the additional funds are needed be-
cause of certain “nondiscretionary cost
increases,” including those resulting from
the devaluation of the dollar. A signif-
icant increase in costs to the two radios
has resulted from devaluation since 80
percent of the operating expenses of Ra-
dio Free Europe and Radio Liberty are
paid in local currencies.

Mr. Speaker, I urge approval of this
supplemental authorization request.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. Morcan) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the bill
8. 1972, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

JOHN F. KENNEDY CENTER FOR THE
PERFORMING ARTS AUTHORIZA-
TION

Mr. GRAY, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent for the immediate con-
sideration of the bill (8. 1759) authoriz~-
ing further appropriations to the Secre-
tary of the Interior for services neces-
sary to the nonperforming arts functions
of the John F. Kennedy Center for the
Performing Arts, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, will the gentleman
from Illinois give us at least a brief ex-
planation of what he proposes?

Mr. GRAY. Mr, Speaker, I will be glad
to explain to my friend, the gentleman
from Iowa and my colleague the bill be-
fore us. This bill is identical to the hill
that the House passed on a rollcall vote
on May 30 of this year by a vote of 291
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to 75 authorizing appropriations to con-
tinue the nonperforming arts functions
of the John F. Kennedy Center. To ob-
viate the necessity of going to conference
we are prepared to accept one amend-
ment that was added by the other body
cutting it back to a 2-year authorization.
The House bill carried a 3-year authori-
zation, so we are merely substituting the
Senate bill cutting back 1 year, which I
am sure is in line with the gentleman’s
thinking of having the Congress review
this project frequently.

Mr. GROSS. I would have been more
pleased had they cut the money figure,
I assure the gentleman from Illinois. I
am, however, thankful always for small
favors, especially when it comes to the
cultural center and other boondoggles in
the city of Washington.

Does the gentleman from Illinois think
that by rushing this bill through without
going to conference that this will save
more of the gold faucets in the rest rooms
at the cultural center from being stolen,
or some of the draperies from being
stolen?

Mr. GRAY. Yes. I would say to my
friend, the gentleman from Iowa, that by
agreeing to this bill now, we are cutting
back $2.5 million in authorized expendi-
tures by setting a 2-year authorization.
If we had geone to conference we would
merely have agreed on something higher,
so I am sure the gentleman from Iowa
will want to support the motion before us
now.

Mr. GROSS. Ii this is a Senate bill, T
am constrained to think that this is the
result which would come out of a confer-
ence, but let me say to the gentleman
if I thought there was any way in the
world I could head this off and stop any
Federal funds for this purpose, I cer-
tainly would do it, but I bow to the in-
evitable and I thank the gentleman for
his explanation.

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

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

8. 1759

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
Of Represenmtwes of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
second sentence of subsection (e) of section
6 of the John F. Kennedy Center Act (72
Stat. 1698), as amended, is amended to read
as follows: “There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated for the purpose of carrying
out this subsection, not to exceed $2,400,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
$2,600,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975."

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 8410,
PUBLIC DEBT LIMITATION

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent for the imme-
diate consideration of the conference re-
port and the Senate amendment reported
from the conference in disagreement on
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the bill (H.R. 8410) to continue the exist-
ing temporary increase in the public debt
limit through November 1973, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object. I wonder if the gen-
tleman could tell us what is in the pro-
posal that is coming before us on the
debt limit?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. With respect
to what particular issue?

Ms. ABZUG. With respect to the par-
ticular issue of Cambodia.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. There is noth-
ing in the conference report nor in the
proposed amendment that will be offered
to the Senate amendment involving the
.subject matter of Cambodia.

Ms. ABZUG. And there is nothing in
it concerning the question of bombing or
with respect to Laos or Indochina?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. That is true.
We had agreed in the conference to ac-
cept the so-called Eagleton amendment,
and it became a little bit superfluous, we
thought, to this conference report in view
of the actions of the House today and in
view of the amendment that is being dis-
cussed and probably will be accepted a
little bit later this afternoon in the
Senate.

Ms. ABZUG. In other words, we do not
have a cutoff provision of any kind in
this?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Not in this,
but the cutoff is in the supplemental that
passed, and the Senate is expected to
adopt in the continuing resolution a simi-
lar provision.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation.

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

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to object,
will the gentleman from Arkansas, the
distinguished chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee, indicate to the House
the situation in which we find ourselves?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Yes, I will be
glad to, if the gentleman will yield.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Of course
I yield to the gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr, MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
in the process of amending the debt
limit bill in the Senate both on the Sen-
ate floor and in the Finance Committee
the many subject matters that were ap-
pended to the bill were appended in the
form of one amendment, which I must
say to my friend is not the proper way,
in my opinion, for amendments to be con-
sidered that are not germane to the sub-
ject matter of a bill, because it results
when the matter comes to the House and
the House is in disagreement and wants
to make changes with respect to these
various subject matters, that the House
has to consider all these changes in one
amendment to the Senate amendment.
So we are in the position of suggesting to
the House that the House recede and
concur in the one Senate amendment
with one suggested House amendment
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that will include changes in several areas
of the Senate amendment.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Further
reserving the right to object, Mr.
Speaker, and I appreciate very much the
honest statement of the gentleman from
Arkansas, may I inquire of the Chair as
to whether or not it is possible to have a
division or a separation of any of the
matters to be considered in the one Sen-
ate amendment?

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not
know what motion might be made. The
Chair cannot rule on that sort of thing.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, further reserving the right to
object, what concerns me in this, may
1 say to the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means, is
that the conference report, as it is was
brought to us is without benefit of any
explanation other than that which the
distinguished chairman always gives.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Of course
I yield to the gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Actually there
is not a conference report—in the usual
sense—when we have a conference report
in disagreement. This conference report
therefore does not provide an explanation
of amendments, because the amend-
ments are all subject to a point of order
if included in a conference report. So, we
have no conference report in the usual
sense. We have no statement of the man-
agers on the part of the House which
can be read, because there is no confer-
ence report, in effect, in the usual sense,
I must say. Under the new rules we do
have reference to conference reports in
disagreement.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Yes, ex-
cept that the gentleman will remember
that we amended the rule.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Yes, I remem-
ber that.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. What we
have done is to go back to the situation
that developed in June 1972.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The Rules
Committee changed that. They were un-
aware of the fact, apparently, that a con-
ference report in disagreement does not
have to lay over for 3 days. It does have
to now.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. All I am
talking about is that rule which is found
in rule XXVIII, subsection 4(a), the rule
under which this is called up, which
says:

With respect to any report of a committee
of conference called up before the House con-
taining any matter which would be in viola-
tion of the provisions of clause 7 of Rule
XVI if such matter had been offered as an
amendment in the House.

We do have a chance under the new
rule that was adopted in October and
modified that old rule, to ask for a
separate vote on a nongermane amend-
ment.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The gentle-
man is getting a separate vote on a non-
germane amendment because there is
only one nongermane amendment.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. That is
the reason I made the parliamentary
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inguiry to the chair as to whether or
not it would be possible under what the
Senate has done, which I think is wrong,
I think at some point we are going to
have to reflect on what the Senate did
to us, but given the fact that we are in
this conference report dealing with
what, unemployment compensation, so-
cial service, social security——

Mr., MILLS of Arkansas. Medicaid.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. All of
these are nongermane amendments, no
matter how one cuts that cake. All I
am trying to figure out is whether or
not it is possible to divide the question.
When we move to recede and concur
with an amendment, we are amending
that one Senate amendment in a num-
ber of various areas.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The gentle-
man is talking about dividing the ques-
tion. I do not know what he has in mind,
but in all fairness to the gentleman, let
me suggest that it is possible always to
divide the question between receding
and concurring, but what would be the
purpose of a separation of the two if
we are to recede with an amendment
and if we voted to recede separately,
then I would move to concur with an
amendment.

It is my understanding of the rules of
the House that that motion will take
precedence over any other motion that
could be made.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr,
Speaker, the gentleman is correct. All
I am saying, in a situation like this
which the House is faced with, when we
get to almost June 30 when the debt
expires, it is really an incredibly difficult
problem for the individual Member of
the House. It has to be passed, but I
think all of us might have different views
about the variety of different provisions
that are contained in that Senate
amendment.

Thus, from my standpoint, the
procedure under which we bring this
conference report to the House tonight
is unconscionable. It makes it exceed-
ingly difficult for the Members of the
House both to know what is in the con-
ference report and to deal with it be-
f:tause of the way the Senate has handled
i

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I have told
the gentleman I disapprove of the
procedure that was followed in the
Senate. The blame is not with respect
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

l\t&r. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Of course
not.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Nor with
respect to the House. This conference
report in disagreement very materially
reduces the costs that were to be in-
curred under the Senate amendment.

We have delayed, for example, the
effectiveness of the social security in-
crease itself. We have cut back on other
areas of cost in the conference.

We have provided what the Senate
did not do. We have provided for the fi-
nancing of the increase in the retire-
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ment test, and the increase in social se-
curity cash benefits.

Bear this in mind, also. It is now esti-
mated that at the end of June the Gov-
ernment will announce that there has
been, since June of last year, an overall
cost-of-living increase of some 5.5, 5.6,
5.7 percent, or somewhere in that neigh-
borhood. We have taken 5.6. So these
people on social security would be en-
titled to that under the automatic provi-
sions of the Social Security Act, not now
but January 1, 1975. Perhaps by that
time there would be another 5 percent
or so added to it.

We thought it would be advisable to
move that effective date of January 1,
1975, forward. The Senate set January 1,
1974. The amendment that will be sug-
gested to the Senate amendment says
April 1, 1974, This is done out of defer-
ence of this situation, because there will
be two payments made in fiscal year
1974. The April payment will be made
about May 3. The May payment will be
about June 3. The next payment will be
on the 3d day of July, in the next fiscal
year, 1975.

Many of these things we did in order
to minimize the effect upon the budget.
I cannot help but say to the gentleman
that in all probability this gets down to
a question of priority. We say that we
are exceeding the budget, but we have
not completed our work:. I am perfectly
willing to vote and will vote, as I have
consistently, to take this amount of in-
crease out of some other program of the
Government. I believe we can do it with
readiness and with ease.

Mr. STEIGER of Wiseonsin. I appre-
ciate very much the explanation and the
view of the gentleman from Arkansas.

I will say, Mr. Speaker, what we are
seeing tonight is, I suspect, but a further
ramification of the problem which arose
when we first passed that resolution this
week which authorized the Speaker to
recognize this process, and, further, it
is but another example of where I believe
the rules of the House are going to have
to be more explicit in terms of dealing
with the fact that the rule which pro-
vides an amendment versus an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute did
not catch the rather clever way the other
body dealt with this particular amend-
ment tonight.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion and hope that we will not find our-
selves in this situation again.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas?

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, may I ask the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means, who is well known for
the fights he has made for the preroga-
tives of the House, if he is satisfied with
this procedure? We went through this
procedure last year as well as this year.
No responsible committee of the Con-
gress was seriously considered not just
the social security measure and all its
ramifications but alo very substantial ad
hoc welfare reform measures which have
been added by the other body following
their rejection of our comprehensive wel-
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fare reform procedures during the last
two Congresses.

Does the gentleman feel satisfied with
this procedure and, if not, will he be able
to tell us some time during the debate to-
night as to how we can avoid this hap-
pening again 5 weeks from now without
anybody seriously considering the im-
plications of what we are doing or under-
standing what we are doing in the time
allotted for debate?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The one point,
may I suggest to the gentleman now, if he
will yield, is that perhaps the rules of the
House should provide protection against
so many subject matters nongermane to
a. bill being considered as one amend-
ment: that is, the House is entitled to
vote on each and every subject matter
which is added to a House-passed bill
that is not germane to that bill, rather
than having to do it en bloc in the nature
of one amendment.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, may I
ask, is my distinguished chairman satis-
fied with the procedure for increasing
the debt ceiling on a temporary basis,
thus permitting the entire Government
to be held hostage in this way?

Mr, MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
that gets down to the question of the will
of the committee. The committee has
continually vcted, perhaps rather face-
tiously, that $65 billion of our debt is
temporary. Now, maybe I do not under-
stand the meaning of the word “tem-
porary,” but we will have this back in
the committee later in the year, and if the
gentleman wants to decide upon a total
permanent debt, I am perfectly willing to
go along with him.

Mr., CONABLE. Mr, Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

However, I want to express my grave
misgivings about the repetition of a proc-
ess that has already happened too many
times already.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas?

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, may I say very brief-
Iy to the very distinguished chairman of
our committee and certainly to every
Member of this House, regardless of
whatever subsequent disagreements or
agreements we might have, can under-
stand from the precedent we have set
here what an actually dangerous legisla-
tive procedure this is. At some point we
may all find outselves in a real bind if
we allow it to continue.

Mr. Speaker, unless we correct it, from
this time on every Member sitting in this
House risks becoming the vietim of this
kind of procedure. It is the most disor-
derly manner I can think of in which to
legislate,

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

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas.

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, first let me say to the dis-
tinguished chairman that I would like to
associate myself with the colloquy that
he has had with the gentleman from New
York (Mr, ConaBLE), with the gentleman
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from Wisconsin (Mr. STEIGER), and with
the last gentleman who spoke, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CoLLIER). I
think it is quite expressive of the feelings
of the House toward the way we are be-
ing forced to legislate in this fashion by
the other body.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to address an
inquiry to the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. Miris), the chairman, and ask him
about one item that still is not clear to
me.

I can well appreciate that it is possible,
though not necessarily desirable, to di-
vide the question between receding and
concurring. If it is was, hypothetically
speaking, decided to divide the cuestion
and the House agreed to recede, then
there would be a vote on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Arkansas,
and my question is whether the items in
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Arkansas would be divisible under
the rules of the House,

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
they would not be. There could be no
division of the amendment. It is an
amendment to a Senate amendment. An
amendment is not divisible.

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

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas?

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, may I ask the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. Mirrs) this question?

Am I of a correct understanding in re-
gard to this matter of the social security?
As I listened to what the gentleman said,
it seemed to me that he was indicating
that since there has already been at least
a 5.6 percent increase in the cost of living,
the other body had determined in a por-
tion of their conglomerate amendment
that we should increase the social secu-
rity by 5.6 percent, which under this
device will come out of the general funds
because at this point in time it is not tied
with the tax.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. No, no.

Mr. HANNA, Because at this point in
time it is not tied in with the tax.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. No. It comes
out of the social security trust fund.

Mr. HANNA. Does the tax at the pres-
ent time generate a sufficient amount of
funds to absorb a 5.6-percent increase?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Yes. Actually
that is not what was involved. We were
told we would have to increase the $12,-
000 which goes into effect the first of
the year subject to the tax; $12,100.

Mr. HANNA. We are presently unable
to do that?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. It is a one-
shot proposition. If we did not do this
now, we would be giving them a much
bigger increase, which is about $8 million
beyond that.

Mr. HANNA. I understand that, but I
was trying to get the sense of it, because
the gentleman said something that really
bothered me. He said that they will re-
ceive both. You said some of these in-
creases would have to come out of other
Programs,
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Mr, MILLS of Arkansas, No.

Mr. HANNA. The social security does
not?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The gentle-
man must have misunderstood me or else
I misspoke, because what I said was that
the Senate does not provide for increases
in income to compensate for the change
in the retirement test and this change in
cash benefits, but the proposed amend-
ment I will offer to the Senate amend-
ment does include the financing neces-
sary to defray that cost.

Mr. HANNA. And neither of these
costs comes out of the general fund?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. No, sir. They
come out of the social security trust
fund.

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

Mr. WOLFF. Mr, Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I take this time to
ask the distinguished gentleman from
Arkansas, did the Senate or the con-
ferees take off of the debt iimit ‘he so-
called Eagleton amendment?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Yes. The Sen-
ators agreed to allow us to change the
position that had been taken earlier and
to exclude the Eagleton amendment from
the amendment we will offer to the Sen-
ate amendment.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I should like to ask
the gentleman: Is this considered to be a
conference report, or what is it?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. No. It has a
new name. It is a conference report in
disagreement. There is nothing in the
House-passed bill that was changed.
That is all that could have been in the
usual conference report, were amend-
ments by the Senate to the language of
the House-passed bill. They refrained, at
least, from changing the language of the
House-passed bill.

Mr. GROSS. May I ask the gentleman
how was it proposed to consider what is
to be considered here this evening?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. There was an
amendment offered by the Senate added
to the language of the House-passed bill.

Mr. GROSS. No. I am not asking that,
but under what procedure will this be
handled now? Would it be in Committee
of the Whole?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. No. It is han-
dled in the House with the Speaker pre-
siding. The conference group will have 1
hour to discuss the conference report
in disagreement.

Mr. GROSS. And that will be divided
between both sides for the usual length
of time?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Oh, yes. I am
sure the gentleman from Pennsylvania
will have 30 minutes to yield.

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I would like to
ask the distinguished chairman one
guestion. The chairman of the Veterans’
Affairs Committee is not on the floor.
The gentleman referred to taking this
out of other Federal programs. Actually,
he did not mean it, but it works exactly
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that way, because if he raises the so-
cial security 5.5 percent, they take ex-
actly the same amount off the veterans’
pension and off welfare, Has the gen-
tleman made any provision at all for
that?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Yes. That is
a veterans law which becomes cffective
for veterans. As you know, the gentle-
man you refer to, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr, Teacug), while he was chair-
man and I am satisfied the distinguished
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
Dorw), who succeeded him as chairman
have always seen fit to provide for a de-
gree of exception so that some part or all
of the social security increase is not con-
sicered income for veterans pension pur-
poses.

Mr. ROBERTS. But we were not able
to do that with the 20 percent and now
we have a 25.6 percent. We have not
touched it, as the gentleman knows.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Up to this
time the committee as a rule has acted
to not include that increase as income
for the purpose of determining veterans’
rights to a pension.

Mr, ROBERTS. Of course, the gentle-
man realizes the Committee on Veterans’
AfTairs cannot do this, because it is under
the jurisdiction of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. No, the point
that the gentleman from Texas raises is
a provision of the veterans law which
determines what is income for purposes
of pension, and they include social se-
curity for that purpose.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

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

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to object,
may I propound a parliamentary inquiry?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Wisconsin may propound a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, my parliamentary inquiry is
this: that if an objection is heard to the
request made by the gentleman from
Arkansas, is it in order for the gentle-
man from Arkansas, the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means, to move to suspend the rules to
bring this to the floor of the House?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
that the Chair has the authority to rec-
ognize the gentleman for such a motion.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, further reserving the right to
object, may I ask the Chair's indulgence
in a question relating to rule XXVIII,
clause 2(h), as to whether we have waived
that part of the rule XXVIII governing
conference reports, which says: Nor shall
it be in order to consider any such
amendment that is to the conference un-
less copies of the report and accompany-
ing statement together with the text of
the amendment are then available on
the floor.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
that copies of the Senate amendment
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and conference report are available, but
that suspension of the rules will suspend
all rules.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, further reserving the right to
object, is it possible for Members of the
House to have copies available?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman from Wisconsin will
yield, we have copies of the proposed
amendment, and there are copies of the
Senate-passed bill that are available to
every Member of the House.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr.
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of
objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement,

(For conference report and statement,
.';Egt-'!? ??roceedings of the House of June 28,

)

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Page 3, after line 9, insert:

TITLE II—PROVISIONS RELATING TO
THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT
ParT A—INCREASE IN SoOCIAL SECURITY
BENEFITS
COST-OF-LIVING INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY
BENEFITS

Sec. 201. (a) (1) The Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare (hereinafter in this
section referred to as the “Secretary”) shall,
in accordance with the provisions of this
section, increase the monthly benefits and
lump-sum death payments payable under
title IT of the Soclial Security Act by the
percentage by which the Consumer Price
Index prepared by the Department of Labor
for the month of June 1973 exceeds such
index for the month of June 19732.

(2) The provisions of this section (and
the increase in benefits made hereunder)
shall be effective, in the case of monthly ben-
efits under title II of the Social Security Act,
only for months after December 1973 and
prior to January 1975, and, in the case of
lump-sum death payments under such title,
only with respect to deaths which occur
after December 1873 and prior to January
1975.

{b) The increase in soclal security bene-
fits authorized under this section shall be
provided, and any determinations by the
Secretary in connection with the provision
of such increase in benefits shall be made, in
the manner prescribed in section 215(i) of
the Social Security Act for the implementa-
tion of cost-of-living increases authorized
under title II of such Act, except that the
amount of such increase shall be based on
the Increase in the Consumer Price Index
described in subsection (a).

(¢) The increase in social security bene-
fits provided by this section shall—

(1) not be considered to be an increase in
benefits made under or pursuant to section
215(i) of the Soclal Security Act, and

(2) not (except for purposes of section
203(a) (2) of such Act, as in eflect after
December 1973) be considered to be a “gen-
eral benefit increase under this title” (as
such term is defined in section 215(i) (3) of
such Act);
and nothing in this section shall be con-
strued as authorizing any increase in the
“contribution and bhenefit base” (as that
term is employed in section 230 of such Act),
or any inecrease in the “exempt amount” (as
such term is used in section 203(f) (8) of such
act).
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(d) Nothing in this section ghall be con-
strued to authorize (directly or indirectly)
any increase in monthly benefits under title
II of the Social Becurity Aet for any month
after December 1974, or any increase in lump-
sum death payments payable under such
title in the case of deaths occurring after
December 1974, The recognition of the ex-
istence of the increase in benefits authorized
by the preceding subsections of this section
(during the period it was in effect) in the
application, after December 1974, of the pro-
visions of sections 202(q) and 203(a) of such
Act shall not, for purposes of the preceding
gentence, be considered to be an increase in
a monthly benefit for a month after Decem-
ber 1974.

PaRT B—PROVISIONS RELATING TO FEDERAL
PROGRAM OF SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY IN-
COME

INCREASE IN SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME

BENEFITS

Sec. 210. (a) Section 1611(a)(1)(A) and
gection 1611(b) (1) of the Social Security Act
(as enacted by section 301 of the Soclal Se-
curity Amendments of 1972) are each
amended by striking out “$1,660" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “$1,680",

(b) Section 1611(a)(2)(A) and section
1611(b) (2) of such Act (as so enacted) are
each amended by striking out ''$2,340" and
inserting in lieu thereof ''$2,520".
EUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME BENEFITS FOR

ESSENTIAL PERSONS

Sec, 211, (a) (1) In determining (for pur-
poses of title XVI of the Social Security Act,
as in effect after December 1973) the eligi-
bility for and the amount of the supple-
mentary security income benefit payable to
any qualified individual (as defined in sub-
section (b)), with respect to any period for
which such Individual has in his home an
essential person (as defined In subsection
(c))—

(A) the dollar amounts specified, in sub-
section (a)(1)(A) and (2)(A), and subsec-
tlon (b) (1) and (3), of section 1611 of such
Act, shall each be increased by $840 for each
such essential person, and

(B) the income and resources of such in-
dividual shall (for purpeses of such title
XVI) be deemed to include the income and
resources of such essential person;

except that the provisions of this subsection
shall not, in the ecase of any Individual, be
applicable for any period which begins In or
after the first month that such individual—

(C) does not but would (except for the
provisions of subparagraph (B) ) meet—

(1) the eriteria established with respect to
income in section 1611 (a) of such Act, or

(ii) the eriteria established with re
to resources by such section 1611(a) (or, if
applicable, by section 1611(g) of such Act).

(2) The provisions of section 1611(g) of
the Social Security Act (as in effect after
December 1973) sghall, in the case of any
qualified individual (as defined in subsection
(b)), be applied so as to include, in the re-
sources of such individual, the resources of
any person (described in subsection (b)(2))
whose needs were taken into account in
determining the need of such individual for
the aid or assistance referred to In sub-
section (b) (1).

(b) For purposes of this section, an indi-
vidual shall be a “qualified individual” only
if—

(1) for the month of December 1973 such
individual was a recipient of aid or assistance
under a State plan approved under title I, X,
XIV, or XVI of the Social Becurity Aet, and

(2) in determining the need of such indi-
vidual for such aid or assistance for such
month under such State plan, there were
taken into account the neede of a person
(other than such individual) who—

(A) was living in the home of such indi-
vidual, and
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(B) was not eligible (in his or her own
right) for aid or assistance under such State
plan for such month.

(c) The term “essential person”, when
used in connection with any qualified indi-
vidual, means a person who—

(1) for the month of December 1973 was a
person (described in subsection (b) (2))
whose needs were taken into account in de-
termining the need of such individual for
aid or assistance under a State plan referred
to in subsection (b) (1) as such State plan
was in effect for June 1973,

(2) lives in the home of such individual,

(3) is not eligible (in his or her own right)
for supplemental security income benefits
under title XVI of the Social Security Act
(as in effect after December 1973), and

(4) is not the eligible spouse (as that term
is used in such title XVI) of such individual
or any other individual.

If for any month after December 1973 any
person fails to meet the criteria specified in
paragraph (2), (3}, or (4) of the preceding
sentence, such person shall not, for such
month or any month thereafter be con-
sldered to be an essential person.

MANDATORY MINIMUM STATE SUPPLEMENTATION
OF 551 BENEFITS PROGRAM

Sec. 212. (a)(1) In order for any State
(other than the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, Guam, or the Virgin Islands) to be eli-
gible for payments pursuant te title XIX,
with respect to expenditures for any quarter
beginning after December 1973, and prior to
January 1, 1975, such State must have in
effect an agreement with the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare (hereinafter
in this section referred to as the “Secretary”)
whereby the State will provide to individuals
residing in the State supplementary pay-
ments as required under paragraph (2).

(2) Any agreement entered into by a State
pursuant to paragraph (1) shall provide that
each individual who—

(A) is an aged, blind, or disabled individual
(within the meaning of section 1614(a) of
the Soclal Security Aet, as enacted by section
301 of the Social Security Amendments of
1972), and

(B) for the month of December 1973 was
a reciplent of (and was eligible to receive)
aid or assistance (in the form of money
payments) under & State plan of such State
(approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI, of
the Social Security Act)
shall be entitled to receive, from the State,
the supplementary payment described in
paragraph (3) for each month, beginning
with January 1974 and ending with the close
of December 1974 (or, if later, the close of
the month the State, at its option, may spe-
cify in the agreement or in a subsequent
modification of the agreement), or, if earlier,
whichever of the following first occurs:

(C) the month in which such individual
dies, or

(D) the first month In which such in-
dividual ceases to meet the condition spe-
cified in subparagraph (A);
exeept that no individual shall be entitled to
receive such supplementary payment for any
month, if, for such month, such individual
was, ineligible to receive supplemental income
benefits under title XVI of the Social Se-
curity Act by reason of the provisions of
section 1611(e) (2) or (3) or section 1611(f)
of such Act.

(3) (A) The supplementary payment re-
ferred to in paragraph (2) which shall be
paid for any month to any individual who is
entitled thereto under an agreement entered
into pursuant to this subsection shall (except
as provided in subparagraph (D)) be an
amount equal to (i) the amount by which
such individual’s “December 1973 income™
(as determined under subparagraph (B))
exeeeds the amount of such individual’'s “title
XVI benefit plus other income’™ (as deter-
mined under subparagraph (C)) for such
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month, or (il) if greater, such amount as
the State may specify.

(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), an
individual's “December 1973 income” means
an amount egual to the aggregate of—

(i) the amount of the aid or assistance
(in the form of money payments) which
such individual would have received (in-
cluding any part of such amount which is at-
tributable to meeting the needs of any other
person whose presence in such individual's
home is essential to such individual's well-
being) for the month of December 1973
under a plan (approved under title I, X, X1V,
or XVI, of the Soecial Security Act) of the
State entering into an agreement under this
subsection, if the terms and conditions of
such plan (relating to eligibility for and
amount of such aid or assistance payable
thereunder) were, for the month of Decem-
ber 1973, the same as those in effect, under
such plan, for the month of June 1873, and

(i) the amount of the income of such in-
dividual (other than the aid or assistance
described in clause (i)) received by such
individual in December 1973, minus any
such income which did not result, but whieh
if properly reported would have resulted in
a reducton in the amount of such aid or
assistance.

(C) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the
amount of an individual's "“title XVI bene-
fit plus other income” for any month means
an amount equal to the aggregate of—

(i) the amount (if any) of the supple-
mental security income payment to which
such individual is entitled for such month
under title XVI of the Social Security Act,
and

(ii) the amount of any income of such
individual for such month (other than in-
come in the form of a payment described in
clause (i) ).

(D) If the amount determined under sub-
paragraph (B) (i) includes, in the case of any
individual, an amount which was payable to
such individual solely because of—

(1) a special need of such individual (in-
cluding any special allowance for housing, or
the rental value of housing furnished in
kind to such individual in lieu of a rental
allowance) which existed in December 1973,
or

(i1) any special circumstance (such as
the recognition of the needs of a person
whose presence in such Individual's home,
in December 1973, was essential to such in-
dividual’s well-being),
and, if for any month after December 1973
there is a change with respect to such spe-
cial need or circumstance which, if such
change had existed In December 1973, the
amount described in subparagraph (B) (1)
with respect to such individual would have
been reduced on account of such change,
then, for such month and for each month
thereafter the amount of the supplementary
payment payable under the agreement en-
tered into under this subsection to such in-
dividual shall (unless the State, as its op-
tion, otherwise specifies) be reduced by an
amount equal to the amount by which the
amount (described in subparagraph (B) (1))
would have been so reduced.

(b)(1) Any State having an agreement
with the Secretary under subsection (a)
may enter into an administration agreement
with the Secretary whereby the Secretary
will, on behalf of such State, make the
supplementary payments required under the
agreement entered into under subsection (a).

{2) Any such administration agreement be-
tween the Secretary and a State entered into
under this subsection shall provide that the
Btate will (A) certify to the Secretary the
names of each individual who, for Decem-
ber 1973, was a recipient of aid or assistance
{in the form of money payments) under a
plan of sueh State approved under title I,
X, XIV, or XVI of the Social Security Act,
together with the amount of such assist-
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ance payable to each such individual and
the amount of such Iindividual’s December
1973 income (as defined in subsection (a) (3)
(B)), and (B) provide the Secretary with
such additional data at such times as the
Becretary may reasonably require in order
properly, economically, and efficlently to car-
ry out such administration agreement.

(3) Any State which has entered into an
administration agreement under this subsec-
tion shall, at such times and in such install-
ments as may be agreed upon between the
Secretary and the State, pay to the Secre-
tary an amount equal to the expenditures
made by the Secretary as supplementary
payments to individuals entitled thereto un-
der the agreement entered into with such
State under subsection (a).

(e) (1) Supplementary payments made pur-
suant to an agreement entered into under
subsection (a) shall be excluded under sec-
tion 1612(b) (6) of the Social Security Act
(as in effect after December 1973) in deter-
mining income of individuals for purposes
of title XVI of such Act (as so in effect).

(2) Supplementary payments made by the
Secretary (pursuant to an administration
agreement entered into under subsection
(b)) shall, for purposes of section 401 of
the Social Security Amendments of 1972, be
considered to be payments made under an
agreement entered into under section 1616 of
the Social Security Act (as enacted by sec-
tion 301 of the Soclal Security Amendments
of 1972); except that nothing in this para-
graph shall be construed to walve, with re-
spect to the payments so made by the Sec-
retary, the provisions of subsection (b) of
such section 401.

(d) For purposes of subsection (a)(1), a
State shall be deemed to have entered into
an agreement under subsection (a) of this
section if such State has eniered into an
agreement with the Secretary under section
1616 of the Social Security Act under which—
other than individuals

(1) individuals,
described in subsection (a) (2) (A) and (B),
are entitled to receive supplementary pay-
ments, and

(2) supplementary benefits are payable, to
individuals described in subsection (a)(2)
{(A) and (B) at a level and under terms and

conditions which meet the minimum
quirements specified in subsection (a).

(e) Except as the Secretary may by regula-
tions otherwise provide, the provisions of
title XVI of the Social Security Act (as
enacted by section 301 of the Social Security
Amendments of 1972), including the provi-
sions of part B of such title, relating to the
terms and conditions under which the bene-
fits authorized by such title are payable shall,
where not inconsistent with the purposes of
this section, be applicable to the payments
made under an agreement under subsection
(b) of this section; and the authority con-
ferred upon the Secretary by such title may,
where appropriate, be exercised by him in
the administration of this section.

(f) The provisions of subsection (a)(1)
shall not be applicable in the case of any
State—

(1) the Constitution of which contains
provisions which make it impossible for such
State to enter into and commence carrying
out (on January 1, 1974) an agreement re-
ferred to in subsection (a), and

(2) the Attorney General (or other ap-
propriate State official) of which has, prior
to July 1, 1973, made a finding that the State
Constitution of such State contains limita-
tions which prevent such State from making
supplemental payments of the type described
in section 1616 of the Social Security Act.

PREFERENCE FOR PRESENT STATE AND LOCAL

EMPLOYEES

Sec. 218. The Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, in the recruitment and
selection for employment of personnel whose
services will be utilized in the administration

re-
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of the Federal program of supplemental
security income for the aged, blind, and
disabled (established by title XVI of the
Bocial Security Act), shall give a preference
to qualified applicants for employment who
are employed in the administration of any
State program approved under title I, X, XIV,
or XVI of such Act or who were so employed
and were displaced from their employment
as a result of the displacement of such State
program by such Federal program.

DETERMINATION OF BLINDNESS UNDER SUPPLE-

MENTAL SECURITY INCOME PROGRAM

Sec. 214. Section 1633 of the Social Security
Act (as enacted by section 301 of the Social
Security Amendments of 1972) is amended—

(1) by inserting “(a)" immediately after
“SEc. 1633.".

(2) by striking out “The Secretary” and
inserting in lieu thereof “Subject to sub-
section (b), the Becretary”, and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection.

“(b) In determining, for purposes of this
title, whether an individual is blind, there
shall be an examination of such individual
by a physician skilled in the diseases of the
eye or by an optometrist, whichever the in-
dividual may select.”

INCREASE IN EARNINGS LIMITATION

Sec, 215. (a) Paragraphs (1) and (4)(B)
of section 203(f) of the Social Security
Act are each amended by striking cut “$175"
and inserting in lieu thereof '$260".

{b) The first sentence of paragraph (3)
of section 203(f) is amended to read as fol-
lows: For purposes of paragraph (1) and
subsection (h), an individual's excess earn-
ings for a taxable year shall be 50 per centum
of his earnings for such year in excess of
the product of $250 multiplied by the num-
ber of months in such year.”

(c) Paragraph (1) (A) of section 203(h)
of such Act is8 amended by striking out
“$175" and inserting in lieu thereof “$250”,

(d) The amendments made by this section
shall be effective with respect to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1973,
PAarT C—PrOVISIONS RELATING TO Am TO

FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN

PASS-ALONG OF BEOCIAL SECURITY BENEFIT
INCREASE TO RECIPIENTS OF AID TO FAMILIES
WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN

Sec. 220. (a) Section 402(a)(8)(B) of
the Soclal Security Act is amended by in-
serting “, and, effective February 1, 1974,
shall, before disregarding the amounts re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) and clauses
(1) and (il) of this subparagraph, disregard
an amount equal to 5 per centum of any
income received in the form of monthly
insurance benefits paid under title II” im-
mediately after “$5 per month of any in-
come’.

(b) Any State plan approved under part
A of title IV of the Social Security Act shall
effective February 1, 1974, be deemed to
contain a provision (relating to the disre-
garding of income) which complies with the
requirement imposed with respect to any
such plan under the amendment made by
subsection (a).

PArRT D—S0CIAL SERVICES REGULATIONS

SOCIAL SERVICES REGULATIONS POSTPONED

Sec. 230. (a) Subject to subsection (b), no
regulation and no modification of any regula-
tion, promulgated by the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare (hereinafter referred
to as the “Secretary”) after January 1, 1973,
shall be effective for any period which begins
prior to January 1, 1974, if (and insofar as)
such regulation or modification of a regula-
tion pertains (directly or indirectly) to the
provisions of law contained in section 3(a)
(4) (A), 402(a)(19)(G), 403(a)(3)(A), 603
(a) (1) (A), 1003(a) (3) (A), 1403(a) (3) (A), or
1603(a) (4) (A), of the Social Security Act.

(b) (1) The provisions of subsection (a)

June 29, 1973

shall not be applicable to any regulation re-
lating to “scope of programs”, if such regula-
tion Is identical (except as provided in the
succeeding sentence) to the provisions of sec-
tion 221.0 of the regulations (relating to so-
clal services) proposed by the Secretary and
published in the Federal Register on May 1,
1973. There shall be deleted from the first
sentence of subsection (b) of such section
221.0 th phrase “meets all the applicable
requirements of this part and”.

(2) The provisions of subsection (a) shall
not be applicable to any regulation relating
to “limitations on total amount of Federal
funds payable to States for services", if such
regulation is identical (except as provided in
the succeeding sentence) to the provisions of
sectlon 221.55 of the regulations so proposed
and published on May 1, 1973. There shall be
deleted from subsection (d) (1) of such sec-
tion 221.55 the phrase "*(as defined under day
care services for children)”; and, in lieu of
the sentence contained in subsection (d) (5)
of such section 221.55, there shall be inserted
the following: “Services provided to a child
who is under foster care in a foster family
home (as defined in section 408 of the Social
Security Act) or in a child-care institution
(as defined in such section), or while await-
ing placement in such a home or institution,
but only if such services are needed by such
child because he is under foster care.”.

(3) The provisions of subsections (a) shall
not be applicable to any regulation relating
to “rates and amounts of Federal financial
participation for Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is-
lands, and Guam”, if such regulation is
identified to the provisions of section 221.566
of the regulations so proposed and published
on May 1, 1973.

(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tion 553(d) of title 65, United States Code,
any regulation described in subsection (b)
may become effective upon the date of its
publication in the Federal Register.

PArT E—PROVISIONS RELATING TO MEDICAID

COVERAGE OF ESSENTIAL PERSONS UNDER
MEDICAID

Sec. 240. (a) In addition to the require-
ments imposed by other provisions of law as
a condition of approval of a State plan under
title XIX of the Social Securlty Act, there is
hereby imposed the requirement (and each
such plan shall be deemed to require) that
assistance be provided under such plan to
any individual who, as an “essential person"
(as defined in subsection (b)), was eligible
for assistance under such plan (as such plan
was in effect for December 1973), for each
month, after December 1973, that such in-
dividual continues to meet the criteria, as an
essential person, for eligibility under such
plan (as such plan was in effect for December
1973).

(b) As used in subsection (a), the term
“essential person” means a person who—

(1) for the month of December 1973, was
present in the home of an individual who
was a recipient of aid or assistance under a
State plan approved under title I, X, XIV,
or XVI, of the Social Security Act, and

(2) was not a recipient of such aid or as-
sistance (in his or her own right) for such
month, but whose needs were taken into

‘account in determining the need of such

individual for and the amount of ald or as-
sistance (referred to in paragraph (1)) pro-
vided to such individual.

PERSONS IN MEDICAL INSTITUTIONS

Sec. 241. For purposes of section 1902(a)
(10) of the Social Security Act, any indi-
vidual who—

(1) for all (or any part of) the month of
December 1973 was an inpatient in an insti-
tution qualified for reimbursement under
title XIX of the Social Security Act, and

(2) would (except for his being an in-
patient in such institution) have been ellg-
ible to receive aid or assistance under a State
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plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or
XVI of such Act.
shall be deemed to be receiving such aid or
assistance for such month and for each suc-
ceeding month in a continuous period of
months if, for each month in such period—

(3) such individual to be (for all of such
month) an inpatient in such an institution
and would (except for his being an inpatient
in such institution) continue to meet the
conditions of eligibility to receive aid or as-
sistanee under such plan (as such plan was
in effect for December 1973), and

(4) such individual is determined (under
the utilization review and other professional
andit precedures applicable te State plans
approved under title XIX of the Soeial
Security Act) to be in need of care in such
an institution.

BLIND AND DISABLED MEDICALLY INDIGENT

PERSONS

Sec. 242, For purposes of seetion 1802(a)
(10) of the Social Security Act, any individ-
wal who, for the month of December 1973 was
eligible (under the provisions of subpara-
graph (B) of such section) for medical assist-
ance by reason of his having been determined
to meet the eriteria for blindness or disabil-
ity (established by a State plan approved
under title I, X, XTIV, or XVI of sueh Act),
shall be deemed to be a person described as
being a person who “would, if needy, be eli-
gible for aid or assistance under any such
State plan™ in suparagraph (B)(i) of such
seetion for each month in a continuous pe-
riod of months (beginning with the month
of January 1974), if, for eachh month In such
period, such individual continues to meet the
criteria for bhlindness o~ disability so estab-
lished by such a State plan (as it was in
effect for December 1973).

EXTENSION OF SECTION 249E OF SOCIAL SECURITY
AMENDMENTS OF 1972

SEec. 243. Section 249E of the Social Secu-
rity Amendments of 1972 is amended by strik-
ing out “October 1974" and inserting in lieu
thereof “July 1975".

BREPEAL OF SECTION 225 OF SOCIAL SECURITY

AMENDMENTS OF 1972

Sec. 244, (A) BSection 1903 of the Secial
Becurity Act is amended by striking out sub-
section (]) thereof (as added by section 225
of Public Law 92-603).

(b) The amendment made by subsection
{a) shall be applicable in the case of expend-
ftures for skilled nursing services and for
intermediate care facility services furnished
in calendar guarters which begin after De-
cember 31, 1972,

ParT F—PROVISIONS RELATING TO MATERNAL
AND CHILD HEALTH
GRANTS TOQ STATES FOR MATERNAL AND CHILD
HEALTH

Sec. 250. (a) (1) Paragraph (1) of section
502 of the Social Security Act is amended
by striking out “each of the next 4 fiscal
years” and inserting in lieu thereof “each of
the next 5 fiscal years”.

(2) Paragraph (2) of section 502 of such
Act is amended by striking out “June 30,
1974" and inserting In lieu thereof *“June
30, 1975".

(3) Section 505(a) (B) of the Social Secu-
rity Act is amended by striking out “July 1,
1973" and inserting in lieu thereef “July 1,
1974,

(%)

Section 505(a)(9) of such Aet is
amended by striking out “July 1, 1973 and
inserting in lieu thereof “July 1, 1974,

(5) Section 505(a) (10) of such Act is
amended by striking out “July 1, 1973" and

inserting in lieu thereof “July 1, 1974".

(6) Section 508(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “June 30, 1973" and inserting
in lieu thereof “June 30, 1974".

(7) Section 509(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “June 30, 1973 and inserting
in lieu thereof “June 30, 1974".
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(8) Section 510(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “June 30, 1973" and inserting
in lieu thereof “June 30, 1974".

(b) Title V of the Social Security Act is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new sectiom:

“SUPPLEMENTAL ALLOTMENTS

“Sec. 516. (a) (1) For each fiscal year (com-
mencing with the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975), there shall (subject to paragraph (2))
be allotted to each State (from funds ap-
propriated for such fiscal year pursuant to
subsection (b)) an amount, which shall be
in addition to and available for the same
purposes as the allotments of such State
(as determined under sections 503 and 504),
equal to the excess (if any) of—

“(A) the amount of the allotment of such
State (as determined under sections 503 and
504) for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973,
plus the amounts of any grants to such
States under sections 508, 509, and 510, over

“{B) the amount of the allotment of such
State (as determined under sections 503 and
504) for such fiscal year which commences
after June 30, 1973.

“{2) No State shall receive an allotment
under this seetion for any fiscal year, unless
such State (in the administration of its State
plan, approved under section 505) has in ef-
Teet arrangements which the Secretary finds
will provide for the continuation of appro-
priate services to population groups previ-
ously receiving services from funds made
available (for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974) to such State pursuant to section 508,
509, and 510.

“(b) (1) (A) There are (subject to sub-
paragraph (B)) hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated for each fiscal year (commencing
with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975)
such amounts as may be necessary to enable
the Seeretary to make the allotments author-
ized under subsection (a).

“(B) Nothing contained in subparagraph
{A) shall be construed to authorize, for any
fiscal year, the appropriation under this sub-
section of any amount which is in excess
of the amount by which—

“(i) the amount authorized to be appro-
priated under section 501 for such year ex-
ceeds

"(ii) the total amounts appropriated pur-
suant to section 501 for such year.

“{2) If, for any fiscal years, the total
amount appropriated pursuant to paragraph
(1) is less than the total amount allotted to
all States under subsection (a), then the
amount of the allotment of each State (as
determined under subsection (a)) shall be
reduced to an amount which bears the same
ratio to the total amount appropriated pur-
suant to paragraph (1) for such fiseal year
as the amount of the allotment of such State
{as determined under subsection (a)) bears
to the total amount allotted to all States
under subsection (a) for such fiscal year.”

(c)(1) In the case of any State, If for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, the
sum of —

(A) the amount of the allotment which
such State would have received under section
503 of the Social Security Act for such year
(if subsection (a) of this section had not
been enacted), plus

(B) the amount of the allotment which
such State would have received under section
504 of such Act for such year (if subsection
{a) of this section had not been enacted),
is in excess of the sum of—

(C) the aggregate of the allotments which
such State received (for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1973) under such sections 503
and 504, plus

(D) the aggregate of the grants received
(for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973) un-
der sections 508, 509, and 510 of such Act,

then, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1874,.

there shall be added to the allotments of
such State, under sections 503 and 504 of
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such Act, in such proportion to each such

allotment as the State shall speeify, an

amount equal to such excess,

(2) (A) There are (subject to subparagraph
(B}) hereby authorized to be appropriated,
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, such
amounts as may be necessary to make the in-
crease in allotments provided for in para-
graph (1).

(B) Nothing contained im subparagraph
{A) shall be construed to authorize, for the
fiseal year ending June 30, 1974, the appro-
priation under this paragraph of any amount
which is in excess of the amount by which—

(i) the amount sutherized to be appro-
priated under section 501 of such year, ex-
ceeds

(if) the total amounts appropriated pur-
suant to section 501 for such year.

{3) I, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974, the amount appropriated t to
the preceding provisions of this subsection is
less than the total of the amounts author-
ized to be added to the allotments of States
(as determined under paragraph (1)), then
the amount to be added to the allotment of
each State shall be reduced to an amount
which bears the same ratio te the amount
so appropriated for such year as the amount
to be added to the allotment of such State
(as determined under paragraph (1)) bears
to the total of the amounts to be added to
the allotments of all States (as determined
under paragraph (1) ).

ParT G—Provisions RELATING To CHILD'S
SociaL Securrry INSURANCE BENEFITS
BENEFITS FOR ADOPTED CHILDREN

Sec. 260. (a) Section 202(d) (8) (D) of the
Seclal Seeurity Act is amended by striking
out clause (ii) thereof.

{d) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall apply with respect te monthly
benefits payable under title II of the Soecial
Security Act fer months after the menth in
which this Act is enacted on the basis of ap-
plication fer such benefits filed in or after
the month in which this Act is enacted en
the basis of applications for such benefits
filed in or after the month in which this
Act is enacted.

Parr H—SENSE oF CONGRESS RELATIVE TO THE
SUPPLEMENTARY MEDICAL INSURANCE Pro-
GRAM
COVERAGE OF ESSENTIAL OUT-OF-HOSPITAL

PRESCRIPTION DRUGS

Sec. 270. It is the sense of Congress that—

(a) the President prepare and submit, not
later than September 1, 1073, a proposal to
provide for the coverage, under the supple-
mentary medical insurance program estab-
lished by part B of title XVIIT of the Social
Security Act, of essential out-of-hospital pre-
scription drugs, and such other proposals
as he deems appropriate for the extension
of the benefits provided under parts A and
B of such title,

(b) the recommendations of the President
to increase out-of-pocket payments for the
aged and disabled under the health pro-
grams established by such title XVIII should
be withdrawn.

TITLE ID—IMPOUNDMENT CONTROL

PROCEDURES

Sec. 301, The Congress finds that—

(1) the Congress has the saole authority
to enact legislation and appropriate moneys
on behalf of the United States;

{(2) the Congress has the authority to
make all laws necessary and proper for carry-
Ing Into execution its own powers;

(3) the Executive shall take care that the
laws enacted by Congress shall be faithfully
executed;

(4) under the Constitution of the United
States, the Congress has the authority to re-
guire that funds appropriated and obligated
by law shall be spent in accordance with
such law;
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(5) there is no authority expressed or im-
plied under the Constitution of the United
States for the Executive to impound budg-
et authority and the only authority for such
impoundments by the executive branch is
that which Congress has expressly delegated
by statute;

(6) by the Antideficiency Act (Rev. Stat.
sec, 3679), the Congress delegated to the
President authority, in a narrowly defined
area, to establish reserves for contingencies
or to effect savings through changes in re-
guirements, greater efficlency of operations,
or other developments subsequent to the
date on which appropriations are made
available;

('7) in spite of the lack of constitutional
authority for impoundment of budget au-
thority by the executive branch and the nar-
row area in which reserves by the executive
branch have been expressly authorized in the
Antideficiency Act, the executive branch has
impounded many billions of dollars of budget
authority in a manner contrary to and not
authorized by the Antideficiency Act or any
other Act of Congress;

(8) impoundments by the executive
branch have often been made without a
legal basis;

(9) such impoundments have totally nul-
lified the effect of appropriations and obliga-
tional authority enacted by the Congress and
prevented the Congress from exercising its
constitutional authority;

(10) the executive branch, through its
presentation to the Congress of a proposed
budget, the due respect of the Congress for
the views of the executive branch, and the
power of the veto, has ample authority to af-
fect the appropriation and obligation process
without the unilateral authority to impound
budget authority; and

(11) enactment of this legislation is neces-
sary to clarify the limits of the existing legal
authority of the executive branch to impound
budget authority, to reestablish a proper al-
location of authority between the Congress
and the executive branch, to confirm the con-
stitutional proscription against the unilateral
nullification by the executive branch of duly
enacted authorization and appropriation
Acts, and to establish efficient and orderly
procedures for the reordering of budget au-
thority through joint action by the Executive
and the Congress, which shall apply to all
impoundments of budget authority, regard-
less of the legal authority asserted for mak-
ing such impoundments.

Sec. 302. (a) Whenever the President, the
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget, the head of any department or
agency of the United States, or any officer or
employee of the United States, impounds
any budget authority made available, or or-
ders, permits, or approves the impounding of
any such budget authority by any other of-
ficer or employee of the United States, the
President shall, within ten days thereafter,
transmit to the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives a special message specifying—

(1) the amount of the budget authority
impounded;

(2) the date on which the budget author-
ity was ordered to be impounded;

(3) the date the budget authority was im-
pounded;

(4) any account, department or establish-
ment of the Government to which such im-
pounded budget authority would have been
available for obligation except for such im-
poundment;

(5) the period of time during which the
budget authority is to be impounded, to in-
clude not only the legal lapsing of budget
authority but also administrative decisions
to discontinue or curtail a program;

(6) the reasons for the impoundment, in-
cluding any legal authority invoked by him
to justify the impoundment and, when the
justification invoked is a requirement to
avoid violating any public law which estab-
lishes a debt ceiling or a spending ceiling,
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the amount by which the ceiling would be
exceeded and the reasons for such antici-
pated excess; and

(7) to the maximum extent practicable,
the estimated fiscal, economie, and budgetary
effect of the Impoundment.

(b) Each special message submitted pursu-
ant to subsection (a) shall be transmitted
to the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate on the same day, and shall be delivered
to the Clerk of the House of Representatives
if the House is not in session, and to the
Secretary of the Senate if the Senate is not
in session. Each such message may be print-
ed by either House as a document for both
Houses, as the President of the Senate and
Speaker of the House may determine.

(c) A copy of each special message sub-
mitted pursuant to subsection (a) shall be
transmitted to the Comptroller General of
the United States on the same day as it is
transmitted to the Senate and the House of
Representatives. The Comptroller General
shall review each such message and deter-
mine whether, in his judgment, the impound-
ment was in accordance with existing statu-
tory authority, following which he shall no-
tify both Houses of Congress within fifteen
days after the receipt of the message as to his
determination thereon. If the Comptroller
General determines that the impoundment
was in accordance with section 3679 of the
Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 665), commonly
referred to as the “Antideficlency Act”, the
provisions of section 303 and section 305 shall
not apply. In all other cases, the Comptroller
General shall advise the Congress whether
the impoundment was in accordance with
other existing statutory authority and sec-
tions 303 and 305 shall apply.

(d) If any information contained in a spe-
cial message submitted pursuant to subsec-
tion (a) is subsequently revised, the Presi-
dent shall transmit within ten days to the
Congress and the Comptroller General a sup~
plementary message stating and explaining
each such revision.

(e) Any special or supplementary message
transmitted pursuant to this section shall be
printed in the first issue of the Federal Regis-
ter published after that special or supple-
mental message is so transmitted and may
be printed by either House as a document for
both Houses, as the President of the Senate
and Speaker of the House may determine,

(f) The President shall publish in the Fed-
eral Register each month a list of any budget
authority impounded as of the first calendar
day of that month. Each list shall be pub-
lished no later than the tenth calendar day
of the month and shall contain the informa-
tion required to be submitted by special
message pursuant to subsection (a).

Sec. 303. The President, the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget, the head
of any department or agency of the United
States, or any officer or employee of the
United States shall cease the impounding of
any budget authority set forth in each special
message within sixty calendar days of con-
tinuous session after the message is received
by the Congress unless the specific impound-
ment shall have been ratified by the Con-
gress by passage of a concurrent resolution
in accordance with the procedure set out in
section 305: Provided, however, That Con-
gress may by concurrent resolution disap-
prove any impoundment in whole or in part,
at any time prior to the expiration of the
sixty-day period, and in the event of such
disapproval, the impoundment shall cease im-
mediately to the extent disapproved. The ef-
fect of such disapproval, whether by con-
current resolution passed prior to the expira-
tion of the sixty-day period or by the failure
to approve by concurrent resolution within
the sixty-day period, shall be-to make the
obligation of the budget authority manda-
tory, and shall preclude the President or
any other Federal officer of employee from
reimpounding the specific budget authority
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set forth in the special message which the
Congress by its action or failure to act has
thereby rejected.

Sec. 304. For purposes of this title, the im-
pounding of budget authority includes—

(1) withholding, delaying, deferring, freez-
ing, or otherwise refusing to expend any part
of budget authority made available (whether
by establishing reserves or otherwise) and
the termination or cancellation of authorized
projects or activities to the extent that
budget authority has been made available.

(2) withholding, delaying, deferring, freez-
ing, or otherwise refusing to make any al-
location of any part of budget authority
(where such allocation is required in order
to permit the budget authority to be ex-
pended or obligated),

(3) withholding, delaying, deferring, freez-
ing, or otherwise refusing to permit a grantee
to obligate any part of budget authority
(whether by establishing contract controls,
reserves, or otherwise), and

(4) any type of Executive action or inac-
tion which effectively precludes or delays
the obligation or expenditure of any part
of authorized budget authority.

SEc. 306. The following subsections of this
section are enacted by the Congress:

(a) (1) As an exercise of the rulemaking
power of the Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives, respectively, and as such they
shall be deemed a part of the rules of each
House, respectively, but applicable only with
respect to the procedure to be followed in
that House in the case of resolutions de-
scribed by this section; and they shall super-
sede other rules only to the extent that they
are inconsistent therewith; and

(2) With full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change the
rules (so far as relating to the procedure of
that House) at any time, in the same man-
ner, and to the same extent as in the case of
any other rule of that House,

(b) (1) For purposes of this section, the
term “resolution” means only a concurrent
resolution of the Senate or House of Repre-
sentatives, as the case may be, which is in-
troduced and acted upon by both Houses at
any time before the end of the first period of
sixty calendar days of continuous session of
the Congress after the date on which the
special message of the President is trans-
mitted to the two Houses.

(2) The matter after the resolving clause
of a resolution approving the impounding
of budget authority shall be substantially as
follows (the blank spaces being appropriately
filled) : “That the Congress approves the im-
pounding of budget authority as set forth
in the special message of the President dated

, Senate (House) Document No,

{3) The matter affer the resolving clause
of a resolution disapproving, in whole or in
part, the impounding of budget authority
shall be substantially as follows (the blank
spaces being appropriately filled) : “That the
Congress disapproves the impounding of
budget authority as set forth in the special
message of the President dated , Ben-
ate (House) Document NoO. —...._.. (in the
amount of § o

(4) For purposes of this subsection, the
continuity of a session is broken only by an
adjournment of the Congress sine die, and
the days on which either House is not in
session because of an adjournment of more
than three days to a day certain shall be
excluded in the computation of the sixty-day
period.

(e) (1) A resolution introduced, or received
from the other House, with respect to a
special message shall not be referred to a
committee and shall be privileged business
for immediate consideration, following the
receipt of the report of the Comptroller
General referred to in section 302(e). It
shall at any time be in order (even though a
previous motion to the same effect has been
disagreed to) to move to proceed to the
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consideration of the resolution. Such motion
shall be highly privileged and not debatable.
An amendment to the motion shall not be in
order, and it shall not be in order to move
to reconsider the vote by which the motion
is agreed to or disagreed to.

(2) If the motlon to proceed to the con-
sideration of a resolution is agreed to, debate
on the resolution shall be limited to ten
hours, which shall be divided equally be-
tween those favoring and those opposing the
resolution. Debate on any amendment to the
resolution (including an amendment sub-
stituting approval for disapproval in whole or
in part or substituting disapproval in whole
or in part for approval) shall be limited to
two hours, which shall be divided equally be-
tween those favoring and those opposing the
amendment.

(8) Motions to postpone, made with re-
spect to the consideration of a resolution,
and motions to proceed to the consideration
of other business, shall be decided without
debate.

(4) Appeals from the decisions of the
Chair relating to the application of the rules
of the Senate or the House of Representa-
tives, as the case may be, to the procedure
relating to a resolution shall be decided with-
out debate.

(d) If, prior to the passage by one House
of a resolution of that House with respect
to a special message, such House receives
from the other House a resolution with re-
spect to the same message, then—

(1) If no resolution of the first House with
respect to such message has been introduced,
no motion to proceed to the consideration
of any other resolution with respect to the
same message may be made (despite the pro-
visions of subsection (c¢) (1) of this section).

(2) If a resolution of the first House with
respect to such message has been intro-
duced—

(A) the procedure with respect to that or
other resolutions of such House with respect

to such message shall be the same as if no .,

resolution from the other House with respect
to such message had been received; but

(B) on any vote on final passage of a reso-
lution of the first House with respect to such
message the resolution from the other House
with respect to such message shall be auto-
matically substituted for the resolution of
the first House.

(e) If a committee of conference is ap-
pointed on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses with respect to a resolution, the con-
ference report submitted in each House shall
be considered under the rules set forth In
subsectlon (c) of this section for the consid-
eration of a resolution, except that no
amendment shall be in order.

(f) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this section, it shall not be in order in
either House to consider a resolution with
respect to a special message after the two
Houses have agreed to another resolution
with respect to the same message.

(g) As used in this section, the term
“special message’ means a report of im-
pounding action made by the President pur-
suant to section 302 or by the Compiroller
General pursuant to section 3086.

Sec. 306. If the President, the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget, the
head of any department or agency of the
United States, or any officer or employee of
the United States takes or approves any im-
pounding action within the purview of this
title, and the President fails to report such
impounding action to the Congress as re-
quired by this title, the Comptroller Gen-
eral shall report such impounding action
with any available information concerning
it to both Houses of Congress, and the provi-
slons of this title shall apply to such im-
pounding action in like manner and with the
same effect as if the report of the Comptrol-
ler General had been made by the President:
Provided, however, That the sixty-day period
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provided in section 303 shall be deemed to
have commenced at the time at which, in the
determination of the Comptroller General,
the impoundment action was taken.

Bec. 307. Nothing contained in this title
shall be Interpreted by any person or court
as constituting a ratification or approval of
any impounding of budget authority by the
President or any other Federal employee, in
the past or in the future, unless done pur-
suant to statutory authority in effect at the
time of such impoundment.

BEec. 308. The Comptroller General is hereby
expressly empowered as the representative of
the Congress through attorneys of his own
selection to sue any department, agency, of-
ficer, or employee of the United States in a
civil action in the United States District
Court for the District of Columbia to enforce
the provisions of this title, and such court
is hereby expressly empowered to enter in
such civil action any decree, judgment, or
order which may be necessary or appropri-
ate to secure compliance with the provisions
of this title by such department, agency, of-
ficer, or employee, Within the purview of
this section, the Office of Management and
Budget shall be construed to be an agency
of the United States, and the officers and em-
ployees of the Office of Management and
Budget shall be construed to be officers or
employees of the United States.

SEc. 309. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, all funds appropriated by
law shall be made available and obligated by
the appropriate agencies, departments, and
other units of the Government except as may
be provided otherwise under this title.

(b) Should the President desire to im-
pound any appropriation made by the Con-
gress not authorized by this title or by the
Antideficiency Act, he shall seek legislation
utilizing the supplemental appropriations
process to obtain selective rescission of such
appropriation by the Congress.

Sec. 310. If any provision of this title, or
the application thereof to any person, im-
poundment, or circumstance, is held invalid,
the validity of the remainder of the title and
the application of such provision to other
persons, impoundments, or circumstances,
shall not be affected thereby.

Sec. 311. The provisions of this title shall
take effect from and after the date of enact-
ment.

TITLE IV—CEILING ON FISCAL YEAR 1974
EXPENDITURES

Sec. 401. (a) Except as provided in sub-
section (b) of this section, expenditures and
net landing during the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, under the budget of the
United States Government, shall not exceed
$268,700,000,000,

(b) If the estimates of revenues which will
be received in the Treasury during the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974, as made from time
to time, are increased as a result of legis-
lation enacted after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act reforming the Federal tax
laws, the limitation specified in subsection
(a) of this section shall be reviewed by Con-
gress for the purpose of determining whether
the additional revenues made available
should be applied to essential public services
for which adequate funding would not other-
wise be provided.

Sec. 402. (a) Notwithstanding the provi-
sions of any other law, the President shall,
in accordance with this section, reserve from
expenditure and net lending, from appro-
priations, or other obligational authority
otherwise made available, such amounts as
may be necessary to keep expenditures and
net lending during the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, within the limitation specified
in section 401.

(b) In carrying out the provisions of sub-
section (a) of this section, the President
shall reserve amounts proportionately from
new obligational authority and other obliga-
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tional authority available for each functional
category, and to the extent practicable, sub=-
functional category (as set out in table 3 of
the United States Budget in Brief for fiscal
year 1974), except that no reservations shall
be made from amounts available for inter-
est, wveterans' benefits and services, pay-
ments from social insurance trust funds,
public assistance maintenance grants, and
supplemental security income payments un-
der the Soclal Security Act, food stamps, mili-
tary retirement pay, mediecaid, and judicial
salaries.

{c) Reservations made to carry out the pro-
visions of subsection (a) of this section shall
be subject to the provisions of title III of
this Act, except that—

(1) if the Comptroller General determines
under section 302(c), with respect to any
such reservation, that the requirements of
proportionate reservations of subsection (b)
of this section have been complied with, then
sections 303 and 305 shall not apply to such
reservation, and

(2) the provisions of section 303 which pre-
clude reimpoundment shall not apply with
respect to any such reservation.

{(d) In no event shall the authority con-
ferred by this section be used to impound
funds, appropriated or otherwise made avall-
able by Congress, for the purpose of ellmi-
nating a program the creation or continua-
tion of which has been authorized by Con-
gress.

Szc. 403. In the administration of any pro-
gram as to which—

(1) the amount of expenditures is limited
pursuant to this title, and

(2) the allocation, grant, apportionment,
or other distribution of funds among recipi-
ents is required to be determined by appli-
cation of a formula involving the amount
appropriated or otherwise made available for
distribution,
the amount available for expenditure (after
the application of this title) shall be sub-
stituted for the amount appropriated or oth-
erwise made available in the application of
the formula,

TITLE V—LIMITATION OF USE ON
APPROFPRIATED FUNDS
PROHIBITION AGAINST THE USE OF APPROPRIATED

FUNDS FOR COMBAT ACTIVITIES IN CAMBODIA

AND LAOS

Sec. 501. No funds heretofore or hereafter
appropriated under any Act of Congress may
be obligated or expended to support directly
or indirectly combat activities in, over, or
from off the shores of Cambodia or in or over
Laos by United States forces.

TITLE VI—UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSA-
TION ACT AMENDMENT

Sec, 601. Section 203(e) (2) of the Federal-
State Extended Unemployment Compensa-
tion Act of 1970 is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new sentence: “Ef-
fective with respect to compensatioa for
weeks of unemployment beginning after the
date of the enactment of this sentence (or,
if later, the date established pursuant to
State law), the State may by law provide that
the determination of whether there has been
a State ‘on’ or ‘off’ indicator beginning or
ending any extended benefit period shall be
made under this subsection as if paragraph
(1) did not contain subparagraph (A) thereof
and as if paragraph (1) of section 2C3(b)
did not contain subparagraph (B) thereof.”,

TITLE VII—MISCELLANEOUS

Sec. 701. (a) Section 6096(c) of th. Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to manner
and time of designation) is amended—

(1) by striking out “, In such manner as
the Becretary or his delegate may prescribe
by regulations”, and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new sentence: “Such designation shall
be made in such manner as the Secretary or
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his delegate prescribes by regulations except
that, if such designation is made at the time
of filing the return of the tax imposed by
chapter 1 for such taxable year, such designa-
tion shall be made on the first page of the
return.”

(b) The amendments made by this section
shall apply with respect to taxable years end-
ing after the date of enactment of this Act.

SEc. 702. The Secretary of the Treasury shall
cause the publishing and broadcasting of in-
formation concerning the Presidential Elec-
tion Campaign Fund Act during each year,
with particular emphasis upon the taxpayer’s
right to designate a portion of his tax pay-
ment for payment into the Presidential Elec-
tion Campaign Fund for the use of the candi-
dates of a political party without any increase
in his tax liability. The Secretary shall report
to the Congress not iater than the first day
of September of each year a detailed account
of the means by which he intends to carry
out his duty under this section, which shall
include, but not be limited to, a description
of facsimile copy of all public notices, the
availability of such notices to broadcastiag
stations, and any other arrangements he may
have made to publicize the fund and the tax-
payers’' right of designation under section
6096 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.

Sec. 7T03. (a) Section 6096 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to designa-
tion of income tax payments to Presidential
Election Campaign Fund) is amended by
striking out the first sentence and inserting
in lieu thereof “Every individual (other than
a nonresident alien) whose income tax la-
bility for any taxable year is $1 or more may
designate that $1 shall be paid over to the
Presidential Election Campaign Fund in ac-
cordance with the provisions of section
2006(=a) .”

{b) Section 9008 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 (relating to payments to eligi-
ble candidates) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“Sec, 9006. PAYMENTS TO ELIGIBLE CANDI-
DATES,

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF CAMPAIGN FUND.—
There is hereby established on the books of
the Treasury of the United States a special
fund to be known as the ‘Presidential Elec-
tion Campalgn Fund.' The Secretary shall,
from time to time, transfer to the fund an
amount equal to the sum of the amounts
designated (subsequent to the previous
FPresidential election) to the fund by in-
dividuals under section 60986,

“{b) TRANSFER TO THE GENERAL FuNp—
If, after a Presidential election and after
all eligible candidates have been paid the
amount which they are entitled to receive
under this chapter, there are moneys re-
maining in the fund, the Secretary shall
transfer the moneys so remalning to the
general fund of the Treasury.

“(c) PaymeNnTs From THE Funp.—Upon
receipt of a certification from the Comp-
troller General under section 9005 for pay-
ment to the eligible candidates of a political
party, the Secretary shall pay to such candi-
dates out of the fund the amount certified
by the Comptroller General. Amounts pald
to any such candidates shall be under the
control of such candidates.

“{d) INSUFFICIENT AMOUNTS IN FuND—

“(1) If at the time of a certification by the
Comptroller General under section 9005 for
payment to eligible candidates of a political
party, the moneys in the fund are insufficient
to pay to all eligible candidates the amounts
to which they are then entitled (as deter-
mined by the Secretary after consultation
with the Comptroller General), payments to
each eligible candidate shall be reduced pro
rata, and the amounts not paid at such time
shall be pald when there are sufficient
moneys in the fund.

“{(2) If, at the close of the expenditure
report period, the moneys in the fund are not
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sufficient to satisfy the unpaid entitlements
of all eligible candidates, the balance in the
fund shall be paid to eligible candidates in
the following manner:

“(A) For the candidates of a major party,
compute the percentage which the number
of popular votes received by the candidates
for President of the major parties is of the
total number of popular votes cast for the
office of President in the election, and divide
such percentage by the number of major
parties.

*“(B) For the candidates of a minor or new
party, compute the percentage which the
popular votes received for President by the
candidate of such party is of the total num-
ber of popular votes cast for the office of
President in the election.

“(C) Pay to the eligible candidates of each
party the same percentage of the amount of
the money in the fund as thé percentage ob-
tained under subparagraph (A) or (B) for
candidates of such party.”

Sec. T04. Section 1130(a) (2) of the Soecial
Security Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “of the amounts paid
(under all of such sections)” and inserting
in leu thereof "of the amounts paid under
such section 403(a)(3)"; and

(2) by striking out “under State plans ap-
proved under titles I, X, XIV. XVI, or part A
of title IV" and inserting in lieu thereof
“under the State plan approved under part
A of title IV",

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent, because this is a rather long
amendment, as properly described by
some as being a conglomerate, especially
in view of the fact that it will be fully
described, as will the amendment that
we propose to offer in lieu of it, that we
dispense with further reading of the Sen-
ate amendment, and that it be printed
in the REecorp.

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

There was no objection.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MILLS

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Mris of Arkansas moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate and concur there-
in with an amendment, as follows:

TITLE II—FROVISIONS RELATING TO THE
SOCIAL SECURITY ACT
PART A——INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY BENE-
FITS

COST-OF-LIVING INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY
BENEFITS

Src, 201. (a) (1) The Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare (hereinafter in this
section referred to as the “Secretary”) shall,
in accordance with the provisions of this
section, increase the monthly benefits and
lump-sum death payments payable under
title IT of the Social Security Act by the
percentage by which the Consumer Price
Index prepared by the Department of Labor
for the month of June 1973 exceeds such
index for the month of June 1972.

(2) The provisions of this section (and the
inerease in benefits made hereunder) shall be
effective, in the case of monthly benefits un-
der title IT of the Social Security Act, only
for months after March 1974 and prior to
January 1975, and, in the case of lump-sum
death payments under such title, only with
respect to deaths which occur after March
1974 and prior to January 1975.

(b) The increase in social security benefits
authorized under this section shall be pro-
vided, and any determinations by the Secre-
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tary in connection with the provision of such
increase in benefits shall be made, in the
manner prescribed in section 215(i) of the
Social Security Act for the implementation
of cost-of-living increases authorized under
title IT of such Act, except that the amount
of such increase shall be based on the in-
crease in the Consumer Price Index described
in subsection (a).

(¢) The increase in social security benefits
provided by this section shall—

(1) not be considered to be an increase
in benefits made under or pursuant to sec-
tion 215(1) of the Social Security Act, and

(2) not (except for purposes of section
203 (a)(2) of such Act, as in effect after
March 1974) be considered to be a “general
benefit increase under this title” (as such
term is defined in section 215(i) (3) of such
Act) ;
and nothing in this section shall be con-
strued as authorizing any increase in the
“contribution and benefit base” (as that
term is employed in section 230 of such Act),
or any increase in the “exempt amount” (as
such term is used in section 203(f)(8) of
such Act).

(d) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to authorize (directly or indirectly)
any increase in monthly benefits under title
II of the Social Security Act for any month
after December 1974, or any increase in lump-
sum death payments payable under such title
in the case of deaths occurring after Decem-
ber 1974. The recognition of the existence
of the increase in benefits authorized by the
preceding subsections of this section (dur-
ing the period it was in effect) in the ap-
plication, after December 1974, of the provi-
sions of sections 202(q) and 208(a) of such
Act shall not, for purposes of the preceding
sentence, be considered to be an increase
in a monthly benefit for a month after De-
cember 1974,

Sec. 202, (a) Paragraphs (1) and (4) (B)
of section 203(f) of the Social Security Act
are each amended by striking out “$175" and
inserting in lieu thereof “$200".

(b) The first sentence of paragraph (3) of
section 203(f) of such Act is amended by
striking out “$175” and inserting in leu
thereof “$200",

(c) Paragraph (1) (A) of section 203(h) of
such Act is amended by striking out “$175"
and inserting in lieu thereof “$200".

(d) The amendments made by this section
shall be effective with respect to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1973.

SEc. 203. (a) (1) Section 209(a) (8) of the
Social Security Act is amended by striking
out “$12,000" and inserting in lleu thereof
*$12,600".

(2) Section 211(b)(1) (H) of such Act is
amended by striking out “$12,000" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “$12,600",

(3) Sections 213(a)(2) (ii) and 213(a)(2)
(iii) of such Act are each amended by striking
out “$12,000" and inserting in lieu thereof
“$12,600",

(4) Section 215(e)(1) of such Act is
amended by striking out “$12,000” and in-
serting in lieu thereof *$12,600".

(b) (1) Section 1402(h) (1) (H) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to
definition of self-employment income) is
amended by striking out “$12,000" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “$12,600".

(2) Effective with respect to remuneration
paid after 1973, section 3121(a) (1) of such
Code is amended by striking out the dollar
amount each place it appears therein and
inserting In lieu thereof “$12,600".

(3) Effective with respect to remuneration
pald after 1973, the second sentence of sec-
tion 3122 of such Code is amended by striking
out the dollar amount and inserting in lieu
thereof “$12,600".

(4) Effective with respect to remuneration
paid after 1973, section 3125 of such Code is
amended by striking out the dollar amount
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each place it appears In subsections (a), (b),
and (¢) and inserting in lleu thereof “$12,-
600",

{6) Section 6413(c) (1) of such Code (re-
lating to special refunds of employment
taxes) is amended by striking out *'$12,000"
each place it appears andinserting in lieu
thereof “$12,600".

(6) Section 6413(c)(2)(A) of such Code
(relating to refunds of employment taxes in
the case of Federal employees) is amended
by striking out “$12,000" and inserting in
Heu thereof “$12,600".

(7) Effective with respect to taxable years
beginning after 1973, section 6654(d) (2) (B)
(i) of such Code (relating to failure by in-
dividual to pay estimated income tax) Iis
amended by striking out the dollar amount
and inserting in lieu thereof “$12,600".

(e) Bection 230(c) of the Soclal Security
Act is amended by striking out “$12,000"
and inserting in lieu thereof “$12,600".

(d) Paragraphs (2)(C). (3)(C), (4)(C).
and (7) (C) of section 203 (b) of Public Law
92-336 are each amended by striking out
“$12,000" and inserting in lieu thereof “$12,~
600"

(e) The amendments made by this section,
except subsection (a)(4), shall apply only
with respect to remuneration paid after, and
taxable years beginning after, 1973. The
amendments made by subsection (a)(4)
shall apply with respect to calendar years
after 1978.

(f) Effective April 1, 1974, the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare shall pre-
scribe and publish in the Federal Register
such modifieations and extensions in the
table contained in section 215(a) of the So-
cial Security Act (which shall be determined
in the same manner as the revisions in such
table provided for under section 215(i) (2)
(D) of such Act) as may be necessary to re-
flect the amendments made by this section;
and such modified and extended table shall
be deemed to be the table appearing in such
section 215(a).

PART B—PROVISIONS RELATING TO FEDERAL
PROGRAM OF SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY IN-
COME

INCREASE IN SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME

BENEFITS

SEc. 210. (a) Section 1611(a)(1)(A) and
section 1611(b) (1) of the Social Security Act
(as enacted by section 301 of the Social Se-
curity Amendments of 1972) are each amend-
ed by striking out “$1,660" and inserting in
lieu thereof “$1,680".

(b) Section 1611(a)(2)(A) and section
1611(b) (2) of such Act (as so enacted) are
each amended by striking out “$2,340" and
inserting in lieu thereof “$2,520".
SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME BENEFITS FOR

ESSENTIAL PERSONS

Sec. 211. (a) (1) In determining (for pur-
poses of title XVI of the Social Security Act,
as in effect after December 1973) the eligi-
bility for and the amount of the supple-
mental security income benefit payable to
any gqualified individual (as defined in sub-
section (b)), with respect to any period for
which such individual has in his home an
essential person (as defined in subsection
(c))—

(A) the dollar amounts specified in subsec-
tion (a) (1) (A) and (2)(A), and subsection
(b) (1) and (2), of section 1611 of such Act,
shall each be increased by $840 for each such
essential person, and

(B) the income and resources of such in-
dividual shall (for purposes of such title
XVI) be deemed to include the income and
resources of such essential person;
except that the provisions of this subsection
shall not, in the case of any individual, be
applicable for any period which begins in
or after the first month that such
individual—
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(C) does not but would (except for the
provisions of subparagraph (B)) meet—

(i) the criteria established with respect
to income in section 1611(a) of such Act, or

(ii) the criteria established with respect
to resources by such sectlon 1611(a) (or, if
applicable, by section 1611(g) of such Act).

-(2) The provisions of section 1611(g) of the
Boclal Security Act (as in effect after De-
cember 1973) shall, in the case of any quali-
fied individual (as defined in subsection
(b)), be applied so as to include, in the
resources of such individual, the resources
of any person (described in subsection
(b)(2)) whose needs were taken into ac-
count in determining the need of such indi-
vidual for the aid or assistance referred to
in subsection (b) (1).

(b) For purposes of this section, an indi-
vidual shall be a “qualified Individual” only
if—

(1) for the month of December 1973 such
individual was a reciplent of aid or assist-
ance under a State plan approved under title
I, X, XIV, or XVI of the Social Security Act,
and

(2) in determining the need of such indi-
vidual for such aid or assistance for such
month under such State plan, there were
taken into account the needs of a person
{other than such individual) who—

{A) was living in the home of such indi-
vidual, and

(B) was not eligible (in his or her own
right) for aid or assistance under such State
plan for such month.

(c) The term “essential person’, when
used Iin connection with any gqualified indi-
vidual, means a person who—

(1) for the month of December 1873 was
a person (described in subsection (b)(2))
whose needs were taken into account in de-
termining the need of such individual for aid
or assistance under a State plan referred to
in subsection (b)(1) as such State plan
was in effect for June 1973,

(2) lives In the home of such individual,

(3) is not eligible (in his or her own
right) for supplemental securify income
benefits under title XVI of the Social Se-
curity Act (as in effect after December 1873),
and

(4) is not the eligible spouse (as that term
is used in such title XVI) of such individual
or any other individual.

If for any month after December 1973 any
person fails to meet the criteria specified in
paragraph (2), (3), or (4) of the preceding
sentence, such person shall not, for such
month or any month thereafter be considered
to be an essential person.

MANDATORY MINIMUM STATE SUPFLEMENTATION

OF SSI BENEFITS PROGRAM

Sec. 212, (a) (1) In order for any State
(other than the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, Guam, or the Virgin Islands) to be
eligible for payments pursuant to title XIX,
with respect to expenditures for any quarter
beginning after December 1973, and prior to
January 1, 1975, such State must have in
effect an agreement with the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare (hereinafter
in this section referred to as the "“Secretary”)
whereby the State will provide to individuals
residing in the State supplementary pay-
ments as required under paragraph (2).

(2) Any agreement entered into by a State
pursuant to paragraph (1) shall provide that
each individual who—

(A) is an aged, blind, or disabled individ-
ual (within the meaning of section 1614(a)
of the Social Security Act, as enacted by
section 301 of the Social Security Amend-
ments of 1972), and

(B) for the month of December 1973 was
a reciplent of (and was eligible to receive)
ald or assistance (in the form of money pay-
ments) under a State plan of such State
(approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI,
of the Social Security Act)
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shall be entitled to receive, from the State,
the supplementary payment described in
paragraph (3) for each month, beginning
with January 1974 and ending with the close
of December 1974 (or, if later, the close of
the month the State, at its option, may
specify in the agreement or in a subsequent
modification of the agreement), or, if earlier,
whichever of the following first occurs:

(C) the month in which such individual
dies, or

(D) the first month in which such indi-
vidual ceases to meet the condition specified
in subparagraph (A);
except that no individual shall be entitled
to receive such supplementary payment for
any month, if, for such month, such individ-
ual was ineligible to receive supplemental in-
come benefits under title XVI of the Social
Security Act by reason of the provisions of
section 1611(e) (2) or (3) or section 1611(I)
of such Act.

(3)(A) The supplementary payment re-
ferred to in paragraph (2) which shall be
paid for any month to any individual who
is entitled thereto under an agreement en-
tered into pursuant to this subsection shall
(except as provided in subparagraph (D)) be
an amount equal to (i) the amount by
which such individual's “December 1973 in-
come'” (as determined under subparagraph
(B)) exceeds the amount of such individ-
ual’s "title XVI benefit plus other income”
(as determined under subparagraph (C))
for such month, or (i) if greater, such
amount as the State may specify.

(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), an
individual’s “December 1973 income” means
an amount equal to the aggregate of—

(i) the amount of the ald or assistance (in
the form of money payments) which such
individual would have received (including
any part of such amount which is attribut-
able to meeting the needs of any other per-
son whose presence in such individual's
home is essential to such individual's well-
being) for the month of December 1973 un-
der a plan (approved under title I, X, XIV, or
XVI, of the Social Security Act) of the State
entering into an agreement under this sub-
section, if the terms and conditions of such
plan (relating to eligibility for and amount of
such ald or assistance payable thereunder)
were, for the month of December 1973, the
same as those in effect, under such plan, for
the month of June 1873, and

(i1) the amount of the income of such in-
dividual (other than the ald or assistance
described in clause (1)) received by such in-
dividual in December 1973, minus any such
income which did not result, but which if
properly reported would have resulted in a
reduction in the amount of such aid or as-
sistance.

(C) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the
amount of an individual's "“title XVI benefit
plus other income” for any month means
an amount equal to the aggregate of—

(1) the amount (if any) of the supplemen-
tal security income benefit to which such in-
dividual is entitled for such month under
title XVI of the Social Security Act, and

(ii) the amount of any income of such in-
dividual for such month (other than income
in the form of a benefit described in clause
1)).

(D) If the amount determined under sub-
paragraph (B) (i) includes, In the case of
any individual, an amount which was pay-
able to such individual solely because of—

(i) a special need of such individual (in-
cluding any special allowance for housing, or
the rental value of housing furnished in
kind to such individual in lieu of a rental
allowance) which existed in December 1973,
or

(11) any special circumstance (such as the
recognition of the needs of a person whose
presence in such individual's home, in De-
cember 1973. was essential to such individ-
ual's well-being),
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and, if for any month after December 1973
there is a change with respect to such special
need or circumstance which, if such change
had existed in December 1873, the amount
described in subparagraph (B) (i) with re-
spect to such individual would have been
reduced on account of such change, then,
for such month and for each month there-
after the amount of the supplementary pay-
ment payable under the agreement entered
into under this subsection to guch individual
shall (unless the State, at its option, other-
wise specifies) be reduced by an amount
equal to the amount by which the amount
(described in subparagraph (B)(i)) would
have been so reduced.

(b)(1) Any State having an agreement
with the Secretary under subsection (a) may
enter into an administration agreement with
the Secretary whereby the Secretary will, on
behalf of such State, make the supplemen-
tary payments required under the agreement
entered into under subsection (a).

(2) Any such administration agreement
between the Secretary and a State entered
into under this subsection shall provide that
the State will (A) certify to the Secretary the
names of each individual who, for December
1973, was a recipient of aid or assistance
(in the form of money payments) under a
plan of such State approved under title I,
X, XIV, or XVI of the Social Security Act,
together with the amount of such assistance
payable to each such individual and the
amount of such individual’s December 1973
income (as defined in subsection (a) (3) (B)),
and (B) provide the Secretary with such
additional data at such times as the Sec-
retary may reasonably require in order
properly, economically, and efficlently to

carry out such administration agreement.
(3) Any State which has entered into an
administration agreement under this sub-
section shall, at such times and in such
installments as may be agreed upon between
the Secretary and the State, pay to the

Secretary an amount equal to the expendi-
tures made by the Secretary as supplemen-
tary payments to individuals entitled thereto
under the sgreement entered into with such
State under subsection (a).

(c) (1) Supplementary payments made
pursuant to an agreement entered into under
subsection (a) shall be excluded under sec-
tion 1612(b) (6) of the Social Security Act
(as in effect after December 1973) in deter-
mining income of individuals for purposes
of title XVI of such Act (as so in effect).

(2) Supplementary payments made by the
Secretary (pursuant to an administration
agreement entered into under subsection
(b)) shall, for purposes of section 401 of the
Social Security Amendments of 1972, be con-
sidered to be payments made under an agree-
ment entered into under section 1616 of the
Social Security Act (as enacted by section
301 of the Social Security Amendments of
1972); except that nothing in this para-
graph shall be construed to waive, with re-
spect to the payments so made by the Sec-
retary, the provisions of subsection (b) of
such section 401,

(d) For purposes of subsection (a) (1), a
State shall be deemed to have entered into
an agreement under subsection (a) of this
sectlon of such State has entered into an
agreement with the Secretary under section
1616 of the Soclal Security Act under which—

(1) individuals, other than individuals de-
scribed in subsection (a)(2) (A) and (B),
are entitled to recelve supplementary pay-
ments, and

(2) supplementary benefits are payable,
to individuals described in subsection (a) (2)
(A) and (B) at & level and under terms and
conditions which meet the minimum re-
quirements specified in subsection (a).

(e) Except as the Secretary may by regu-
lations otherwise provide, the provisions of
title XVI of the Social Security Act (as en-
acted by section 301 of the Social Security
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Amendments of 1972), including the provi-
slons of part B of such title, relating to the
terms and conditions under which the bene-
fits authorized by such title are payable shall,
where not inconsistent with the purposes of
this section, be applicable to the payments
made under an agreement under subsection
(b) of this section; and the authority con-
ferred upon the Secretary by such title may,
where appropriate, be exercised by him in the
administration of this section.

(f) The provisions of subsection (a) (1)
shall not be applicable in the case of any
State—

(1) the Constitution of which contains
provisions which make it impossible for such
State to enter into and commence carrying
out (on January 1, 1974) an agreement re-
ferred to In subsectlon (a), and

(2) the Attorney General (or the other ap-
propriate State official) of which has, prior
to July 1, 1973, made a finding that the State
Constitution of such State contains limita-
tions which prevent such State from making
supplemental paymo:nts of the type de-
gcribed in section 1616 of the Social Security
Act.

PREFERENCE, FOR PRESENT STATE AND LOCAL

EMPLOYEES

Sec. 213. The Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, in the recruitment and
selection for employment of personnel whose
services will be utilized in the administration
of the Federal program of supplemental se-
curity income for the aged, blind, and dis-
abled (established by title XVI of the Social
Security Act), shall give a preference, as
among applicants whose qualifications are
reasonably equal (subject to any preferences
conferred by law or regulation on individuals
who have been Federal employees and have
been displaced from such employment), to
applicants for employment who are or were
employed in the administration of any State
program approved under title I, X, XIV, or
XVI of such Act and are or were involuntarily
displaced from their employment as a result
of the displacement of such State program
by such Federal program.

DETERMINATION OF BLINDNESS UNDER
SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY PROGRAM

SEC. 214, Section 1633 of the Soclal Security
Act (as enacted by section 301 of the Social
Security Amendments’of 1972) is amended—

(1) by inserting “(a)” immediately after
“Sec. 1633."”,

(2) by striking out “The Security” and
inserting In lieu thereof “Subject to subsec-
tion (b), the Secretary”, and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“{b) In determining, for purposes of this
title, whether an individual is blind, there
shall be an examination of such individual
by a physician skilled in the diseases of the
eye or by an optometrist, whichever the in-
dividual may select.”

PART C—SOCIAL SERVICES
SOCIAL SERVICES REGULATIONS POSTPONED

Bec. 220. (a) Subject to subsection (b), no
regulation and no modification of any regu-
lation, promulgated by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare (hereinafter
referred to as the “Secretary”) after January
1, 1973, shall be effective for any period which
begins prior to January 1, 1974, if (and inso-
far as) such regulation or modification of a
regulation pertains (direetly or indirectly) to
the provisions of law contained in section
3(a)(4) (A), 402(a)(19) (G), 403(a)(3)(A),
603(a) (1) (A), 1003(a)(3)(A), 1403(a)(3)
(A), or 1803(a) (4) (A), of the Social Security
Act.

(b) (1) The provisions of subsection (a)
shall not be applicable to any regulation re-
lating to “scope of programs”, if such regu-
lation is identical (except as provided in
the succeeding sentence) to the provisions
of szction 221.0 of the regulations (relating to
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social services) proposed by the Secretary
and published in the Federal Register on May
1, 1973. There shall be deleted from the first
sentence of subsection (b) of such section
221.0 the phrase “meets all the applicable ra-
quirements of this part and".

(2) The provisions of subsection (a) shail
not be applicable to any regulation relating
to “limitations on total amount of Federal
funds payable to States for services"”, if such
regulation is identical (except as provided in
the succeeding sentence) to the provisions of
section 221.55 of the regulations so proposed
and published on May 1, 1973. There shall e
deleted from subsection (d)(1) of such sec-
tion 221.55 the phrase “(as defined under day
care services for children)”; and, in lieu of
the sentence contained in subsection (d) (5)
of such section 221.55, there shall be inserted
the following: “Services provided to a child
who is under foster care in a foster family
home (as defined in section 408 of the Social
Security Act) or in a child-care institution
(as defined in such section), or while awalit-
ing placement in such a home or institution,
but only if such services are needed by such
child because he is under foster care.”.

(3) The provisions of subsection (a) shall
not be applicable to any regulation relating
to “rates and amounts of Federal financial
participation for Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Island, and Guam”, if such regulation is
identical to the provisions of section 221.56
of the regulations so proposed and published
on May 1, 1973.

(e) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tion 553(d) of title 5, United States Code,
any regulation described in subsection (b)
may become effective upon the date of its
publication in the Federal Register.

Sec. 221. Section 1130(a) (2) of the Social
Becurity Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “of the amounts paid
(under all of such sections)” and inserting
in lieu thereof “of the amounts pald under
such section 403(a) (3)"; and

(2) by striking out “under State plans ap-
proved under titles I, X, XIV, XVI, or part A
of title IV and inserting in lieu thereof "un-
der the State plan approved under part A of
title IV™.

PART D—ProvisioNs RELATING TO MEDICAID

COVERAGE OF ESSENTIAL PERSONS UNDER
MEDICAID

Spc. 230. In the ease of any State plan
(approved under title XIX of the Social Se-
curity Act) which for December 1973 pro-
vided medical assistance to persons described
in section 1905(a) (vi) of such Act, there is
hereby imposed the requirement (and such
State plan shall be deemed to require) that
medical assistance under such plan be pro-
vided to each such person (who for Decem-
ber 1973 was eligible for medical assistance
under such plan) for each month (after
December 1973) that—

(1) the individual (referred to in the last
sentence of section 1905(a) of such Act)
with whom such person is living continues to
meet the criteria (as in effect for December
1973) for aid or assistance under a State plan
(referred to in such sentence), and

(2) such person continues to have the re-
lationship with such individual described in
such sentence and meets the other criteria
(referred to in such sentence) with respect
to a State plan (so referred to) as such plan
was in effect for December 1973.

Federal matching under title XIX of the So-
cial Security Act shall be available for the
medical assistance furnished to individuals
eligible for such assistance under this sec-
tion.

PERSONS IN MEDICAL INSTITUTIONS

Sec. 231. For purposes of sectlon 1902(a)
(10) of the Social Security Act, any individ-
ual who, for all (or any part of) the month
of December 1973—

(1) was an inpatient in an institution
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gualified for reimbursement under title XIX
of the Social Security Act, and

(2) (A) would (except for his being an in-
patient in such institution) have been eli-
rible to receive ald or assistance under a
Ttate plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or
~ZVI of such Act, or

(B) was, on the basis of his need for care
in such institution, considered to be eligible
r aild or assistance under a State plan (re-
forred to in subparagraph (A)) for purposes
of determining his eligiblity for medical as-
sistance under a State plan approved under
title XIX of such Act (whether or not such
individual actually received aid or assistance
under a State plan referred to in subpara-
graph (A)),
shall be deemed to be receiving such aid or
assistance for such month and for each suc-
ceeding month in a continuous period of
months if, for each month in such period—

(3) such individual continues to be (for all
of such month) an inpatient in such an in-
stitution and would (except for his being an
inpatient in such institution) continue to
meet the conditions of eligibility to receive
ald or assistance under such plan (as such
plan was in effect for December 1973), and

(4) such individual is determined (under
the utilization review and other professional
audit procedures applicable to State plans
approved under title XIX of the Soclial Se-
curity Act) to be in need of care in such an
institution.
Federal matching under title XIX of the
Social Security Act shall be available for the
medical assistance furnished to individuals
eligible for such assistance under this sec-
tion.

BLIND AND DISABLED MEDICALLY INDIGENT

PERSONS

Sec. 232, For purposes of section 1902(a)
(10) of the Social Security Act, any individ-
ual who, for the month of December 1973 was
eligible (under the provisions of subpara-
graph (B) of such section) for medical as-
sistance by reason of his having been de-
termined to meet the criteria for blindness
or disability (established by a State plan ap-
proved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI of such
Act), shall be deemed to be a person de-
scribed as being a person who “would, if
needy, be eligible for aid or assistance under
any such State plan” in subparagraph (B) (1)
of such section for each month in a con-
tinuous period of month (beginning with the
month of January 1974), if, for each month
in such period, such individual continues to
meet the criteria for blindness or disability
so0 established by such a State plan (as it was
in effect for December 1973). Federal match-
ing under title XIX of the Social Security
Act shall be available for the medical assist-
ance furnished to Individuals eligible for
such assistance under this section,
EXTENSION OF SECTION 249E OF SOCIAL SECURITY

AMENDMENTS OF 1972

Sec. 233. Sectlon 249E of the Social Security
Amendments of 1972 is amended by striking
out “October 1974" and inserting in lieu
thereof “July 1975".

REPEAL OF SECTION 255 OF SOCIAL SECURITY
AMENDMENTS OF 1972

Sec. 234. (a) Section 1903 of the Social
Security Act is amended by striking out sub-
section (j) thereof (as added by section 225
of Public Law 92-603).

{b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall be applicable in the case of ex-
penditures for skilled nursing services and
for intermediate care facllity services fur-
nished in calendar quarters which begin
after December 31, 1972,

Par1? E—PROVISIONS RELATING To MATERNAL
AND CHILD CARE
GRANTS TO STATES FOR MATERNAL AND CHILD
CARE

Sec. 240, (a) (1) Paragraph (1) of section

502 of the Soclal Security Act is amended
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by striking out “each of the next 4 fiscal
years'' and inserting in lieu thereof “each of
the next 5 fiscal years".

(2) Paragraph (2) of section 502 of such
Act is amended by striking out “June 30,
1974” and inserting in lieu thereof “June 30,
1975".

(3) Bection 505(a)(8) of the Social Se-
curity Act is amended by striking out “July
1, 1973" and inserting in lieu thereof “July
1,1974".

(4) BSection 505(a)(9) of such Act is
amended by striking out “July 1, 1973" and
inserting in lieu thereof “July 1, 1974,

(6) Section 505(a)(10) of such Act is
amended by striking out “July 1, 1973” and
inserting in lieu thereof “July 1, 1974".

(6) Section 508(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “June 30, 1973" and inserting
in lieu thereof “June 30, 1974".

(7) Section 509(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “June 30, 1973" and inserting
in lieu thereof “June 30, 1974",

(8) Section 510(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “June 30, 1973" and inserting
in lieu thereof “June 30, 1974".

(b) Title V of the Social Security Act is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following mew section:

“SUPPLEMENTAL ALLOTMENTS

“Sec. 516. (a) (1) For each fiscal year (com-
mencing with the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975), there shall (subject to paragraph (2))
be allotted to each State (from funds appro-
priated for such fiscal year pursuant to sub-
section (b)) an amount, which shall be in
addition to and available for the same pur-
poses as the allotments of such State (as
determined under sections 503 and 504),
equal to the excess (if any) of—

““(A) the amount of the allotment of such
State (as determined under sections 502 and
504) for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973,
plus the amounts of any grants to such
States under sections 508, 509, and 510, over

*“*(B) the amount of the allotment of such
State (as determined under sections 503
and 504) for such fiscal year which com-
mences after June 30, 1973,

“(2) No State shall recelve an allotment
under this section for any fiscal year, un-
less such State (in the administration of
its State plan, approved under section 505)
has in effect arrangements which the Secre-
tary finds will provide for the continuation
of appropriate services to population groups
previously receiving services from funds made
available (for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974) to such State pursuant to sections 508,
509, and 510.

“{b) (1) (A) There are (subject to subpara-
graph (B)) hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for each flscal year (commencing
with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975)
such amounts as may be necessary to en-
able the Secretary to make the allotments
authorized under subsection (a).

“(B) Nothing contained in subparagraph
(A) shall be construed to authorize, for any
fiscal year, the appropriation under this sub-
section of any amount which is in excess of
the amount by which—

“{1) the amount authorized to be appro-
priated under section 501 for such year ex-
ceeds

“(ii) the total amounts appropriated pur-
suant to section 501 for such year.

“(2) If, for any fiscal years, the total
amount appropriated pursuant to paragraph
(1) is less than the total amount allotted
to all States under subsection (a), then the
amount of the allotment of each State (as
determined under subsection (a)) shall be
reduced to an amount which bears the same
ratio to the total amount appropriated pur-
suant to paragraph (1) for such fiscal year
as the amount of the allotment of such
State (as determined under subsection (a))
bears to the total amount allotted to all
States under subsection (a) for such fiscal
year."
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(c) (1) In the case of any State, if for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, the sum of—

(A) the amount of the allotment which
such State would have received under section
503 of the Social Becurity Act for such year
(if subsection (a) of this section had not
been enacted), plus

(B) the amount of the allotment which
such Act for such year (if subsection (a) of
this sectlon had not been enacted),
is in excess of the sum of—

{C) the aggregate of the allotments which
such State received (for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1973) under such sections 503
and 504, plus

(D) the aggregate of the grants received
(for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973)
under sections 508, 509, and 510 of such Act,
then, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974,
there shall be added to the allotments of
such State, under sections 503 and 504 or
such Act, in such proportion to each such al-
lotment as the State shall specify, an amount
equal to such excess.

(2) (A) There are (subject to subparagraph
(B)) hereby authorized to be appropriated,
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1874, such
amounts as may be necessary to make the
increase in allotments provided for in para-
graph (1).

(B) Nothing contained in subparagraph
(A) shall be construed to authorize, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, the appro-
priations under this paragraph of any
amount which is in excess of the amount by
which—

(i) the amount authorized to be appropri-
ated under section 501 of such year, exceeds

(i) the total amounts appropriated pur-
suant to section 501 for such year.

(3) If, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974, the amount appropriated pursuant to
the preceding provisions of this subsection
is less than the total of the amounts author-
ized to be added to the allotments of States
(as determined under paragraph (1)), then
the amount to be added to the allotment
of each State shall be reduced to an amount
which bears the same ratio to the amount
80 appropriated for such year as the amount
to be added to the allotment of such State
(as determined under paragraph (1)) bears
to the total of the amounts to be added to
the allotments of all States (as determined
under paragraph (1) ).

PART F—PrOVISIONS RELATING To CHILD'S So-
CIAL SECURITY INSURANCE BENEFITS
BENEFITS FOR ADOPTED CHILDREN

Sec. 250. (a) Section 202(d) (8) (D) (ii) of
the Soclal Security Act is amended by strik-
ing out “and” at the end thereof and insert-
Ing in lieu thereof “or (III) if he is an indi-
vidual referred to in either subparagraph
(A) or subparagraph (B) and the child is the
grandchild of such individual or his or her
spouse, for the year immediately before the
month in which such child files his or her
application for child’s insurance benefits,
and”,

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall apply with respect to monthly ben-
efits payable under title II of the Social
Security Act for months after the month in
which this Act is enacted on the basis of ap-
plications for such benefits filed in or after
the month in which this Act is enacted.

TITLE III—UNEMPLOYMENT COMPEN-
SATION ACT AMENDMENT

Sec. 301. Bection 203(e)(2) oi the Fed-
eral-State Extended Unemployment Compen-
sation Act of 1970 is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following: “Effective with
respect to compensation for weeks of un-
employment beginning before January 1,
1974 and beginning after the date of the en-
actment of this sentence (or, if later, the date
established pursuant to State law), the State
by law may provide that the determination
of whether there has been a State ‘off" indi-
cator ending any extended benefit period
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shall be made under this subsection as if
paragraph (1) did not contain subparagraph
(A) thereof and may provide that the de-
termination of whether there has been a
State ‘on’' indicator Yeginning any extended
benefit pericd shall be made under this sub-
section as if (i) paragraph (1) did not con-
tain subparagraph (A) thereof, (ii) the 4 per
centum contained in subparagraph (B)
thereof were 4.5 per centum, and (iii) para-
graph (1) of subsection (b) did not contain
subparagraph (B) thereof. In the case of any
individual who has a week with respect to
which extended compensation was payable
pursuant to a State law referred to in the
preceding sentence, if the extended benefit
period under such law does not expire before
January 1. 1974, the eligibility period of such
individual for purposes of such law shall
end with the thirteenth week which begins
after December 31, 1973.”

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS
Sec. 401. (a) Section 6006 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to designa-
tion by individuals of income tax payments
to Presidential Election Campaizn Fund)
is amended to read as follows:
“Sgc. 6096. DESIGNATION BY INDIVIDUALS.

“(a) In GEnERAL—Every individual (other
than a nonresident alien) whose income tax
liability for the taxable year is $1 or more
may designate that $1 shall be pald over to
the Presidential Election Campaign Fund in
accordance with the provisions of section
9006(a). In case of a joint return of
husband and wife having an income tax lia=-
bility of $2 or more, each spouse may desig-
nate that 1 shall be paid to the fund.

“{b) IncoMmE Tax LIABILITY —For purposes
of subsection (a), the income tax liability of
an individual for any taxable year is the
amount of the tax imposed by chapter 1 on
such individual for such taxable year (as
shown on his return), reduced by the sum of
credits (as shown in his return) allowable
under sections 33, 87, 38, 40, and 41.

“{g) MANNER AND TIME OF DESIGNATION.—
A designation under subsection (a) may be
made with respect to any taxable year—

“(1) at the time of filing the return of the
tax imposed by chapter 1 for such taxable
year, or

“(2) at any other time (after the time of

filing the return of the tax imposed by chap-
ter 1 for such taxable year) specified in
regulations prescribed by the Secretary or
his delegate,
Buch designation shall be made in such
manner as the Secretary or his delegate pre-
scribes by regulations except that, if such
designation is made at the time of filing the
return of the tax imposed by chapter 1 for
such tazable year, such designation shall be
made either on the first page of the return
or on the page bearing the taxpayer’s slgna-
ture.”

(b) Section 9008 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1854 (relating to payments to eligible
candidates) is amended to read as follows:
“Sec, 9006. PAYMENTS T0O ELIGIBLE CANDIDATES,

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF CAMPAIGN FUND.—
There 1s hereby established on the books of
the Treasury of the United States a special
fund to be known as the ‘Presidential Elec-
tion Campaign Fund'. The Secretary shall, as
provided by appropriation Acts, transfer to
the fund an amount not in excess of the sum
of the amounts designated (subsequent to
the previous Presidential election) to the
fund by individuals under section 60986.

“({b) TRANSFER TO THE GENERAL Funp.—If,
after n Presidential election and after all
eligible candidates have been paid the
amount which they are entitled to receive
under this chapter, there are moneys re-
maining in the fund, the Secretary shall
transfer the moneys so remaining to the
general fund of the Treasury.
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“(c) PavymeNTs FroM THE Funp—Upon
receipt of a certification from the Comptrol-
ler General under section 90056 for payment
to the eligible candidates of a political party,
the Secretary shall pay to such candidates
out of the fund the amount certified by the
Comptroller General. Amounts paid to any
such candidates shall be under the control of
such candidates.

*(d) INSUFFICIENT AMOUNTS IN Fuwp—If
at the time of a certification by the Comp-
troller General under section 9005 for pay-
ment to the eligible candidates of a political
party, the Secretary or his delegate deter-
mines that the moneys in the fund are not,
or may not be, sufficient to satisfy the full
entitlements of the eligible candidates of all
political parties, he shall withhold from
such payment such amount as he deter-
mines to be necessary to assure that the
eligible candidates of each political party
will receive their pro rata share of their
full entitlement. Amounts withheld by rea-
son of the preceding sentence shall be paid
when the Secretary or his delegate deter-
mines that there are sufficlent moneys in
the fund to pay such amounts, or portions
thereof, to all eligible candidates from
whom amounts have been withheld, but, if
there are not sufficient moneys in the fund
to satisfy the full entitlement of the eligi-
ble candidates of all political parties, the
amounts so withheld shall be paid in such
manner that the eligible candidates of each
political party receive their pro rata share
of their full entitlement.”

(c) Sections 9003(b) (2), 9007(b) (3), and
9012(b) (1) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 are each amended by striking out
“9006(c)" and inserting in lieu thereof
8006 (d) ™.

(d) The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall apply with respect to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1972,
Any designation made under section 6096 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (as in
effect for taxable years beginning before
January 1, 1973) for the account of the
candidates of any specified political party
shall, for purposes of section 8006(a) of
such Code (as amended by subsection (b)),
be treated solely as a designation to the
Presidential Election Campalign Fund.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas (during the
reading) . Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact
that this amendment will be fully de-
scribed, I ask unanimous consent that we
dispense with further reading of the
motion and that it be printed in the
RECORD.

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

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin., Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to object
to the unanimous-consent request of the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means, and I appreciate
the patience and perseverance of the
distinguished chairman.

Mr. Speaker, under my reservation, the
question that I asked earlier I should
now like to put as a parliamentary in-
quiry. Is it possible, pursuant to rule
XXVIII, clause 4, to demand or to make
a point of order that there is included
within the conference report non-
germane matter upon which a separate
vote may be demanded?

The SPEAKER. The conference report
was in disagreement. There is nothing in
it but the statement of disagreement.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I further reserve the right to
object.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state

June 29, 1973

that it might save time if the gentleman
would let the amendment be read.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. May I
say to the Chair that it seems to me that
this is a highly unusual procedure in
which we find ourselves in the position
of having “no conference report,” and,
therefore, the inability to in any way fol-
low even those limited rules that have
been adopted by the House.

The chairman of the Commiftee on
Ways and Means has used in effect a
mechanism to bring a conference report
here which is a conference report. The
conferees met. They discussed it, accord-
ing to the way the report reads, “free
and full,” and having reached a dis-
agreement—when in fact they have not
reached a disagreement; they have
reached an agreement. That agreement
that the gentleman intends to offer in his
motion to recede and concur.

That kind of process, if it were used
by the Committee on Education and La-
bor, would not be allowed.

I withdraw my reservation, objecting
strenuously to this kind of process.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ark-
ansas?

There was no objection.

’ Mr, MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, as we have been discus-
sing, the Senate added a number of non-
germane provisions to the debt ceiling
bill. These provisions relate to the Old-
Age Survivors’ Insurance program, cer-
tain other titles of the Social Security
Act, including unemployment compensa-
tion; social services, as well as medicaid.
It contains, in addition, a provision deal-
ing with the cessation of bombing in
Cambodia; a provision dealing with the
presidential election campaign check-
off system; and a spending limit; and an
impoundment procedure. We discussed
these provisions in conference, but un-
der the rules we bring the conference
report back in disagreement, totally and
completely within the new rules adopted
by the House.

We do it because we cannot include
nongermane Senate amendments under
the rules of the House in a conference
report. So we have abided by the rules
of the House.

The motion which I have offered is to
recede and concur in the Senate amend-
ment with an amendment, which in-
cludes the matters on which we felt that
the two Houses would agree,

The amendment which I have offered
will give the House an opportunity to
vote on what the House conferees be-
lieve is a good solution to the problem
presented to us by the Senate. Let me
first enumerate the principal items con-
tained in the amendment which I have
offered. I will then discuss the items in
somewhat more detail.

The amendment includes the estimated
5.6 percent across-the-board increase in
social security payments effective begin-
ning with the month of April 1974, in-
stead of the month of January 1974, as
provided by the Senate amendment. We
also increased the retirement test from
$2,100 to $2,400 per year. The provision
also raises the tax and benefit computa-
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tion base by $600 beginning January
1974, which provides financing for the
benefit increase and the increase in the
retirement test.

Another principal provision of the
amendment relates to the supplemental
security income program which essenti-
ally increases the amounts for the aged,
the blind, and the disabled persons from
%130 for an individual to $140, and from
$195 for a couple to $210 for a couple.

Another principal provision would
postpone the effective date of the regula-
tions issued by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare on social
service programs funded under the So-
cial Security Act from July 1, 1973, to
January 1, 1974,

All we do here is to suspend the effec-
tiveness of announced regulations.

Still another prineipal provision of the
amendment would extend the authoriza-
tion for project grants under the ma-
ternal and child health care program
until June 30, 1974.

I am sure all Members have heard
from all their welfare directors and Gov-
ernors about all of these points.

With respect to two amendments to
the Internal Revenue Code, the principal
provision included in the amendment
relates to the campaign checkoff. I will
describe this a little bit later.

In the area of unemployment compen-
sation, we have included a provision
which would permit the States that have
an insured unemployment rate of 4.5
percent to pay rates under the Ex-
tended Unemployment Compensation Act
through December 31, 1973, without re-
gard to the requirement of present law
that their insured unemployment rate
must be 20 percent higher than it was in
the prior 2 years.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I want to make
it clear that the amendment which I
have offered does not include within it
any provision relating to impoundment,
nor any relating to Cambodia, nor does it
include any ceiling on fiscal year 1974
expenditures. The latter two provisions
were in the Senate amendment but they
are not in the amendment which I have
offered.

I want to take time to discuss ecertain
gf ttl';tlase amendments in a little bit more

etail.

PROVISIONS AMENDING THE OASDI PROGRAM

The Senate amendment contained
three changes in the social security cash
benefits program. The first of these modi-
fications is to provide a social security
benefit increase payable for January
1974 geared to the cost-of-living increase
between June 1972 and June 1973,
which is estimated to be 5.6 percent. The
second social security modification would
increase the social security retirement
test, or earnings limitation, from $2,100
to $3,000 a year effective January 1, 1974.
The third of these modifications would
eliminate the provision of present law
that reguires a child who is adopted by a
social security beneficiary to have been
living with and dependent upon the bene-
ficiary for 12 months before the benefi-
ciary became disabled in the case of a
disability beneficiary or before he became
entitled to a social security benefit in the
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case of a retired beneficiary. The Senate
amendment conitains no provision for in-
creasing the financing of the social se-
curity program.,

The conferees discussed these changes
ab great length and concluded that pro-
visions along these lines with some modi-
fications should be adopted and that
provision should be made to provide
financing to pay for their cost. These
modifications are contained within the
motion to recede and concur in tne Sen-
ate amendment with an amendment.

With respect to the social security Len-
efit increase, the motion would provide
for an increase in social security benefits
in the same amount as provided for in
the Senate amendment—that is, 5.6 »er-
cent—but it would be effective for the
month of April 1974, rather than Janu-
ary 1974. This would increase henefits
to the estimated 30 million beneficiaries
then on the rolls by an estimated $2.4
billion for calendar year 1974.

Under the automatic benefit increase
provisions that were adopted last year,
the first time that an automatic benefit
increase can occur is in January 1975.
This seemed reasonable at that time
when phase IT was holding down the rate
of inflation fairly successfully. Since that
time, however, we moved from phase II
to phase III and as a result have wit-
nessed the most rapid rate of price in-
crease that we have seen for many years.
Food prices in particular have sky-
rocketed.

I think it would be unconscionable to
require those who are dependent on social
security benefits to bear the brunt of
inflation by not having their benefits
increased for another year and a half,

This provision allows the social security
beneficiaries to receive a portion of the
first automatic benefit increase in their
benefit checks for April of next year.
Then when the automatic benefit pro-
visions are applied to raise their benefits
for January 1975, they will receive a
complementary benefit increase which
when added to this increase will result
in raising their benefits by the same per-
centage as they would have been in-
creased under the automatic benefit in-
crease provisions.

The motion provides for raising the
earnings limitation from the present
$2,100 a year to $2,400 a year beginning
January 1974. This increase in the re-
tirement test would provide for addi-
tional benefits of $200 million for calen-
dar year 1974 for approximately 115 mil-
lion beneficiaries.

It was the opinion of the conferees
that to make the benefit increase effec-
tive for January 1974, and to raise the
retirement test to $3,000 as provided in
the Senate amendment would have re-
quired additional financing that is not
available at this time without increasing
the social security tax rates. The fi-
nancing provisions which I will describe
in just a minute provide additional fi-
nancing for the system by adjustments
to the taxable wage base only without
making any change in the social security
tax rates.

The third medification in the Senate
amendment, relating to the eligibility
of adopted children, would also have had
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a significant cost. The modification con-
tfained in the motion is in the nature
of a substitute amendment which the
conferees believe will make it possible
for benefits to be paid to children who
are adopted after a benefleciary is en-
titled to benefits in the most compelling
cases without permitting children to be
adopted for the sole purpose of increas-
ing social security payments as the Sen-
ate amendment would have done. The
proposed change would make it possible
for social security beneficiaries to adopt
grandchildren without the requirement
that the child must have lived with them
and been supported by them for a year
before they became entitled to benefits
but would require that the children have
lived with and been supported by them
for a year before the child becomes en-
titled to a social security benefit.

The financing for these changes in the
law would be provided for under the
motion by inereasing the social security
wage base which is used for taxation
and benefit computation purposes to
$12,600 beginning in 1974. Under present
law, the wage base is scheduled to in-
crease from $10,800 in 1973 to $12,000
in 1974 and to be automatically in-
creased in the future as the average
level of earnings covered under the social
security system increases. Under the
amendment provided for in the motion,
$12,600 would be the new base figure
which would be used to compute aufo-
matic increases in the taxable wage base
in the future.

AMENDMENTS RELATING TO SUPPLEMENTAL SE-
CURITY INCOME AND SOCIAL SERVICES

The Senate amendment would make
a number of warranted changes in the
new program of supplemental security
income which will replace the State wel-
fare programs for needy aged, blind and
disabled persons in January 1974. As en-
acted last year, basic Federal benefits
at that time were to be $130 for an in-
dividual and $195 for a couple. With the
rapid inflation which has occurred since
last fall, an increase in these amounts
is clearly justified. They would be raised
to $140 for an individual and $210 for
a couple.

A number of features of the program
have caused widespread concern. To
meet these concerns several provisions
were adopted and the first and perhaps
most important of these is an assurance
that anyone receiving welfare payments
under the existing programs for the
aged, blind, and disabled in December
1973, will not receive a reduction in total
income when the program becomes Fed-
eral in January 1974. The amount of
the supplemental security income pay-
ment, together with a State supplemen-
tation, if one is necessary to achieve this
result, will at least equal the amount of
assistance which they receive in Decem-
ber 1973. This provision would be a re-
quirement only for 1 calendar year in
order to prevent need reguirements in
the States for supplementation. It has
been suggested that if the pattern is re-
quired for a year, there would be some
assurance that it would be continued to
the States after that time. The require-
ment would not apply where there was
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a bona fide change in circumstances
which reduced need and a specific ex-
ception is made for one State which can-
not provide State supplementation under
its constitution.

One of the major sources of concern
in the supplemental security income pro-
gram has been the lack of any provisions
for the so-called essential persons. These
are generally wives of eligible aged re-
cipients who have not themselves reached
age 65. In practically all States, some
recognition is given to their needs. It
accordingly is only fair that those in-
dividuals who are currently responsible
for larger payments to the recipients be
recognized and some provision made for
them. The Federal payment in such a
case would be increased to $210 a month,
the same amount as for an individual
living with an eligible spouse. This pro-
vision would not apply to persons be-
coming eligible for the supplemental se-
curity income program after December
1973. These provisions will do much to
make the transition from the 50 different
Federal-State assistance programs to the
new Federal program smoother than it
might otherwise be.

A provision of the Senate amendment
would provide that in hiring Federal
employees for the supplemental security
income program a preference in employ-
ment would be given to State and local
employees with comparable qualifications
to other candidates and who would be
involuntarily displaced when the new
supplemental security income program
goes into effect. Unlike the other pro-
visions relating to supplemental secur-
ity income, a modification to the Senate
amendment is proposed in this case.

Another provision of the Senate
amendment would establish for the sup-
plemental security income program a
requirement that blind applicants might
have their blindness determined by
either a physician skilled in diseases of
the eye or an optometrist, whichever the
individual might select. A similar pro-
vision has been in title X of the Social
Security Act as a requirement for State
aid to the blind programs since 1950 and
has proved entirely workable.

Two provisions of the Senate amend-
ment would greatly relieve the current
concern regarding limitations on social
services. One of these would postpone
the regulations of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare which
are scheduled to become effective July 1,
1973, until January 1, 1974. This would
not apply to those sections of the reg-
ulations which carry out explicit provi-
sions of the last Congress putting fiseal
limitations on social service limitations.
They preserve this limitation.

A companion provision would repeal
the so-called 90-10 rule with respect to
services for aged, blind, and disabled per-
sons. This provision of Public Law 92-512
provides that at least 90 percent of the
services to aged, blind and disabled per-
sons must be for actual applicants and
recipients as compared to potential and
former recipients.

While these steps do not solve the so-
cial service problems in its entirety, they
will make it possible for States to con-
tinue existing activities and afford time
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for a permanent solution to be

developed.
MEDICAID CHANGES

The Senate amendment included sev-
eral provisions which would protect peo-
ple from loss of eligibility to the med-
icaid program when the new Supple-
mental Security Income program be-
comes effective in January 1974. The
House conferees believe that these
amendments are meritorious and are
ones which would have been made in
the last Congress had the consequences
of the changeover to a federalized adult
assistance program been fully realized.
Specifically, the Senate amendment
would provide that individuals who were
eligible for medicaid in December 1973,
will not lose their eligiblity for medicaid
when the new Supplemental Security
Income program goes into effect. Three
groups would be protected:

First, the disabled individual who does
not meet vhe Federal definition of dis-
ability and who is eligible as a medically
needy person,

Second, an individual who is an in-
patient of a medical institution whose
special needs as an inpatient make him
eligible for assistance, and

Third, the eligible spouse of an eligible
recipient of aid to the aged, blind, and
disabled who is essential to the recip-
ient's welfare.

In addition, the Senate amendment
would extend from October 1974,

through June 1975, the provision in
present law which continues medicaid
eligibility for those who would have lost
their eligibility by reason of the 20 per-

cent social security benefit increase ef-
fective last September. The House con-
ferees believe that this amendment is
also meritorious.

The final medicaid provision in the
Senate amendment would delete a pro-
vision in present law which limits the
average per diem costs for skilled nurs-
ing facilities and intermediate care fa-
cilities to no more than 5 percent a year.
The wage-price guidelines which apply
to such institutions already perform the
type of function intended by this pro-
vision and will no doubt continue to do so
for some time. The Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare esti-
mates that there will be no cost to this
provision if the wage-price controls are
kept in effect. For these reasons the
conferees recommend adoption of this
provision.

MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH

The Senate amendment also contained
a provision amending the Maternal and
Child Health program under title V of
the Social Security Act. The Senate bill
would extend the direct project grants
for 1 year—from June 30, 1973, to
June 30, 1974—and would make the fol-
lowing additional changes:

For fiscal year 1974 only, each State
would receive [under authorization au-
thority] the greater of first, the total of
fiscal year 1973 project and formula
grants or second, the sums such State
would have received had the project
grants not been extended for fiscal year
1974.

For fiscal year 1975 and later years,
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no State would be eligible for less funds
than it received in fiscal year 1973 for
both project grants and formula grants.

When the project grant authority
lapses on June 30, 1974, the States would
be required to make arrangements to
provide for the continuation of appro-
priate services to groups previously re-
ceiving project grant funds.

The House conferees believe this
would be a meritorious provision since it
should assure the continuation of many
existing worthwhile projects which are
benefitting thousands of mothers and
children in low-income ghetto and rural
areas, The Senate amendment also pro-
vides assurance that States will not be
disadvantaged by this change as com-
pared with present law and that when
the direct projects are phased out a year
from now, the States will be ready to
take over their support.

THE PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN CHECKOFF

PROVISION

The Senate amendment contained a
provision providing for a modification
in the presidential electlon campaign
checkoff provision. This is the provision
which provides for $1 per taxpayer be-
ing set aside for presidential campaign
purposes. The amounts which were
checked off for future presidential cam-
paigns on the tax returns this year were
relatively small. I understand that this
year only 3.1 percent of the taxpayers
used the provision. It is believed that
the reason for this being so small was
the fact that the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice used a separate form to provide the
checkoff.

To overcome this problem, the Senate
amendment would have provided that
the campaign checkoff designation is to
be on the first page of the income tax
return. It also would have required the
Secretary of the Treasury t~ provide ap-
propriate publicity with respect to the
campaign checkoff each year, with em-
phasis on the taxpayers’ rights to desig-
nate a portion of their tax payments
for payment into the Presidential Elec-
tion Campaign Fund. Finally, the Sen-
ate amendment would have converted
the campaign fund checkoff to a non-
partisan checkoff.

At present, taxpayers can designate
the party of their choice or can make a
nonpartisan designation. The difficulty
with the present procedure is that the
partisan designation requires too much
space to be placed on the front of the
tax return form. In addition, it seems
inappropriate for the person examining
a tax return to know the taxpayer’'s po-
litical affiliation. Because of these prob-
lems, the Senate amendment modified
existing law to provide for the nonpar-
tisan designation.

The amendment which I bring to you
retains the basic substance of the Sen-
ate provision. We found some modifica-
tions, however, to be desirable. We mod-
ified the Senate provision by providing
that the checkoff provision can either be
on the front of the return or on the side
of the return where the taxpayer’'s sig-
nature is required. For the regular 1040
return, this is the front of the return,
but for the short form, 10404, the signa-
ture is on the second page of the return
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and in this case it may be desirable to
have the checkoff here. We gave the
Treasury some flexibility but have still
required it to have the checkoff where it
will readily come to the taxpayer's
attention.

We have also omitted from the Inter-
nal Revenue Code the requirement that
the Treasury Department give publicity
to the checkoff. We have assurances from
the Secretary of the Treasury, however,
that the checkoff will get a great deal
of publicity year after year. In view of
this, we could not see that adding the
provision to the Internal Revenue Code
achieved anything more.

Finally, we retain without change the
Senate provision which required that the
checkoff be in a nonpartisan form. This
is essential if we are to have a simple
checkoff on the return itself and also if
we are not to disclose to the IRS the
political affiliation of the taxpayer.

TNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION PROVISION

The Senate amendment contains a
provision to amend the Extended Unem-
ployment Compensation Act by modify-
ing the “on” and “off” indicators which
trigger the extended benefits program
on and off in individual States. Under the
Senate amendment, the present require-
ment that unemployment in a State
must be 120 percent higher than it was
in the comparable period in the prior 2
years in order to frigger the program
into operation would be eliminated and
the requirement that there be a 13-week
period between the end of one State ex-
tended benefit period and the start of
another would also be eliminated. These
would have been permanent changes in
the law.

Under the motion, States would be
permitted from the date of enactment
until December 31, 1973, to disregard the
120-percent requirement of existing law
but the rate of insured employment in
such States would have to be 4.5 percent
rather than the 4 percent insured unem-
ployment rate required under the regu-
lar trigger provision. The amendment
further provides that an extended bene-
fit period could remain in operation in
such a State during this time so long as
the insured unemployment rate re-
mained 4 percent or above. In those
States which paid extended benefits un-
der this modification, persons who qual-
ify for extended benefits under this au-
thority prior to December 31, 1973, could
continue to receive the extended benefits
to which they are entitled during an ad-
ditional 31 weeks or until the end of
March 1974.

The extended benefits paid under this
provision, including those paid during
the tail-out period after December 31,
1973, would be financed equally from
State angd local funds as extended bene-
fits are regularly financed under exist-
ing law.

According to the best estimates which
the Department of Labor could furnish
us, if all of the States affected by the
amendment took full advantage of it,
this temporary modification of the State
“on” and “off” indicators would allow
extended benefits to be paid in 6 States.
The estimated additional benefits paya-
ble would be $115.7 million, at a cost of
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$60.6 million in Federal funds and $55.1
million in State funds and an estimated
176,500 workers would be able to receive
extended benefits.

State Federal
share of share ot
_cost  cosf
(millions) (millions)

Number
of benefi-
ciaries

State (thousands)

Alaska, ____...______ : $0.
Massachusetts. o . -
MNew Jersey_ __ .
Puerto Rico. .. 5 » 8
Rhode Island 3 4
Washington 3

8
7
4
2
8
2
1

%65 5

PROVISIONS WHICH ARE IN THE SENATE AMEND-
MENT BUT WHICH ARE NOT IN THE HOUSE
AMENDMENT

ANTI-IMPOUNDMENT AND EXPENDITURE CEILING

The Senate amendments would have
provided an expenditure ceiling and
would also have provided an anti-im-
poundment procedure. The expenditure
ceiling would have been $268.7 billion
and would have provided that, with the
exception of a series of uncontrollable
items, any reduction made in order to
bring expenditures down to the ceiling
would have to be made on a pro rata
basis.

The impoundment procedure would
have required reports on impoundments
from the President, the review of these
reports by the Comptroller General and
his report to the Congress of those im-
poundments which did not comply with
the antideficiency law. These impound-
ments within 60 days thereafter would
become null and void if the Congress did
not approve of them. Congress could also
provide for their nullification within the
60-day period by action in a concurrent
resolution.

The conferees concluded that these
provisions should not be in our agree-
ment because we know that other com-
mittees of the House are working on dif-
ferent answers to this spending ceiling
problem and also the problem of con-
trolling impoundments. We thought that
the House should have an opportunity to
work its will on these matters.
PASS-ALONG OF BENEFITS TO AFDC RECIFIENTS

One of the provisions in the Senate
amendment to which the House con-
ferees could not agree and do not rec-
ommend, is a provision of the amend-
ment which would have provided a dis-
regard of 5 percent of social security
income for recipients of aid to families
with dependent children program. This
would affect only about 6 percent of
AFDC families and create an additional
inequity between social security income
and income from other sources. It would
also be difficult to administer on a per-
centage basis.

MEDICARE PROVISIONS

The Senate bill included a provision
which expressed the sense of Congress
that first, the President prepare and sub-
mit by September 1, 1973, a proposal to
cover drugs under medicare, and second,
the President’s recommendations for
medicare legislation to increase the de-
ductibles and coinsurance should be
withdrawn. Since no legislation to carry
out the President’s recommendations on
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the medicare program has been intro-
duced in either House, the House con-
ferees recommend that this provision of
the Senate bill not be agreed to.

These are people who need protection
against what we have allowed to happen
in the field of inflation, in my book, the
most. These are the disabled and the
others covered by social security. I could
go on and on talking about this, Mr.
Speaker, but I hear some reports—I want
to refer to those—I hear some reports
that there are those downtown in the
administration who would have the
President veto this bill because the total
cost in it involving the matter of the
social services, the increase in the amount
we will pay to people in the adult cate-
gories of welfare coming into social
security might add $1.4 billion to the
amount of his budget.

However, that leaves us in a position
of assuming that every penny he asks
for in his budget, Congress is going to
give him. We have the right, I think, to
make the determinations here in the
Congress as to what priorities will enjoy
what moneys. That is a part of the con-
stitutional responsibility of the Congress.

Let me say this to the President: I did
not vote for it, but a majority of the
House voted to authorize the President
to bomb in Cambodia and Laos for 45
days between now and August 15. I
would like to know how much that costs
compared with the cost that is involved
in this bill.

I would ask those Members who voted
to authorize that bombing—the first time
Congress has done it—I would ask them
to make up their minds whether or not
that expenditure, which is heavy, enjoys
a higher priority than protecting these
people from the ravages of inflation.
That is all we are trying to do.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. I yield myself 5
minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
H.R. 8410 as reported from conference.

My opposition is based on two areas:
first, the adverse fiscal impact, and sec-
ond, the disorderly process by which this
bill came to the floor of the House,

The chairman referred to the fiscal im-
pact in his closing remarks. In fiscal 1974,
the increased outlays will be $1.5 billion
and by increasing the base we will bring
in $100 million, for a net loss of $1.4 bil-
lion. In fiscal 1975, by the act we are dis-
cussing in this legislation, the increase in
1975 will be $2.9 billion with a revenue
increase of $0.8 billion or a net loss of $2.1
billion. This is a total loss by this one bill
which was rammed down our throats in
conference of $3.5 billion.

Now, lest anyone think we are hard-
hearted about social security increases,
let me point out that since January 1,
1970, social security benefits have been
increased more than 51 percent. In those
3 years the cost of living has gone up
17 percent, by less than one-third of
the increase we provided. The 20-percent
increase that we put into effect last year
was to carry us to January 1, 1975, but
this increase in effect moves that date
forward by 9 months.

There was reference made to the fact
that the President might veto this meas-
ure. Under the chaotic procedures em-
ployed in this bill, he is confronted with
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a Hobson'’s choice: veto the bill, with its
unstabling impact on Federal finances,
or sign an irresponsible increase in Fed-
eral spending into law. The President,
after being presented by Congress with
this irresponsible dilemma, may well de-
cide it is the lesser of two congressionally
imposed evils to veto the bill. In the
event he does, what will the fiscal con-
sequences be in the event we have no
debt ceiling?

At the close of business June 30, the
debt subject to statutory limit will be
$460 billion, well above the $400 billion
permanent debt limit, and the Treasury
operating balance will be $11-12 billion.

If the temporary debt limit is not ex-
tended, the Treasury could not issue any
new debt after June 30.

The Treasury would immediately have
to stop the sale of U.S. savings bonds.
About 20,000 financial institutions acting
as issuing agents would have to be noti-
fied that no further savings bonds could
be issued. Over 40,000 corporate payroll
savings plans, 9%, million individual
payroll savers, and sales of $600 million
a month would be affected. The conse-
quences would be extremely disruptive
to the savings bond program.

Savings bond redemptions are about
$500 million per month. If after June 30
savings bond sales were stopped, redemp-
tions would continue with a resulting net
cash drain of about $500 million per
month or more if the interruption of
sales impaired the credit of the Govern-
ment as it might.

Treasury securities reaching matu-
rity could not be refunded and would
have to be redeemed with cash. Treas-
ury bills, amounting to $4.3 billion
weekly, mature on July 5 and each
Thursday thereafter. Another $1.7 bil-
lion of the monthly series of Treasury
bills matures on July 31. Also, $800 mil-
lion of special nonmarketable securities
issued to foreign official institutions,
which normally would be rolled over by
July 5, would mature and have to be
paid off in cash with a threat to already
weakened international confidence in
the dollar.

Reductions in the Treasury's cash
balance and other monetary assets and
receipts from taxes would be the only
practical resources available to redeem
maturing debt securities and to pay the
Government’s other bills as they came
due. The Secretary of the Treasury has
no authority to set priorities as to which
of the Government’s obligations to pay.
Such obligations would have to be paid
on a first-come-first-served basis for as
long as the money lasted, whether the
obligations were for maturing securities,
interest on the debt, social security bene-
fits, payments on contractual obliga-
tions, revenue sharing or salaries of Fed-
eral employees. Once the Treasury ran
out of money, none of the Government’s
bills could be paid. The Government's
credit would be impaired and the con-
fidence of the people in the Congress,
the Executive, indeed in all elected offi-
cials, would be impaired.

This is a sad situation. I intend to
vote against the motion that will be
offered to recede and concur with an
amendment for the reasons I have out-
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lined. If these nongermane amendments
can be considered by the Ways and
Means Committee after appropriate
hearings that are consistent with or-
derly procedures. I urge my colleagues
to join me in this approach.

Mr. REID. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman from Oregon yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. ULLMAN. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. REID. I should like to ask a ques-
tion about part D, social services regu-
lations, social services regulations post-
poned.

First, it is my understanding that this
amendment contains a prohibition for 6
months, To put it another way, there is
a postponement by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare of those
regulations permitted earlier this year
for 6 months.

Mr. ULLMAN. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. REID. Second, am I correct that
the amendment contains the provision
that eliminates the 90-10 provision for
the aged, blind, and disabled, but leaves
it for AFDC, with the five exemptions,
including family planning, day care, al-
coholism, and drug addiction?

Mr. ULLMAN. The gentleman is ab-
solutely correct.

Mr. REID. Lastly, might I ask whether
this amendment has the effect of retain-
ing in force the provisions of Public Law
92-512 with the exception of the 90-10
provision I mentioned, which has the
effect of a limitation of $2.5 billion on
social services, but the clear mandate,
if we want to put it that way, is the
spending of the $2.5 billion.

Mr. ULLMAN. The gentleman from
New York is correct.

Mr. REID. In other words, if I may
ask this question, this would permit the
States to proceed on the basis in essence
of the old regulations for a period of 6
months with the one amendment that I
mentioned?

Mr., ULLMAN. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. REID, Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr, ULLMAN)
yield?

Mr. ULLMAN. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, I trust that
the gentleman will be a little patient
with this Member.

I am sitting here looking at the Senate-
proposed amendments covering 49 pages
and then the alternative amendments
proposed by the chairman of the com-
mittee covering 39 pages. It is somewhat
difficult for me to assimilate all of this
in the very short time we have here
tonight.

I have had added to that the confu-
slon, however, from the statement of the
chairman of the committee, and from
what I thought I heard from the gentle-
man in the well, the very qualified mi-
nority leader.

Mr. Speaker, I asked how we were go-
ing to pay for this increase in the social
security, and I understood from what
the gentleman from Arkansas said, that
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it was provided for in his amendment
by increasing the base against which the
present existing percentage, which, as I
understand it, is 5.5 percent by the em-
ployer and 5.5 percent by the employee,
and that base, as I read the bill, is
changed from $12,000 to $12,600; is that
correct?

Mr. ULLMAN. That is correct.

Mr. HANNA. Now, Mr. Speaker, what
the gentleman in the well said was that
that would raise $100 million, and the
cost of this bill is $1.5 billion.

Now, that has me definitely confused,
and I think, with that kind of a dis-
garity, I should have a further explana-

on.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman from Oregon yield?

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman is correct about the $100
million, but what we are doing is financ-
ing the cost of the increase from $2,100
to $2,400 in the retirement test, and also
the 5.6-percent increase in cash bene-
fits, not over the 1-year period, but over
the lifetime of the actuarial determina-
tion—7T5 years.

Mr. HANNA. Mr, Speaker, may I ask
the gentleman, what does that do in
terms of the impact of this bill upon this
budget this year?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. There will be
a greater outflow in the fiscal year 1974,
and that is the figure we have described
to the gentleman. I think it is $500 mil-
lion, or $600 million for two of them—
the benefit increase and the earnings
test increase. It is that much more than
we take in. There will be a greater
amount of outflow in fiscal year 1974, it
is true, but we do not have a budget for
1974 before us as yet.

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, what I was
trying to determine—and I think now
the crux of it is finally explained—is
whether or not there is an amount of
money which will not be covered by the
present financing of this program, and
the gentleman has now told me it will be
between $500 and $600 million.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. For 1 year.

Mr. HANNA. The gentleman in the
well described this along with the other
program as having a projected impact of
$1.5 billion.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. ULL-
maN) will yield further, the total cost of
the bill over the budget, according to the
administration’s estimate—and I quar-
rel with two of those estimates—is $1.4
billion. But bear in mind that it is almost
equally divided between the Federal
fund and the social security trust fund.

I can assure the gentleman that the
social security trust fund remains ac-
tuarially sound as a result of these two
increases.

Mr. HANNA. But that we may have to
have a coverage over the shortfall of
other funds in order to meet the test?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman wants to rely on this
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concept of unified budget, yes. What I am
saying is this: In the past we never in-
cluded the social security trust fund in
consideration of whether we have a bal-
ance or not. If we look at the unified
budget, we have always got a lesser defi-
cit, The people in America have never
been able to understand, if you have a
$200 billiori budget, why we have to in-
crease it by bringing it up to $20 billion.
It is because we have the $18, $19, or $20
billion deficit through Federal funds. We
have always got a surplus in the frust
fund,

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman's willingness to clarify
these points.

May I suggest to the gentleman and
to the House that I, as one Member, if
I was cynical, would tend to look at
this package as if it were something that
was made up by a very outstanding leader
of finance in the Senate and a very out-
standing leader of finance in the House
and their staffs and brought to us at a
rather late time in the night with some
very complicated matters.

Try as you will as a serious and dedi-
cated representative, it is just very dif-
ficult for us to understand precisely what
is in these two packages of 49 pages on
the one hand and 38 pages on the other
hand.

I appreciate the gentleman’s willing-
ness to be patient with a person with as
small an understanding as that of the
gentleman from California.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the distingiushed gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CoLLIER) a
very valued member of the committee.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, the col-
loquy that you have just heard between
the members of the committee and the
distinguished gentleman from California
I think bears out exactly the dilemma
in which we find ourselves in trying to
legislate at this late hour on this type
of procedure.

On repeated occasions over the months
I have heard deep concern expressed by
Members of this House, and indeed jus-
tifiably so, over the usurpation of the
powers of this body and in fact the ero-
sion of the prerogatives and responsi-
bilities of this House of Representatives.

Let me tell you, if you ever had an
opportunity and a responsibility to pre-
serve and maintain some of these pre-
rogatives, it is in voting down this con-
ference report this evening. Here you
have a sickening example of the rough-
shod way in which the Senate because
of its procedures which defy logical and
orderly rules of germaneness seeks to
legislate as it darmed pleases without
regard for the prerogatives of this house.

I think the gentleman pointed out, and
very significantly so, that when you get
these types of procedure which invades
several existing statutes on a take-it-or-
leave-it basis with absolutely no oppor-
tunity to be selective, you can expect
exactly what you have here this evening.

There are many things in the proposal
that are good and amendments upon
which we can all agree on; but is this
the way to legislate?
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Let me tell you why you do not have
to take this action right now and why it
is absolutely unnecessary to do it in this
way. Starting at the top, the social se-
curity increases will not become effective,
as you know, until April 3, 1974. We have
plenty of time to deal with this problem,
and I am sure that the committee would
do this, We would have an opportunity,
also, to determine sensibly, in accordance
with the actuaries of the social security
fund, what the raise should be and not
arbitrarily grab 12.6 as the taxable base.
It should probably be 13.2, and I would
vote for 13.2, as I am sure most Members
of this House would, in order to maintain
the soundness of the social security fund.

The retirement test does not become
effective until January 1. Why in the
name of commonsense are we here at
this hour before a recess dealing with
these things when their effective dates
are down the road 9 months to a year?
As T just pointed out, you have plenty of
time to do this, and we would do it in a
responsible way during the ensuing
months and not in the manner in which
we are doing it here.

The other amendments, if you look at
them, are mostly very minor, but there
is not a single one that should be at-
tached to the debt ceiling bill that we
are dealing with today.

In conclusion, Mr, Speaker, I would
say to all of you that you should really
stop to think about the procedure before
us. I think it bears repeating, because I
have substantially said this earlier this
evening,

Look down the road a few months, and
there is no one in this Chamber, not a
Member of this House who would some
time or other, if we accept this type of
arrogant procedure—and that is exactly
what it is—tonight, we will have estab-
lished a precedent that every Member of
this House will be foreclosed at some time
in the future from the right to be selec-
tive as competent legislators, from the
right to handle legislation in the orderly
manner in which I think all of the Mem-
bers believe. And if we do not do this we
will be victimized by this type of pro-
cedure again and again and again in this
House. And I implore all of the Members
of the House to make certain that we are
never faced with this kind of a situation
again. And the best way to correect it is
to vote down this proposition tonight.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
ABZUG) .

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if
the gentleman can tell me if there are
provisions in this amendment which
guarantee that the increases will not re-
sult in disadvantaging—in disadvantag-
ing the aged, the blind, or those on wel-
fare who may not become eligible for
their benefits as a result of the increase?

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, this hill
overall is a tremendous advantage to the
disadvantaged people of this country, the
aged, the blind, and the disabled. The
supplemental benefits, the SSI benefits,
are increased from $130 to $140.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentlewoman yield?
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Ms. ABZUG, I yield to the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I think what the gentlewoman from New
York is talking about is protection for
these people against a reduction in pay-
ment by the State. The States, all of the
States with the exception of Texas, are
mandated to maintain those levels of
benefits which are being paid on Decem-
ber of 1973. We have excluded Texas be-
cause of a provision in the constitution
of that State that would make it im-
possible for that State to comply with
the mandate.

Ms. ABZUG. In other words, as a re-
sult of the increases in their income this
will not be a disadvantage to those who
are presently receiving medicaid?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. We have pro-
tected everyone who is eligible for med-
icaid for a period to June 30, 1975. We
also protected those people who are
called essential persons in the household
in their rights to medicaid.

Ms. ABZUG. What about those who
are receiving assistance in public hous-
ing?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. No, we do not
have jurisdiction over that, I will say to
the gentlewoman from New York, if the
gentlewoman will yield for one more sec-
ond, that was not in the conference.

Ms. ABZUG. What about the other as-
sistance programs?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Other assist-
ance programs? We did not do it with
respect to food stamps because that too
was not in the conference, and was not
in the jurisdiction of either the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate or the
Committee on Ways and Means of the
House. But we did take those provisions
that were in the conference that tended
to protect presently eligible people
against any loss in their eligibility for
the programs that are mentioned.

Ms. ABZUG. And on veterans bene-
fits, I take it that is true also?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. No, the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs of the House
will have to make a decision of whether
or not it wants the social security in-
crease to be disregarded as income for
purposes of determining a veteran’s eli-
gibility under the veterans laws to a
pension.

Ms. ABZUG. What would happen then
with respect to those who are receiving
assistance in public housing, and those
receiving food stamps?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. This has no
effect whatsoever upon those programs.

Ms. ABZUG. So that that would have
to be done by having the committees who
have jurisdiction over those subject mat-
ters provide that the increase in social
security will in no way affect the bene-
fits which they would receive under pres-
ent law?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. That is
within their jurisdiction to do if they
decide to do it, yes, but we did not do it.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Speaker, I
vield 5 minutes to one of the conferees
on our side, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BrOYHILL).

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
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Speaker, it has become obvious that we
are confronted with an ironical, if not
a ridiculous, situation. We have here a
bill before us for reconsideration which,
when it passed the House a few weeks
ago, would not have cost the taxpayers
one thin dime, not one red cent. Since
that time the other body has added on a
long list of nongermane amendments
that will cost, when they have been im-
plemented by the end of fiscal year 1975,
over $3.5 billion.

Incidentally, Mr. Speaker, the cost of
these amendments would have been even
higher than that if the conferees had
not provided some funding for the social
security increases. The total first year
cost of these Senate amendments would
have been over $4.6 billion. We did pro-
vide for an increase in the wage base in
conference, an increase in the total wage
base up to $12,600 beginning on Janu-
ary 1, 1974, and up to $13,500 in 1975. But
even the $1 billion a year addition to the
social security fund we provided, will still
not pay the cost of the social security
benefit increase alone. So, these Senate
amendments are still inflationary and all
of us are aware of the complaints of
our constituents about the constant in-
crease in the cost of living. This type of
legislation cannot but add to the existing
inflationary pressures.

As all of us know, we are never going
to stop inflation unless we do something
about stopping spending or stopping the
increase in spending.

Here is an interesting point, Mr.
Speaker, When the other body added on
this total of somewhere around $4.6 bil-
lion in inecreases, in order to show their
fiscal responsibility, they added on an
amendment restricting spending for fis-
cal year 1974 to $268.7 billion. Then, in
addition to that, they added on an anti-
impoundment provision which requires
the President to send his intended im-
poundments to the Congress and obtain
approval before funds can be impounded.
They were the only two items of any con-
sequence that we were able to have re-
moved in conference. And then, it was for
the most part because they were con-
tradictory to the other increases in the
Senate bill.

Nevertheless, as long as the spending
items remain in the bill, other programs
are going to have to be cut. Funds are
going to have to be impounded by the
President, or we are going to continue
to have runaway inflation.

The main point I want to make, Mr.
Speaker, and a point on which so many
Members who have already spoken here
have expressed their concern is that
none of the items are added by the
Senator or contained in this Senate
amendment have been given any con-
sideration in hearings. Had they orig-
inated in the House, as they should have,
they would have received thorough con-
sideration by the Committee on Ways
and Means. They would have been the
subject of several weeks of public hear-
ings, many hours of discussion with the
executive branch, and probably they
would have been brought to the floor of
the House under a closed rule which, in
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my view, would have been accepted be-
cause we could have reported to the
Members and assured the Members of
the House that they had received thor-
ough consideration. It would have been
and remains improper and unwise to
write this type of bill on the floor of the
House.

But what happened? Over in the other
body they added all these provisions onto
this debt ceiling bill without public hear-
ings, without any real serious consid-
eration, with absolutely no discussion
whatsoever with any representative of
the executive branch. In fact, many of
these amendments were added on the
floor of the Senate by a voice vote. None
of the amendments was on the same sub-
ject matter of the original bill.

Yet, we are called upon in the closing
hours of this particular day, to accept
them en bloc with very limited debate.
I say this is not a good way to legislate.
In fact, it is an incredible way to legis-
late, and the chairman of our Committee
on Ways and Means admitted that him-
self. It is not fair to the Members of this
House, because we do not have the same
opportunity to work our will as that af-
forded the Members of the other body.

I think it is most unfortunate, Mr.
Speaker, that these amendments have
been attached to a bill that must be en-
acted into law by tomorrow night. Un-
fortunately, we may not really have any
other choice buf to accept this amend-
ment, approve the bill, and send it down
to the White House for signature. How-
ever, even if that is the result, I think all
of us have an obligation to protest this
procedure fto insure that it will not be
used again.

Mr, ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. BuRgE).

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I do not know what everybody
is getting so aroused about. All we are
talking about is raising social security
5.6 percent and raising the earning test
from $2,100 to $2,400 per year, and there
is no big increase in the social security
tax. In fact everybody earning under
$12,000 a year will not pay an additional
penny to finance these adjustments.
They will cost approximately $34.80 a
year for all those people earning $12,000
or more. In other words, if a fellow is
earning $100,000 in salary, he is going to
contribute $34.80 a year more to help
pay for this.

So, Mr. Speaker, I do not see what the
great disturbance is about. I can under-
stand my friends on the other side on
some of the minute issues, but this is a
very small increase. If I had my way I
would increase social security by 50 per-
cent. That would be more realistic. When
we are talking about the increases which
were granted since 1970, we are talking
about an increase on a very low base.
What is 50 percent of nothing? It is
nothing.

So, Mr. Speaker, I hope the chairman
is successful in his move here tonight and
I hope the entire membership will vote
for this 5.6 percent and not vote against
it. Do not vote against the 25 million,
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already people in this Nation who are
looking for this slight increase.

Mr, SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. ConasLE), a member of
the committee.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, I am sad
at heart to be back in the well under
these circumstances again after having
been through this procedure last year
with respect to the 20-percent benefit in-
crease, I personally think that a pretty
good case can be made for the 5.6-per-
cent social security increase that is being
suggested here because the people who
are dependent on these benefits probably
spend a larger proportion of their in-
come for food than most other economic
groups in the country and the cost of
food has gone up.

A great stress has been put on the 30
million people who receive benefits under
the Social Security Act. There are 90
million people who are paying into the
social security at this point, and if I were
one or those—of course we in this body
are not—I would be deeply concerned
about where the Social Security Admin-
istration is headed. Twice now we have
come before the House under this kind of
subverted procedure and have made ma-
jor changes in the Social Security Act.
We have no idea what the fiscal impact
of these changes is going to be, what the
actuarial impact will be, and what long-
term economic consequences will flow
from this uncertain provision.

I tell my friends in this House that we
have no business playing politics with
something as important to the American
people as their social security system.
They deserve better.

I myself therefore can perhaps resolve
in my own mind the issue of the 5.6-per-
cent benefit increase which after all is
going to come out of a cost-of-living in-
crease to take effect the beginning of
1975 in any event, but do not let anyone
tell you that is the only issue in this bill.
That is only the bait., There are major
revisions of the Welfare Act here.

The Members have heard a laundry
list of changes relating to other provi-
sions of the law. I do not think there is
a person in this Chamber who does not
feel some uneasiness at this point about
legislating under these circumstances. I
myself, who am proud to be a Member
of this House and proud to be a member
of the Ways and Means Committee, have
a somewhat dirty feeling to be manipu-
lated in this way, as we are being manip-
ulated, cynically.

It seems to me, therefore, that there
is an issue here which overrides the good
that can be achieved if we accept this
measure. We should know from studies of
government that the end does not justify
the means. We should know also that
anything as important as the welfare
of all under the social security law should
be studied by Members of the House, as
well as by those few people in the Sen-
ate who may have understood what their
individual amendments were as they
pressed them on the members of the
conference.

Mr. Speaker, I myself am deeply con-
cerned about this procedure. I would hope
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that my distinguished chairman is con-
cerned about it also. I have the feeling
that we are being manipulated, and it
demeans us to permit ourselves so to be
manipulated.

I would hope that we will have hear-
ings somewhere, in some responsible
committee of the House or the Senate, or
a joint committee, to find out where we
are headed in social security; where we
are headed in welfare and what the full
implications of these measures being
rammed down our throats tonight are.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
look into their hearts as they are asked
to vote in this kind of a subverted pro-
cedure, and decide if they really want to
legislate in this way.

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

Mr. CONABLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Delaware.

Mr. pv PONT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
this evening to object most strongly to
the procedure adopted by the House and
the Senatfe in considering this bill.

Several weeks ago the House passed
the debt ceiling increase bill. This legis-
lation must be passed by the Congress by
June 30, or the credit of the U.S. Gov-
ernment will be called into question. We
will not be able to meet our responsi-
bilities, nor will the Government be able
to function. So the bill must be passed.

What happened when the bill passed
the House and reached the Senate? Some
20 nongermane amendments—amend-
ments that have nothing to do with the
debt ceiling increase—were attached by
the Senate. We now have a bill before
us—a $3 billion bill that contains social
security benefit increases, welfare rules
changes, old-age and disability pension
rules changes, among other things.

With no debate on the merits of these
issues, with no committee consideration
of far-reaching changes in the law-—in
short, with nothing but irresponsible leg-
islative procedure on the part of the
U.S. Senate, we are asked to approve this
hill.

The people of Delaware and the Nation
deserve adequate, responsible, and care-
ful consideration of any expenditure of
$3 billion—let alone major revisions to
more than half a dozen governmental
programs.

Will the amendments be fiscally sound ?
We do not know. Will the social security
system be able to afford a benefit increase
without a tax increase? We do not know.
What will the effect of the various regu-
lation changes be on their programs? We
do not know.

I do not believe that I, or any other
Member of Congress, can responsibly vote
for such a measure. I do not believe that
I can support a procedure that forbids me
from voting on these unrelated measures
individually—but insists that I vote up
or down on all the programs at once in
a bloe.

In short, Mr. Speaker, the House—and,
indeed the Senate—should be ashamed of
the irresponsible procedure it is adopting
this evening. The nongermane amend-
ments should be stricken from the bill,
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and given adequate consideration by the
committees of the Congress. Any other
procedure is indefensible.

Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. Speaker, as
Member after Member of this body has
already stated, we have been forced into
the ridiculous and embarrassing situa-
tion of giving final approval to a mixed
bag of nongermane junk under a system
of closed rule, gag rule, or no rule.

This sort of procedure does no credit
to this body or any of its Members, but
it reflects especially on the leadership
of both Houses.

If the people of this country ever
imagined that Congress wrote laws with-
out consideration, and approved laws
without ever seeing the language, their
confidence would not be low, their con-
fidence in their Government would ab-
sent completely.

If this procedure were used only once,
it would merely be an outrage. This is
the second time on this bill. The outrage
has been compounded.

Thirty-nine pages or 48 pages of law—
what does it mafter? Since we haven't
considered it, and have not even seen it,
it may as well be 1,000 pages. I wish the
leadership of this House and this com-
mittee would help me explain how we
passed this law to the young people of
my district when I visit them in their
classrooms or in their homes.

I cannot vote for a bill under these
circumstances. I have misgivings about
voting for a bill that will add at least
$1.4 billion of expense over the budget.
That’s a serious problem. But it's not
nearly so serious as the disregard for
order, reason, and rule.

It is obvious to me that a body which
cannot follow its own rules cannot pos-
sibly regain, assert, or exercise its con-
stitutional powers. Worse, it cannot
hold, nor does it deserve, the confidence
of the people it poorly represents.

I strongly urge that the motion to
recede be defeated and that the con-
ferees be sent back to conference, and
instructed to bring a report on each ele-
ment of which this House can at least
express its opinion.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. CORMAN).

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I support
the proposal of the committee, and I
hope it is adopted.

It is my understanding that it will then
be flown to San Clemente. I request that
something else be flown to San Clemente
with this bill: The speech of the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. ScHNEE-
BeELY) because he portrayed for this Con-
gress very clearly the impact on the
Treasury, on the dollar, if we do not in-
crease the debt ceiling.

I hope the President will read Mr.
ScHNEEBELY's speech before he decides
whether to veto or to sign the bill. I sin-
cerely hope he reads that speech and
decides to sign the bill. If he does not, if
he vetoes it, three possibilities then face
the Nation.

First, we may have two-thirds to over-
ride the veto, and then there will be no
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great problem. If we do not, the President
may have a majority of the House who
will again give in to his pressure and give
him the debt ceiling that pleases him.
But there is a strong probability that
neither of those two things will happen.
We will not have the two-thirds to over-
ride, but the Congress may refuse to do
precisely what the President asks.

I hope he reads Mr. SCHNEEBELI'S re-
marks and decides to sign the bill.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Speaker, I
vield the balance of the time on this side
to the distinguished minority leader (Mr.
GERrALD R, Forp) .

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I am disturbed about two aspects of the
situation we face today, at this time, on
this legislation. I am disturbed as to the
procedure that we are utilizing in bring-
ing this legislation before the House to-
day. I have some grave concern about
i:_ert.ain financial aspects of this legisla-

ion.

To some extent, the procedure and the
financial aspects are intertwined. The
facts are that no hearings were held in
the House Committee on Ways and
Means in 1973 on anything other than
tbe problems involving the debt limita-

ion.

I add, no hearings in 1973 were held in
the Senate Committee on Finance on
anything other than the debi limitation
problems in this legislation.

I believe this is very bad procedure,
when we consider the amount of money
involved, the tax problems involved, and
many other ramifications concerning this
legislation.

As I said at the outset, there are some
questions raised as to the financial as-
pects involved in this legislation. I have
before me a chart or a sheet prepared by
the executive branch. It points out the
cost projection for the amendments to
the debt ceiling bill. It shows that in fis-
cal year 1974 the total deficit because of
this legislation would be $1,328 million,
of which $500 million would come in the
account of the social security. The same
material furnished to me by the execu-
tive branch shows that in fiscal year 1975
there will be a net deficit of $2,414 mil-
lion, of which $1.2 billion comes from a
social security account.

I have talked with my friend the chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means and asked him his impression and
his opinion as to these figures. I believe
the chairman agrees with the figures so
far as social security is concerned for
fiscal year 1974 and fiscal year 1975, but
he has grave doubts and misgivings about
the accuracy of the figures as to the other
amendments. Is that correct?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The gentle-
man is correct.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I have great
respect for the chairman of the commit-
tee, and I cannot challenge his figures,
and I cannot challenge the figures given
to me by Social Security. What these dif-
ferences illustrate is that there were no
hearings in the House and no hearings
in the Senate, so we have no way of hav-
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ing a give and take as to the validity of
their figures or of the gentleman’s figures.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I am glad to
vield to the gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr, MILLS of Arkansas, The gentle-
man should take note that it is not a
deficit being created in the social security
fund. There will still be more money, in
calendar year 1973, 1974, and 1975, taken
in, far more than we will be spending. We
merely reduce the surplus in each of
those years.

I can assure my friend that the mo-
tion I have made maintains the actuarial
soundness of the social security system.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Am I correct
in understanding that the amendments
included here for social security main-
tain the financial integrity over a period
of 75 years?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. That is right.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. So we have
to run out 75 years before we come to
the conclusion that we really are being
honest with ourselves.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr, Speaker,
will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Surely.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Let me trans-
late it another way. We were told in con-
ference by the actuaries that this in-
crease, moving forward this cost of living
from the 1st of January, 1975 to the 1st
of April of 1974 involved as a percent of
payroll 0.01 percent. That is over a 75-
yvear period, because they are really get-
ting it about 9 months earlier.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I am glad
there are some prospective amendments
resulting from the conference, because
this amendment before us is far superior
to the bill passed by the other body.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yvield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. CONABLE, May I ask the chair-
man if it is not true that the trust fund
now will go down below the standards
we ourselves set for the cushion we
should have in it at any given time.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. It will go down
for a period of about 2 or 3 years. The
gentleman is correct.

Mr. CONABLE. It will be below the
total of the last 2 or 3 years?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. It will be above
that figure but it will go down for 2 or 3
years.

Mr. CONABLE. Assuming that we
do not do anything further. However,
that is a rather interesting assumption.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to make two other points.

Number one, the other body has used
a very skillful but, I think, a very un-
fair device to prevent the House from
having a vote on each of the areas of
disagreement. They have put a number
of amendments in one amendment. They
bundled them together, and we either ac-
cept all of them or we reject all of them.
This is, I think, a very unfortunate
parliamentary situation.

Number two, it appears to me that the
fact that we do not have a permanent
debt ceiling means that every 4, 6,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

or 12 months we are going fo be
faced with this problem. I think this
is the best argument I know of for a
permanent debt ceiling, because people
who believe in the financial integrity of
the Federal Government are getting, if
I might be very blunt, “shafted” be-
cause you now have these questionable
amendments on legislation that comes
up every 4, 6, or 8 months, and we are
caught in the bind of having to take this
kind of nongermane provisions whether
we like it or not.

Mr, Speaker, I think people who have
financial integrity as a guidepost, legis-
latively speaking, ought to learn a lesson
from not having a permanent debt
ceiling.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin (M.
STEIGER) .

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate the gentleman
yvielding to me under the circumstances.

Given the parliamentary situation in
which we find ourselves, it seems to me
that the only alternative that we have
got left is to attempt to divide the ques-
tion. Let us vote on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Arkansas to recede.
If the House votes it down, as I would
hope it would, then under the rules it
would be permissible to recede in the
conference. We have lost the option to
send this back to the conference. We
have lost the option because of the way
in which the Senate defined the amend-
ment to try to separate out the issues.

Mr. Speaker, as far as I am concerned,
I shall seek at least to divide the ques-
tion, and hopefully we can vote down the
question to recede and try to send this
back for conference and find out what
the problem is between the conferees.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
in conclusion, I think the President and
most of us could take the debt ceiling
with the social security provisions, but I
do not think the House in its wisdom
ought to approve the amendment to be
offered by my friend, the gentleman from
Arkansas, because of certain other
aspects. I think it is an amendment
which contains points which in my opin-
ion are fiscally irresponsible.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Mississipi (Mr. MONIGOMERY).

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
serve on the Pension and Compensa-
tion Committee of the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs, and a number of the
Members have asked me tonight how this
will affect the veteran who draws a
Government pension check and also a so-
cial security check.

Mr. Speaker, up until the 20-percent
social security increase that we had, the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs con-
sidered legislation that was passed by
the House and the Senate that made up
for the pension loss of the social security
increase, but we have not yet brought
out a bill that takes care of the 20-per-
cent increase in social security. So many
of the Members have been hearing from
their constitutents that their veterans’

Mr.
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checks were cut. It is left up to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs to bring
out a bill. We are now having hearings
at this time and hope to bring out a bill,
particularly correcting this problem.

My point is, Mr. Speaker, that the
veteran’s check would be decreased
again when you add on a 5-percent social
security increase.

You say now why does not your com-
mittee bring this bill out. We are con-
sidering a bill for a cost-of-living in-
crease to at least 8 percent. This will
increase the veteran’s check up some
but not to what he lost before. I wish
we could raise the veteran back to his
original pension, but the cost would be
almost impossible to the Treasury.

I only bring out this point to say that
there will be another decrease in the
veteran’s pension check when you add
on 5 percent more.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I wonder if the gentleman has any
comments as to why the Senate could
not take care of this problem and at
the same time add on these other
items in the bill.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. They should
have taken care of it.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question on the
motion.

The previous question was ordered.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, on the motion of the gentle-
man from Arkansas I demand a divi-
sion of the guestion.

The SPEAKER. A division is de-
manded. The question is, Shall the House
recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate?

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

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I have a motion.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The gentle-
man's demand for a division vote failed,
did it not?

The SPEAKER. There was a demand
for a division of the question.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. That was the
request, and that was defeated? I am
sorry. I thought the gentleman asked
for a division vote.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, a demand for a division of the
question is in order, is it not, at any time
without reference to a rolleall on that
question?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is
correct, until the question is put.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, And sec-
ondly, Mr. Speaker, as a further parlia-
mentary inquiry, the motion is put by
the Chair, Shall the House recede, and
the Chair ruled, did he not, that the
noes had it?

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I was on my
feet asking for a recorded vote.

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from
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Ohio was on his feet, but the Chair did
not hear him,
RECORDED VOTE

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 185, noes 190,

not voting 58, as follows:

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Barrett
Bergland
Bevill
Biagegl
Biester
Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Brooks
Burke, Mass.
Burlezon, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Casey, Tex.
Chisholm
Clay
Collins, Ill.
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Cronin
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Dellums
Denholm
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Drinan
Dulski
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Evans, Colo.
Flood
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Fraser
Fulton
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray

Abdnor
Anderson, Ill.
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Bafalis
Baker

Beard
Bennett
Bray
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Butler

Byron

[Roll No. 319]

AYES—185

Green, Pa.
Gude
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoskl
Hicks
Holifield
Holtzman
Howard
Ichord
Johnson, Calif,
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Kluczynski
Koch

Kyros
Leggett
Lehman
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McEay
Macdonald
Mahon
Mann
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Milford
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa,
Morgan
Moss
Murphy, Til.
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzi
Nichols

Nix

Obey

O’Neill
Owens
Patten
Pepper

NOES—180

Camp
Carter
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W.,Jr.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.

Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Foage
FPodell
Preyer
Price, Il1.
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Rodino
Roe

Roncalio, Wyo.

Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roy
Royhal
St Germain
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steed
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Symington
Thornton
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
White
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,

Charles, Tex.

Wolff

Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Tex,
Zablocki

Dellenback
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
Downing
Duncan

du Pont
Edwards, Ala,
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Findley
Fiynt

Ford, Gerald R,

Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey
Froehlich
Gilman

Ginn
Goldwater

Goodling
Gross
Guyer
Haley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Heing
Henderson
Hinshaw
Hogan

Holt

Horton
Hosmer
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
EKemp
Ketchum
Kuykendall
Landgrebe
Latta

Lent

Lott
McClory
McCloskey
MecCollister
McEwen
MeKinney
Madigan
Mailliard
Mallary
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.

Mathias, Calif,
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Michel
Miller
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif,
Mosher
Myers
Nelsen
O'Brien
Parris
Passman
Pettis
Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.
FPritchard
Quillen
Railsback
Rarick
Regula
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robizon, N.Y.
Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y.
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Sarasin
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
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Sikes
Skubitz
Smith, N.Y,
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Steele
Steelman
Stelger, Wis.
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo,
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Williams
‘Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ill.
Young, 8.C.
Zion
Zwach

NOT VOTING—G58

Andrews,

N. Dak.
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Bell
Blackburn
Blatnik
Breaux
Burke, Calilf.
Burke, Fla.
Clark
Conyers
Danielson
Delaney
Dent
Derwinskl
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell

Fish

Fisher
Flowers
Fuqua
Green, Oreg.
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Gunter
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hébert
Hillis

Huber
Hungate
Jones, Ala.
Eeating
King
Landrum
Lujan

McSpadden
Madden
Minshall, Chio
O'Hara
Patman

Quie

Rooney, N.X.
Roush
Rousselot
Ryan
Sandman
Steiger, Ariz.
Sullivan
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Wiggins
Wright

Wryatt

So the motion to recede was rejected.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:
Mr. Thompson of New Jersey for, with Mr.

Hébert against.
Burke of California for, with Mr,
Fisher against.

Mrs.

Mr. Dent for, with Mr. Ashbrook against.
Mr. Rooney of New York for, with Mr.
Derwinski against.

Mr.
against.

Madden for,

with Mr. Blackburn

Mr. Breaux for, with Mr. Burke of Florida

agzalnst.

Mr. Clark for, with Mr. Huber against.

Mr. Danielson for, with Mr. King against.

Mrs. Hansen of Washington for, with Mr.
Rousselot against,

Mr. O'Hara for, with Mr, Steiger of Arizona

against.

Mr. Roush for, with Mr. Wiggins against.
Mrs. Sullivan for, with Mr. Bell against.

Mr.

Tiernan for,

with

North Dakota against.
Mr. Blatnik for, with Mr. Gubser against.
Mr. Ashley for, with Mr. Lujan against.

Until further notice:
Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Flowers.
Mr. Ryan with Mr. Fuqu
Mr. Badillo with Mr. Conyers.
Mr. Delaney with Mr. Fish.
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Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr, Hillls,

Mr. Fascell with Mr. Keating.

Mr. Gunter with Mr. Minshall of Ohio.

Mr. Aspin with Mr. Quie.

Mr. Hungate with Mr. Sandman.

Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Wyatt.

Mr. McSpadden with Mr, Patman.

Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Wright.

Mr. Harrington with Mr. Teague of Texas.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
MOTION OFFERED BY MR, MILLS OF ARKANSAS

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House insist on its disa-
greement and request a further confer-
ence with the Senate.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints
the following conferees: Messrs. MiLLs of
Arkansas, ULLmaN, Burge of Massachu-
setts, Mrs. GrIFFITHS, Messrs. SCHNEE-
BELI, CoLLIER, and BroyHILL of Virginia.

FURTHER CONFERENCE

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
in view of the vote to not recede, it is
necessary to return to conference. I am
not certain when we can return, but I
am convinced, in conversation with
others, that it will not be possible for us
to do it tonight.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. STEI-
GER).

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate very much the
genfleman from Arkansas yielding to me.

Would it be possible for the gentleman
from Arkansas to attempt to give the
House some idea as to whether or not,
when a new report comes from the con-
ference, that we can find ourselves with
a conference report rather than the sys-
tem that was used tonight?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I cannot concede to the gentleman from
Wisconsin, because we are still operating
under the rules of the House, which pro-
vide that any amendment which is not
germane to the subject matter of the bill
under the rule of the House should not
be included in a conference report, and
therefore should be brought back for a
separate vote.

The situation in that respect would
not vary one iota. The subject matter
within the amendment in disagreement
could vary, but still we would have one
amendment because we are dealing with
one Senate amendment,

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mryr.
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield
further, I am sure the gentleman from
Arkansas knows that we have a provi-
sion, rule XXVII, clause 4, in which in
fact it is possible for the House to accept
nongermane amendments.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Yes, it is pos-
sible if there is no point of order made.
We could include nongermane amend-
ments within a conference report, but I
have been trying to follow the spirit of
the rules of the House.

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

Mr., MILLS of Arkansas. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Hays).

Mr. HAYS, Mr. Speaker, is there any
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chance that when the gentleman goes
back to conference, that they could clean
this thing up so that when a social se-
curity recipient gets raised 5 percent, he
does not get cut 10 percent by the Federal
Government if he is a veteran, or by the
State if he is getting welfare?

That is what lost the motion for the
gentleman here this morning. I talked
with 15 or 20 Members who do not want
to raise the social security of a veteran
and then have his veteran’s pension cut.
What good would that do him? If this is
a cost-of-living increase, he would gain
no ground whatsoever.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. If the gentle-
man will allow, that is not in the confer-
ence related or unrelated to the subject
matter.

Mr. HAYS. It does not need to be re-
lated. If it is nongermane, just put it in
and let the House vote.

Mr., MILLS of Arkansas. Then any
one Member could object to its inclusion.

Mr. HAYS. If the gentleman does not
do that, he can let it lay over the proper
number of days. I had intended to make
a trip to Ohio. I could make the objection
and let it lay over.

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

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr, CORMAN. Is a motion to instruct
conferees in order at this time?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. It comes too
late.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I appreciate
the gentleman’s yielding.

I have been voting on social security
amendments for at least a couple of
years now. I just wonder, when it comes
to increasing social security benefits, if
the chairman can tell us whether his
committee ever intends to originate such
a bill in this House.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The Ways and
Means Committee on many, many occa-
sions, has originated social security bene-
fit increase bills in the House.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Which ones,
Mr. Speaker, have been passed in the
last few years?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The benefits
since 1950 have been increased by about
356 percent.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr, Speaker,
I would ask about the last 2 years?

- Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The 20 per-
cent last year did originate in the Sen-
ate, but I would remind the gentleman
that the House had acted earlier by in-
cluding a benefit increase in H.R. 1. Fur-
thermore, in February of 1972 I intro-
duced a 20-percent increase which was
cosponsored by many Members of the
House and recommended that the Sen-
ate include such an increase in HR. 1.
The only reason why social security bene-
fit increases have originated in the Sen-
ate during the past 2 or 3 years is that
the Senate has been unable to complete
action on the social security bills we have
sent them.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I would sug-
gest that the last one which originated
in the House was in 1969, as I recall.
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The point is that some of these days,
once in awhile, they should originate here
instead of constantly being riders from
the Senate.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 8537,
AMENDING DEPENDENTS ASSIST-
ANCE ACT OF 1950

Mr. STRATTON submitted the fol-
lowing conference report and statement
on the bill (H.R. 8537) to amend titles
10 and 37, United States Code, to make
permanent certain provisions of the De-
pendents Assistance Act of 1950, as
amended, and for other purposes:

CoNFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No, 93-361)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
8537) to amend titles 10 and 37, United
States Code, to make permanent certain pro-
visions of the Dependents Assistance Act of
1950, as amended, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows:

On page 6 of the Senate engrossed amend-
ment, strike out titles III and IV, and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

Sec. 206. This Act shall become effective
July 1, 1978.

And the Senate agree to the same.

SAMUEL S. STRATTON,

¥, Epwarp HEBERT,

Biun NIicHOLS,

WiLLiaM G. BraY,

Joun E. HuUNT,
Managers on the Part of the House.

STUART SYMINGTON,

Harry F. BY®D,

HarorLp E. HUGHES,

JoHN TOWER,

WmLiam L. ScorrT,
Managers on the Part of the Senate,

JoINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The Managers on the part of the House
and Senate at the Conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
8537), an Act to amend Titles 10 and 37,
United States Code, to make permanent cer-
tain provisions of the Dependents Assistance
Act of 1950, as amended, and for other pur-
poses, submit the following joint statement
in explanation of the effect of the action
agreed upon by the conferees and recom-
mended in the accompanying conference
report.

The House on June 18, 1973 passed and
sent to the Senate H.R. 8537.

The Senate on June 22, 1973 amended H.R.
8537 by striking all after the enacting clause
and substituting new language in the form
of an amendment.

As a consequence of the Senate action,
there existed three substantive differences in
the House and Senate versions of H.R. 8537.
The differences are identified below, together
with an explanation of the action taken
thereon in the conference report.

DEPENDENCY STATUS FOR ILLEGITIMATE
CHILDREN

The Senate amendment contained lan-
guage amending Section 401 of Title 37,
United States Code, to add to the definition
of a military dependent an unmarried,
acknowledged, - illegitimate child or an
unmarried illegitimate child whose alleged
service member father has been judicially
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decreed to be the father of such child or
judicially ordered to contribute to the child's
support, who is in fact dependent on the
member and is over 21 years of age or is
incapable of self-support. The provision
would entitle the armed services member
having such an illegitimate child as a de-
pendent to certain allowances or increase in
allowances because of the dependency status
of the child. The language of the Senate
amendment also repealed a provision in Sec-
tion 401 of Title 37, United States Code,
which states that “a person is not a depend-
ent of a female member unless he is in fact
dependent on her for over one-half of his
support.”

The House bill contained no comparable
provision.

The conferees agreed to accept the Senate
provision with the understanding that it
would be implemented by the Department of
Defense in such a manner as to prevent
abuse and that the phrase “in fact dependent
on the member"” would normally be inter-
preted to mean dependent for over one-half
of his support on the member. The conferees
also agreed that the language of the provi-
sion was to be Implemented in such a way
as to not determine the payment of allow-
ances on the basis of a decree by a foreign
court.

The House recedes.

COMBAT ENLISTMENT BONUS

Section 204 of the House bill would extend
for two years, until June 30, 1975, Section
308(a) of Title 37, United States Code, which
authorizes payment of a bonus of up to
$3,000 for an initial enlistment for at least
three years, or extension of an initial period
of active duty for at least three years, in “a
combat element of an armed force."” The
Senate amendment contained language to
limit the extension of authority for one year,
until June 30, 1974, and further limited the
career flelds eligible for the bonus so as to
insure that only individuals who enlist in
skills in the infantry, armor, and artillery
would be eligible for such a bonus.

The House conferees in accepting the lim-
itation of the bonus authority in the Sen-
ate amendment do so with the understand-
ing that such action does not preclude the
possibility of considering bonus legislation
further in this Session of Congress,

The House recedes.

FLIGHT PAY

Section T15 of the Department of Defense
Appropriation Act for fiscal 1973 (Public Law
92-570) prohibited after May 31, 1973, the
payment of flight pay to officers in the grade
of O-6 and above who are not assigned to
duties requiring active participation in op-
erational flying. Title III of the Senate
amendment would extend for 6 months,
until December 31, 1973, the effective date
for implementing the prohibition. Title IIT
of the SBenate amendment would be retroac-
tive to June 1, 1873.

The ‘House bill contained no such provi-
sion.

The House, on Thursday, June 28, by a vote
of 238 to 175, instructed its conferees;, “to
insist on disagreement to title III of the
Senate amendment.” The House conferees
were, therefore, adamant in their opposition
to title III of the Senate amendment.

The Senate conferees, therefore, reluc-
tantly recede with the understanding that
the House Armed Services Committee will
initiate hearings on the Department of De-
fense legislative recommendation as soon as
committee business will permit.

SAMUEL S. STRATTON,
F. EDWARD HEBERT,
BiLL NICHOLS,
WirLiamMm G. BRAY,
Jorn E, HUNT,
Managers on the Part of the House.
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STUART SYMINGTON,

Harry F. BYRD,

HaroLp E. HUGHES,

JoHN TOWER,

WitLiam L. ScorT,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the conference report on
the bill (H.R. 8537) to amend titles 10
and 37, United States Code, to make
permanent certain provisions of the De-
pendents Assistance Act of 1950, as
amended, and for other purposes.

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

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, is this the same legisla-
tion which we were told yesterday, if
we instructed the House conferees, then
300,000 or 400,000 people would not he
able to get their dependents’ allowance
upon schedule?

Mr. STRATTON. This is the same leg-
islation that the House instructed the
conferees on yesterday.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, do I correctly
understand that the Senate did yield on
the subject of flight pay for the nonflying
generals and admirals?

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman has already been advised of that
point. That is my understanding. If the
gentleman will not object to the unani-
mous consent request, I will report the
result, I will report the result of the con-
ference, which is completely in accord
with the wishes of the House.

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the statement
be read in lieu of the report.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

Mr. STRATTON (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanmious consent
that the statement of the managers be
considered as read.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, this is
a very simple conference report, and as
the gentleman from New York pointed
out a moment ago, the House yesterday
instructed the conferees to go to the con-
ference and to insist on opposition to the
Senate amendment with regard to flight
pay.

There was considerable disagreement
on the part of the Senate in going to a
conference today. We succeeded in get-
ting them to go to a conference. We suc-
ceeded in getting them to withdraw their
position on flight pay.

Mr. Speaker, the balance of the con-
ference report is exactly as it was origi-
nally reported from the Senate and ac-
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cepted unanimously in the Committee on
Armed Services.

I think that, although the chairman
of the managers on the part of the House
was not entirely sympathetic with the
instruetion of the House, he could read
the voting tally loud and clear. We have
strongly defended the position of the
House and have come out of the con-
ference completely successfully.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FURTHER LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr, O'NEILL. Mr, Speaker, I take this
time to make an announcement.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to speak
about ~.e items that are left that we
will be considering tomorrow.

There will be and not necessarily in
this order: House Joint Resolution 636,
the continuing appropriations resolution,
which is being debated in the Senate at
the present time. I presume there will be
a conference report that will be reported
back to this Chamber tomorrow.

There will be H.R. 9055, the supple-
mental appropriations hbill which we
acted upon today and which we antici-
pate the Senate will act upon later in
the evening. There is a possibility that
if there is a disagreement, that bill may
be back here on the floor tomorrow as
a conference report.

There is the conference report on H.R.
7445, the Renegotiations Act extension.

There is H.R. 5452, agreeing to Senate
amendments on the National Sea Grant
College Extension Act.

Then, Mr. Speaker, there is the public
debt limitation bill on which conferees
were just appointed.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman from Massachusetts
yield to me?

Mr. O’'NEILL. Yes, I yield tcv the gen-
tleman from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
let me advise my friend, the majority
leader, that I will make every effort to
complete the conference report on H.R.
8410 in time for the House to vote to-
morrow. I do not want to be a party to
keeping the House in session unduly next
week,

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman.

With the accomplishment of all that
I have announced, I can say that I hope
a recess resolution would then be in order.

ADJOURNMENT TO 10 O'CLOCK
TOMORROW

Mr, O'NEILL. Mr, Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today it adjourn to meet tomorrow
at 10 o’clock a.m.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?
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There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object——

Mr. O'NEILL. I would have been dis-
appointed if you had not.

S Mr. GROSS. I am sure you would have
een.

Will there be legislation at that time
of any consequence?

Mr. O'NEILL. Well, I just read the list
and you just heard the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means who said
he hoped the conference report would be
ready at that time in the morning.

Mr., GROSS. Will it be ready at 10
o'clock in the morning with no confer-
ence tonight?

Mr. O'NEILL. Well, let me say that the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations believes he will have legislation
ready at that time. This has been agreed
to by the leadership on both sides of the
aisle, and we would not be asking for it
if we did not think we had legislation at
that time.

Mr. GROSS. Will there be any assur-
ance we will not have a session on Mon-
day next?

Mr. O'NEILL. No assurance whatso-
ever.

Mr. GROSS. Or Tuesday?

Mr. O’'NEILL. Or Tuesday or Thursday.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts,

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming, Mr.
Speaker, on rollcall No. 307, a quorum
call, I am recorded as absent. I was pres-
ent and recorded my presence.

TRIBUTE TO HALE BOGGS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McFaLL) . Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
RosTENKOWSKI) is recognized for 15 min-
utes.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSEKI. Mr. Speaker,
the passing of a close friend is not some-
thing that is easily put behind you. For
moments shared together leave lasting
impressions that cannot be so suddenly
taken away. This has been especially true
for me with the passing of my good friend
from Louisiana, Hale Boggs. For, al-
though Hale is no longer with us, mem-
ories of our relationship linger on.

I regret that I was not able to be here
on the day that the distinguished chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee
reserved time to pay tribute to the late
majority leader, but I do hope that what
I say today can be added to the remarks
of so many of my colleagues who have
paid their respects both to the man and
to what he stood for in this Chamber.

Very early during my days in the Con-
gress, I grew to know Hale Boggs. I saw
him both in the Committee on Ways and
Means and in his majority whip office.
I saw him as a determined man, but as
a man who carefully considered any
problem confronting him before acting.
But, also, I saw a man who, once he had
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acted—acted with conviction and with
authority. He was an able and knowl-
edgeable debator who was never reluc-
tant to speak his mind. I can remember
in the 1960’s, sitting with him in his office
as he struggled with the problems in
our “Great Society” programs, The pas-
cage of these bills has often been attrib-
uted to the courageous stand that Hale
took behind so many of them. I know that
his efiorts to temper these programs to
make them acceptable to the great mass
of middle Americans, while at the same
time carefully protecting the principles
embodied in them, will stand as one of
the most difficult legislative achievements
in many years. The pens that he re-
ceived from both President Kennedy and
President Johnson for his work on these
matters were among his most cherished
mementos

His election as majority leader stood
as a truly significant step in his tragical-
1y abbreviated career. The ability to work
well with all the diverse groups that
make up the democratic majority in the
Congress is an ability that few men pos-
sess. Hale Boggs was one of these men.
We can now only speculate as to what his
full legacy might have been had he had
the opportunity to work with us for only
a while longer.

In this body where the divisive issues
of the day often promote more disagree-
ment than harmony and comraderie, it
is impossible for us all to agree on every
issue, and Hale and I were not immune
from this. The differences that we had
however, we never allowed to penetrate
to the core of our relationship. We had

the unique ability to disagree strongly
yet remain strong friends.

To his dear wife Linpy, I would like to
say that I will indeed miss him. I will
miss the good times and the tough times.
They are experiences that are a part of
me and I shall cherish them forever.

INTERN PROGRAM FOR SENIOR
CITIZENS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. BIESTER)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, as some
of my colleagues may recall, in April of
last year I experimented with an intern
program designed specifically for senior
citizens. The summer intern program for
college students had become a valuable
experience in my office, as it has with so
many Members, and I felt a program
with similar goals—but for the elderly—
could be equally productive.

Last year a senior citizen couple from
the Eighth District of Pennsylvania
worked for 2 weeks in my Washington
office. They studied pending legislation of
concern to older Americans, discussed
these matters with experts in the field,
and made legislative recommendations to
me based on what they had learned.
After returning to the District, they re-
ported on their experiences to senior eiti-
zen groups in the community and became
a communications link between the el-
derly in the District and my congres-
sional office.
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The program proved a solid success.
My personal awareness of the special
problems confronting the elderly was
sharpened through the exchanges and
close working relationship developed
with the senior interns, and the interns
took back with them a greater under-
standing of the complexities of the legis-
ative process and how the Federal Gov-
ernment is dealing with the situation of
the elderly in our society.

I believe it is tremendously important
for the elderly to understand how and
why Congress and the Federal Govern-
ment function as they do. My colleagues
are all too aware that few groups in our
country feel as alienated and forgotten
as do the elderly. It is imperative that
senior citizens feel they are a part of
the system with inputs into that system.
Through a better understanding of the
process itself, they ean learn how to max-
imize their impact in politics and gov-
ernment.

Based on what this test project had
revealed to me last year and the poten-
tial it appeared to hold if it were en-
larged and formalized, I introduced a
resolution in the 92d Congress funding
a senior citizen intern program and mak-
ing it available to all Members of the
House of Representatives. The resolution
reflected broad bipartisan and geograph-
ic support among the entire House mem-
bership. It was reintroduced in the cur-
rent session with over 40 cosponsors.

I had decided to repeat the program in
my office this year regardless of the
status of the resolution at the time. It
was my hope that several of my ecol-
leagues would be willing to join with me
in working together on a senior intern
program. In this way, through a group
effort albeit on a small scale, it could be
possible to demonstrate the effectiveness
and desirability of such an organized
program. I was encouraged that my col-
leagues from Indiana (Mr. Hirris and
Mr. ZioN) and the senior Senator from
Delaware, Mr. Rorn, had expressed an
interest in working out a joint interm
program. May is traditionally designated
senior citizen month, and it was agreed
that May was the appropriate month
during which to have the internship.

Following the procedure I instituted
last year, my senior interns were selected
at the recommendation of senior citizen
groups in my congressional distriet. This
yvear Russell and Pearl Struble of Corn-
wells Heights were chosen to represent
the elderly residents of the district. Both
Strubles are retired from the education
profession. Russ had been a mathematies
and science teacher before serving 15
years as a high school principal. Pearl
formerly taught physical education and
social studies. The Strubles are active
members of a wide variety of community
organizations in Bucks County in addi-
tion to their involvement in senior citizen
affairs.

In accordance with the ferms of the
resolution I had introduced, the Strubles
each received $100 per week for their
internship. It was estimated that a sti-
pend in this amount would almost cover
the food, lodging, and transportation ex-
penses involved in their stay. Accommo-
dations were arranged for them at a
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comfortable, moderately priced hotel
near the White House, convenient to
reasonably priced restaurants and bus
transportation te Capitol Hill. Their
hotel room was equipped with a kitchen-
ette which enabled them to prepare some
of their meals.

The internship period for Mr. and Mrs.
Struble ran for 2 workweeks from May
14 to 25 while those of Senator Roru
and Congressmen Hiriis and Zionw were
scheduled for the week of May 21. For
this reason, sinee all the interns would
be here for the second week, meetings
and briefings which would benefit all the
interns were arranged for the week of
the 21st.

The Strubles stepped right into the
office schedule and became regular mem-
bers of the staff. When they first arrived,
we spent a good portion of the morning
discussing what we all hoped to derive
from the internship experience. Russ and
Pearl displayed a keen grasp of legisia-
tive matters, and I was confident that
the senior citizens in the District had
once again made an excellent cheice in
their selection of interns.

During the first week in my office, the
Strubles analyzed some of the legisla~
tion directed toward meeting the needs
of senior citizens. This included employ-
ment programs, housing, tax propeosals,
and transportation. From their study
they accumulated guestions to ask the
experts in the field with whom they
would be meeting the following week.

Russ was particularly coneerned about
the provisions of the Older Americans
Act amendments which had just been
signed into law by President Nixon, and
he was especially interested im its ap-
plicability to the efforts of his local
senior citizen group to construct a een-
ter for its activities. Russ also attended
two sessions of the Subcommitiee on
Consumer Economics of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee which was holding
hearings on medical costs and health
care delivery.

In addition to studying legislation and
some recent reports of the Senate Select
Committee on Aging, Pearl familiarized
herself with office procedure and filled in
as receptionist by answering the tele-
phone, greeting visitors, and opening the
mail. She attended Senate Finance Com-
mittee hearings on revisions in social
services regulations and arranged a spe-
cial visit to Virginia Knauer's Office of
Consumer Affairs.

The second week was filled with meet-
ings and briefings with the interns from
the other three offices. All the senior
interns—a. total of nine—stayed at the
same hotel, and this helped contribute
to a group spirit which was evident
throughout the week. At this point I
would like to insert a brief listing of the
group’s activities during the week:

Meetings with representatives of: Sen-
ate Special Committee on Aging, National
Council of Senior Citizens, Administra-
tion on Aging of HEW, American Asso-
ciation of Retired Persons/National Re-
tired Teachers Association, and Older
Americans Volunteer programs of
ACTION.

Tour of the White House and meeting
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with Max Friedersdorf, Special Assist-
ant to the President.

Tour of the Eisenhower Republican
Center and meeting with George Bush,
Chairman, and Bernard Van Rennselaer,
Director of Senior Citizens Division, of
the Republican National Committee.

Tour of the State Department and
tours and meetings with officials of the
Singapore and Australian Embassies.

Attendance at hearings of the Senate
Finance Committee on proposed reform
of private pension plans.

Their activities and contacts were ex-
tensive and varied, and their busy sched-
ules were supplemented with additional
projects planned by each office for its
own interns. Overall, they learned about
the congressional role in developing leg-
islation, the implementation of legisla-
tion and interest group involvement in
this process. The impact of “senior
power” and citizen action on the govern-
mental system was stressed. To draw
some comparisons regarding the role of
senior citizens in foreign nations, the
interns were treated to a description of
governmental and citizen attitudes to-
ward the elderly in Singapore—with its
heavy influence of Chinese culture—and
Australia—with its mix of British and
American culture—by officials of the Em-
bassies of those two countries.

Each of the interns had specific points
to raise and particular concerns to ex-
press during their many discussions with
the experts. One of the most frequently
and strongly voiced was that senior citi-
zens want to be involved; they desper-
ately want to remain active in their re-
tirement years and have useful outlets
for their interests and skills. While they
have definite feelings that the govern-
ment must adequately provide for the
elderly who are unable to do so for them-
selves, the interns indicated their strong
endorsement of a governmental attitude
which both recognizes and seeks the con-
tributions and productive capabilities of
older Americans,

I am convinced, based on the program
last year and again this year, that the
senior citizen intern program is worthy
of continuance on even a larger scale, It
is my hope that this legislation will be
considered by the House Administration’s
Subcommittee on Accounts during this
session in order that the program can
be made available to the entire House
Jjust as the college intern program. In the
event it is not, I hope more of my col-
leagues will cooperate in another joint
venture of the type we had this year. The
participation of more colleagues will con-
tribute to a richer and more varied ex-
perience for everyone involved. Senior
citizens from vastly different back-
grounds with divergent interests and
views will help assure a program truly
representative of senior citizens in all
parts of the country and from all social
strata. In this way, our senior interns will
be able to share ideas and experiences in
a manner which might not be possible
through any other available mechanism.

The senior intern program is a learn-
ing adventure, not only for the interns
but for the Congressmen as well. Mr.
Hiiris and Mr. Zion can attest to the
fact that these interns were sharp and
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alert. They had questions, and they
wanted answers. If the answers were not
satisfactory, they let you know that, too.

The intern group prompted a great
deal of interest in the project both here
and back in their home areas. At each of
the briefings and meetings the interns
attended, the speakers were impressed
with the intern idea and the potential it
offers for increased congressional respon-
siveness to the elderly. What is more, I
am sure each of the speakers learned
some new things about senior citizens
from the interaction with our group. The
media, as well, appreciated the human
interest aspects of the program, and re-
porters from television, radio and news-
papers gave the interns extensive
coverage.

In closing, I do want to commend this
program to the consideration of my col-
leagues. With the enthusiasm and com-
mitment of Messrs. HiLris, Roru, and
Zion, I believe we have shown that the
senior citizen intern idea is more than
just an idea. It is a workable program,

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my distin-
guished colleague from Indiana (Mr.
HILLis).

INTERN PROGRAM FOR SENIOR
CITIZENS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. HiLLis) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
from Pennsylvania

colleague
BIESTER) .

Mr. Speaker, I have recently intro-
duced legislation which would institute
a senior citizen intern program in the
House of Representatives. Such action
was brought about by a project designed
for senior citizens in which I participated
during May.

Each summer we have young college
interns who come to Washington to en-
gage in a work-study program. The same
idea, applied to individuals over 65,
proved to be an excellent means of com-
municating with the elderly in my con-
gressional district.

With the help of a district committee,
Mr. and Mrs. Paul Perdiue of Anderson,
Ind., were chosen to spend 1 week in my
Washington Office.

All too often we forget that older
Americans are still alive. They have
much to contribute to society. We must
remember that while it is their hope to
live comfortably in their last years, it is
also their desire to remain active and,
when able, render some service to their
community. This was evidenced many
times during my conversations with the
Perdiues. And, after a week of close con-
tact with the interns, I have concluded
that I learned as much from the project
as did the interns,

The Perdiues were enthusiastic and
eager to see just how a Congressional of-
fice functioned as well as learn how the
Federal Government operated and what
was being done for the elderly. Now they
are back in Indiana and attending many
group meetings of senior citizen coun-
cils and reporting to me the thoughts of
their fellow seniors. At this point I sub-
mit their report which follows:

(Mr,
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SENI1OR CITIZEN INTERN REPORT

On May 1, I was notified by Congressman
Hillis that I had been chosen to serve as a
Senior Citizen Intern in his Congressional
Office in Washington for the week beginning
May 20. My wife was also invited to accom-
pany me. Earlier I had applied by letter giv-
ing the reasons I wanted to serve which I
thought would be of interest to the Con-
gressman and those who were to choose his
interns. Needless to say, I was surprised and
excited. I had never met Mr, Hillis prior to
this.

We arrived in Washington late on Sunday
afternoon, May 20. There was some bad
weather between Anderson and Washington.
However, the Congressman landed in Colum-
bus, Ohio, for a short time and we waited for
the sky to clear. From then on the weather
was smooth and we landed in Washington
to a lovely scattering of lights upon the
monuments.

On Monday morning, we met with other
Senior Citizen Interns in the lobby of our
hotel and proceeded by bus to Capitol Hill
for breakfast. At 9:00 a.m., we reported to
1721 Longworth House Office Bullding and
our week of busy activities began. Awaiting
us were photographers and newspaper re-
porters representing the news media back
home. We felt like movie stars.

We were overwhelmed after looking at our
schedule for the week but were relieved to
learn that interns from three other offices
would be accompanying us during the week.
There were nine of us altogether—three other
people from Indiana, two from Pennsylvania
and two from Delaware.

Aside from the specially oriented briefings
for the interns, we engaged in a work-study
program in the Hillis office, along the lines
of that for young college interns who serve
each summer.

We sat in on a Senate Finance Committee
hearing concerning private pension in which
Treasury Secretary George Schultz testified
on the Administration proposals on vesting
and portability of pensions.

Briefings included sessions with represent-
atives of the Senate Special Committee on
Aging, National Council of Senior Citizens,
American Association of Retired Persons and
National Retired Teachers Association,

We were also privileged to talk with Vietor
Hruska, Director of the Older American Vol-
unteer Programs at ACTION. He discussed
Foster Grandparents and the RSVP programs
which are community service programs in-
volving senior citizens. We were encouraged
to learn of senior citizens who were older
than us participating in programs to help
infants and the young.

Max Friedersdorf, Special Assistant to
President Nixon and also a former Hoosler, was
host for a coffee-conference at the White
House. We discussed our needs as senior
citizens and legislation which we thought
would be needed. Mr. Friedersdorf presented
us with pens used by President Nixon in
signing legislation as a gift from the Presi-
dent who was unable to attend. All interns
later toured the White House.

At the Administration on Aging head-
quarters in the Department of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare complex there was a two-
hour session on what the federal government
is doing in the area of senior citizen con-
cerns. Officials representing various phases
asked the interns about primary concerns
and needs of older Americans,

Bernard Van Rensselaer, 87-year-old di-
rector of the Republican National Commit-
tee Senior Citizens Division, hosted a coffee-~
conference in the headquarters of the Re-
publican National Committee. George Bush,
Republican National Chairman, spoke during
the discussion on senior citizen action in
polites.

At the end of our week we met for a long
sesslon with Congressman Hillis and his Leg-
islative Assistant, Judy Watson, and Miss
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Donna Norton to discuss what legislislation
we felt was necessary. The Congressman has
already sponsored a number of bills to bene-
fit the senior citizen and intends to push
others through Congress. We were impressed
by his interest in us and the problems we
as older Americans face.
. We were honored at the Singapore Em-
bassy and Australian Embassy one afternoon
where we spoke with their representatives in
Washington. After seeing a film at each em-
bassy, we were given an opportunity to ask
questions about the care of senior citizens in
their country.

Congressman Hillis and Congressman Zion
of Evansville who represents Indiana’s 8th
District, were co-hosts for a wind-up lunch-
eon in the Joe Martin Dining Room of the
Capitol to honor their Indiana interns. In-
vited guests were other Indiana Congress-
men and Leaders of the House.

On Friday morning, May 25, we were up
early along with a heavy rain for the fiight
back to Indiana on the Congressman’s plane.
Our week in Washington will be one to be
remembered for a long time. We made many
new friends whom we shall not forget.

We learned that much is being done for
the senior citizen to make his life more com-
fortable. There are many bills pending in
Congress. However, we realize that any real
accomplishments will take time. We are en-
couraged that things are not at a stand-still.
Actlon is on its way.

Numerous Congressmen, enthusiastic after
seeing the initial Senior Citizen Intern Pro-
gram in operation, plan to sponsor older
interns next year during Senior Citizens
Month, It is expected that the intern group
will reach 100 in 1974.

We thank essman Hillis for his in-
terest in senior citizens which prompted him
to sponsor such a program. We are grateful
to have had the opportunity to participate.
We learned much which we hope to share
with other senior citizen groups throughout
the 5th Congressional District in the coming
months,

Our thanks also go to the staff of Congress-
man Hillis for the kindness extended to us,
and to Miss Norton, his assistant and co-
ordinator of the program, who spent much
of the week with us.

Pavulr PERDIUE.

AwpERsonN, IND.

BENEFITS OF PHYSICAL
EDUCATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. Hosan) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, all too often
sports are looked upon as either an ex-
tracurricular activity or a vicarious form
of entertainment. Yet history and our
current experience illustrates repeatedly
the benefits of physical education and
competitive sports.

I think it is vitally important that
the amateur athlete in this country be
given the greatest opportunities possible
to develop and exhibit his or her
talents. This means an end to all arti-
ficial and meaningless restraints on his
freedom to participate.

For this reason, I am today introduc-
ing a bill which would establish a Fed-
eral Amateur Sports Commission. This
Commission would promulgate rules
and regulations which would improve
the eoordination of the various amateur
athletic organizations and aid in the de-
velopment of amateur athletic programs
in the United States. This would en-
hance the competitive ability of Amer-
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can athletes in international competi-
tion.

This Commission would also have un-
der its jurisdiction, a Division on the
Olympic Games which would be au-
thorized to review the participation of
the United States in the Olympic games.
This Division would be required to rec-
ommend the form of organization by
means of which the United States
should participate in the Olympic move-
ment and present specific proposals for
any legislation required to implement its
recommendations.

Congress and the public at large need
to become more informed about the pur-
pose and objectives of the U.S. participa-
tion in the Olympics and about the
methods by which that participation is
accomplished.

This bill is concerned with improving
the quality and personal values asso-
ciated with international competition
which is the highest level to which any of
our athletes can aspire at the amateur
level.

It must be recognized from the outset
that the major problem confronting
sports in the United States is not domes-
tic in origin. Various organizations have
in the past, and are presently, and will
in the future, be able to conduct their
own national programs for the benefit
of the participant and fo the advance-
ment of the sport because of a free and
unrestricted opportunity to do so. To a
considerable degree, these programs con-
ducted under high competitive stand-
ards, enable the United States to tradi-
tionally be well represented, and this
includes at the Olympic level.

The present problem in the U.S. ama-
teur athletics has an international origin.
It emanates from membership in inter-
national sporfs governing bodies. From
this membership comes authority and
control which affects all of our country’s
participation. Some international sports
governing bodies refused to take into
consideration the development and
growth of athletics in the country and
the resulting change in the organizations
which now sponsor the programs which
make the most significant contributions
to sports in the United States.

The governing body of a sport auto-
matically carries with it the majority
vote of its representatives on the all-im-
portant games committee of the U.S.
Olympie Committee. What a farce it was
when in the past Olympiad an organiza-
tion such as the AAU, which contributes
little to international amateur basketball,
automatically had the majority of
votes—23 of 45—while the NCAA had
8, junior colleges had 1, and the 21,000
high schools had 2. An organization that
is practically dead in a sport determined
who were to be the coaches, managers,
and players for an Olympic team.

Is it not reasonable to expect that an
organization which contributes the over-
whelming majority in terms of players,
coaches, facilities, finances, and leader-
ship in a sport should be the country’s in-
ternational representative in that sport?

It seems apparent that the U.S. Olym-
pic Committee has demonstrated that it
will not voluntarily provide the reforms
that are absolutely needed and, there-
fore, has not been efficient in striving for
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maximum production of our great poten-
tial in international competition.

Mr. Speaker, the field of sport has been
a tradition in America since our begin-
ning. It has been important in achieving
international friendship with so many
nations throughout the world. If we do
not act in such a way as to give lasting
meaning to our individual commitments,
Congress will have lost a golden oppor-
tunity to accomplish something good for
the people of this country, and especial-
ly for the many talented athletes who
represent American excellence in sports.

TRUST FUND FLEXIBILITY: MORE
IMPERATIVE THAN EVER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, last spring 190 Members of the
House voted to permit cities and States
to use some of their urban road funds
for mass transit. I still believe that this
flexibility is essential for the develop-
ment of balanced transportation sys-
tems in our cities. Events over the last
2 months have convinced me, however,
that it is more important than ever that
the option to use urban reoad funds for
needed public transportation programs
be incorporated in this year’s highway
act. In particular, the fuel shortages
and the traffic control strategies re-
quired under the Clean Air Act make it
abundently clear that we must begin
now to shift our urban transpertation
spending priorities away from yet more
highways and automobiles toward im-
proved public transportation facilities
and services.

At the same time many States are
running out of highway dollars. This
situation has been seriously aggravated
by the fact that the House-Senate Con-
ference on the Highway Aet has been
deadlocked for nearly 8 weeks over the
issue of permitting the use of highway
trust funds for public transportation.
While recognizing the importance of pro-
ducing a comprehensive highway bill as
soon as possible, the Senate has consis-
tently taken the position that the Fed-
eral-aid highway program ought not to
suffer pending final passage of a com-
prehensive Highway Act. As early as last
March the Senate-passed Senate Con-
current Resolution 6 which would have
released $1 billion in fiseal year 1974
interstate funds in order to minimize any
damage to the program caused by fail-
ure to pass a bill in 1972. The House
Public Works Committee, however, re-
fused even to consider, much less favor-
ably report Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tiom 6.

The Senate tried again in May, by
which time seven States—Vermont, West
Virginia, Washington, Georgia, Hawaii,
Indiana, and Maine—had already run
out of interstate funds. The Senate ve-
hicle was S. 1808 which called for the
release of $1 billion in fiscal year 1974
interstate funds and $500 million in fis-
cal year 1975 primary, secondary, and
urban extension funds. The House con-
ferees finally agreed to accept S. 1808 on
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June 27 and the House passed S. 1808 on
June 28.

It would have been most prudent for
the House to have passed these interim
authorizations much earlier. Passing the
bill earlier would have allowed the States
more highway dollars and more plan-
ning time for the summer construction
season. As it is, the following 28 States
had virtually exhausted their interstate
or other highway program dollars: Ala-
bama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Cali-
fornia, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Indiana,
Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Massachu-
setts, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri,
Nevada, New Mexico, Oklahoma, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Ver-
mont, Virginia, Washington, West Vir-
ginia, and Wyoming.

Waiting to pass this interim measure
until yesterday helped neither the “high-~
way only”" advocates nor the “transit op-
tion” advocates. It only hurts the high-
way program.

The House-Senate conference on the
highway bill has been meeting for 2
months. It is essential that a long-term
comprehensive highway bill be agreed
upon as quickly as possible so that the
States can plan ahead. Toward this end
the Senate not only passed its version of
the 1973 Federal-Aid Highway Act more
than a month before the House did, but
the Senate conferees have also put for-
ward compromise proposal after compro-
mise proposal aimed at resolving differ-
ences between the House and Senate
bills. All of these compromise proposals
have been rejected by the House con-
ferees. The most recent Senate proposal
ought to have been particularly attrac-
tive to the House conferees.

The Senate offer essentially called for
substituting urban system flexibility, as
under the Senate-passed Muskie-Baker
amendment, for a “tax turnback” or rev-
enue sharing. Under the Senate offer, 20
percent of the annual Federal gasoline
tax revenues, or approximately $800 mil-
lion per year, would be returned to the
States in proportion to their gasoline tax
contributions to the highway trust fund.
Their returned tax dollars could be used
on any surface transportation project
excluding waterway or pipeline develop-
ment.

Thus, in lien of permitiing cities and
States to use their shares of the $850 mil-
lion per year allocated to the urban sys-
tem for bus or rail eapital projects as
well as urban highway programs as un-
der the Senate-passed bill, this proposal
would permit cities and States to use
their shares of this new $800 million per
year program—out of which approxi-
mately $588 million would be earmarked
for expenditure in urban areas of 5,000
or more in population—for highway
construction or highway maintenance,
bus and rail mass transit operating costs,
or intercity rail programs.

There were elements in the Senate
proposal that ought to have had great
appeal to the House conferees. For one
thing, it could be argued that the pro-
posal did not call for using highway trust
fund revenues for nonhighway purposes,
but rather that what was being proposed
was, in effect, an $300 million a year re-
duction in the highway trust fund
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coupled with a tax turnback to the States
according to their contributions to the
trust fund:

Thus, Montana's highway user taxes
could not, under any stretch of the
imagination, be said to be paying for
New York City’s or Chicago's subways.
Further, the proposed block grant or rev-
enue-sharing approach would relieve the
States of much of the Federal redtape
that contributes to the long leadtime re-
quired for Federal-aid highway projects.

The proposal, however, was rejected.
Instead, the House conferees worked up
a counterproposal which was essentially
similar to the House-passed bill, except
that it would permit the use of up to $100
million per year out of the urban system
authorization for the purchase of buses.
The House conferees counterproposal,
incidentally, included features of the
House bill, such as the 10,000-mile prior-
ity primary highway system and several
highway beautification provisions, which
the Senate conferees had already re-
jected. And so, the Senate conferees
unanimously rejected the House con-
ferees’ package. Consequently, the con-
ference appears for the time being, at
least, to be hopelessly deadlocked.

Meanwhile, from one end of the coun-
try to the other, the warning flags are
flying: The fuel shortage will become
increasingly serious in the months ahead.
The manufacture and operation of auto-
mobiles accounts for more than a fifth
of all the energy consumed in the United
States. Worse still, automobiles effec-
tively use only 5 percent of the poten-
tial energy they burn; the rest is wasted.
The average car has about 120 horse-
power per passenger—roughly the
amount required by a subsonic aircraft
for take-off. Per passenger mile, a car
consumes five times as much fuel as a
train, and six times as much as a bus.

In light of an increasingly serious
shortage this waste is unacceptable. Gas-
oline stations are closing on Sundays;
some travelers can only fill their tanks
one half at a time. The American Auto-
mobile Association states that last week
of 3,417 reporting gasoline stations, 1,592
or 47 percent were operating fewer hours
on weekdays, were closed on Sundays, or
has otherwise curtailed normal opera-
tions.

Ironically, the fuel shortage has al-
ready had a significant impact on high-
way construction in some instances. As
the highway-building season began, in
the words of the head of the Associated
General Contractors of America:

Hundreds of construction firms ., . . can
get no firm commitments on fuel for projects
now slated to begin in 30 to 90 days, ranging
from highways in Virginia to industrial
plants in California.

City governments, too, are feeling the
fuel crunch. Detroit, Birmingham, Ala.,
and Atlanta, Ga., are only a few of the
cities which have had trouble finding
bidders for city fuel supplies.

Last winter fuel shortages caused the
closing of schools and industries in the
Midwest. And at this time it appears that
there will be shortages of fuel for farm
machinery needed to plant and harvest
the Nation's agricultural products. Can
we really afforc to feed our cars at the
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expense of closing our schools, factories,
and farms?

I do not believe we can. Furthermore,
I am convinced that improved urban
mass transportation could provide signi-
ficant relief. For example, if we could
shift one-fourth of urban travel in ma-
jor metropolitan areas from orivate au-
tomobiles to public transportation, we
could expect to save nearly a million
barrels of petroleum a day by 1980. It
has been said that energy is the ulti-
mate natural resource. It is also a lim-
ited resource. Unless we begin to con-
serve energy, by eliminating wasteful
uses, and providing for more energy
efficient uses of the limited resources we
have, we may soon be paying a tremend-
ously high price for our energy needs.
While mass transit may not be the whole
answer, it is a beginning. Interestingly
enough, many major oil companies agree
and have publicly endorsed highway
trust fund flexibility. They include:
Exxon, Mobil, Gulf, Texaco, and Atlantic
Richfield.

The transportation control strategies
required under the Clean Air Act further
underscore the importance of providing
cities with the option to use some of
their highway funds for public transpor-
tation. The Environmental Protection
Agency is currently planning transpor-
tation control strategies for at least 18
urban areas in the United States. The
measures proposed by EPA just 2 weeks
ago are indeed stringent. Plans include
limitations on gasoline sales, outright
bans on automobiles in certain areas,
and increases in off street parking taxes.
These measures are presently subject to
review, after public comment, to de-
termine whether or not such plans are
implementable, and whether they are
desirable.

However, regardless of the immediate
impact of the transportation control
strategies, the long term implications of
the role of transportation in achieving
ambient air quality standards is clear.

In spite of stringent emission controls
being required for installation on ve-
hicles, the automobile pollution problem
will continue to be dictated by the total
number of vehicle miles driven in any
given urban area. It is not to complex a
proposition to realize that gains in air
quality attributable to a decrease in
emissions per vehicle mile will be offset
by any increase in the total number of
vehicle miles driven. Thus a key ele-
ment of any plan to achieve the ambient
air quality standards of automobile use
within the region.

It is equally obvious that reducing the
overall use of autombiles in urban areas
cannot be accomplished without provid-
ing alternative forms of transportation.
Clearly we cannot accept the choice pres-
ently before us: Our air or our cars.
Nor ean the public be expected to volun-
tarily limit their use of automobiles if no
alternative form of transportation is
available. To do so would create little
but ehaos.

Thus it is imperative that our urban
areas be allowed to develop their trans-
portation systems to remedy such situa-
tions. In order to do this we must remove
the financial constraints presently placed
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on our urban areas by the bias in Fed-
eral transportation funding; and be-
cause of the “lead time” required for
effective transportation planning, the
bias must be removed now. Only when
alternative forms of transportation are
available, be it exclusive buslanes, en-
tirely new bus systems, or the construc-
tion and operation of rail systems in high
density areas, can we begin to achieve
the kind of ambient air quality that will
not subject our populace to breathing air
that is hazardous to their health.

THE ELDERLY AND HANDICAPPED
AMERICANS TRANSPORTATION
SERVICES ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. ROSENTHAL)
is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I am
today introducing, along with 39 of my
colleagues, legislation to make travel
around town or across country easier and
cheaper for elderly and handicapped
Americans.

The bill, “the Elderly and Handicapped
Americans Transportation Services Act,”
would: X

Make it possible for persons 65 and
older to travel at free or reduced fares
on airlines, railroads and buslines.

Permit similar discounts for the blind,
the mentally and physically handicapped,
and persons traveling in their attendance
on airlines. Rail and bus lines already
are covered under present law.

Provide for special services and fa-
cilities to eliminate travel barriers en-
countered by handicapped and elderly
persons on mass transit facilities.

Beneficiaries of this bill are the Na-
tion’s more than 21 million handicapped
Americans—including many Vietnam
veterans—20 million elderly Americans
who wish to remain active and keep in
touch with society, the friends and rela-
tives who these persons will be able to
visit, and the transportation industry.

Getting out of their homes and travel-
ing, whether for pleasure or for a job
previously unavailable, is certain to give
elderly and handicapped Americans a
new sense of belonging and a feeling of
independence.

This bill not only makes travel easier
for those who would have trouble doing
so, but it would also help to fill com-
mercial transports that usually run well
below capacity. Over 100 urban trans-
port systems around the country have
reduced fare programs, and most are
finding that their business has been
spurred. For example, since the New York
City subway started its reduced-fare pro-
gram, there has been a reported 30 per-
cent increase in travelers.

The transportation industry would
soon find that this virtually untapped
segment of the American population
would bring considerably more business
to commercial transportation, The fare
provisions of the bill are discretionary,
allowing each carrier to decide for itself
how much, if any, discount to offer.

The potential mobility of those who
would benefit is severely limited by lack
of income: 25 percent of the Nation's

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

elderly are below the poverty level. Yet
reducing fares is not enough, If the
handicapped and the elderly are to take
advantage of the reduced fares, special
facilities will have to be made for them.
Through this bill, special grants and
loans will be allocated to State and loeal
agencies to assist them in providing
mass transportation services that are
planned, designed, and carried out to
meet the special needs of these people.
These include ramps at subway stations,
sheltered waiting areas with special
areas for wheelchairs, and stanchions
running from floor to ceiling in subway
cars instead of overhead grips. The Sec-
retary of Transportation would pre-
scribe design standards to insure that
the elderly and handicapped would have
ready access to these services.

In addition, the bill provides for spe-
cial consideration of applications for
Federal transportation grants and loans
to those agencies taking measures to
aid the elderly and handicapped. It also
authorizes $40 million over the next 2
years for special transportation plan-
ning, research and demonstration
grants.

The public fails to realize that the
greatest single obstacle of the handi-
capped is the physical design of build-
ings and facilities they must use. Alter-
natives will have to be found to such
barriers as: bus and train steps, of
which 30 percent of the handicapped
cannot now use; escalators; long stair-
cases, and a multitude of obstacles
which do not even warrant a second
thought by the able-bodied majority.

I believe that many measures can be
taken to relieve the strain of urban and
cross-country travel: special ticket
lines; turnstiles that have been rede-
signed to accommodate not only the
elderly and handicapped but also shop-
pers with packages, children or any-
thing that restricts their movements:
travel lanes set aside for those people
unable to move quickly; wider doors on
all vehicles, and shuttles or minibuses
where a long walk is required, as in air-
line terminals.

Since handicapped people tend to suf-
fer more from the confusion and panic
experienced when they become dis-
oriented, visual indicators, illuminated
sign boards, audio signals, and floor tex-
ture pathways would greatly benefit
these people and help to keep the masses
of travelers flowing smoothly. These
special adaptations for the handicapped
need not be separate from the normal
traflic patterns. It may prove to be even
more convenient, and preferable to the
general public.

More than anything else, this bill will
aid our aged and disabled in achieving a
dignified and meaningful life.

Sponsors of the bill are:

JOosSEPH AppABBO, HERMAN BADILLO,
JONATHAN BINGHAM, CHARLES CARNEY,
SHIRLEY CHISHOLM, WILLIAM CLAY, CAR-
p1ss COLLINS.

Joun CoNYERS, Dominick V. DANIELS,
RoOBERT DRINAN, DoN Ebpwarps, DONALD
FRrRASER, RICHARD FULTON.

HenrRY Gonzarez, Erra Grasso, WiL-
LIAM GREEN, MICHAEL HARRINGTON,
Avcustus HAwkiIns, KEN HECHLER.
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Henry HEeLsTOski, Epwarp KocH, Ros-
ERT MOLLOHAN, WILLIAM MOORHEAD, JOHN
MurrPHY, MORGAN MURPHY.

ROBERT NIX, CLAUDE PEPPER, CARL PER-
KINS, BERTRAM PODELL, CHARLES RANGEL,
OGDEN REID.

PETER RopINO, ROBERT ROE, PAUL SaAR-
BANES, FORTNEY STARK, ROBERT TIERNAN,
CuarRLES H. WiLsoN, ANTONIO Won Pat,
Gus YATRON.

The text follows:

H.R. 9096
A bill to amend the Federal Aviation Act of
1958 in order to authorize free or reduced
rate transportation to handicaped persons
and persons who are sixty-five years of age
or older, to amend the Interstate Com-
merce Act to authorize free or reduced rate
transportation for persons who are sixty-
five years of age or older, and to provide
new and improved transportation pro-
grams for the handicapped and the elderly.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as *“The Elderly and Handi-
capped Americans Transportation Services
Act”.

Sec. 2. Section 403(b) of the Federal Avia-
tion Aet of 1958 (49 U.S.C. 1373(b)) is
amended—

(1) by inserting after “persons in connec-
tion with such accident;” the following:
“person who are sixty-five years of age or
older, handicapped persons when the handi-
capped person requires an attendant, and
such attendant;"”, and

(2) by inserting at the end thereof the
following: “For the purposes of this subsec-
tion the term ‘handicapped persons’ means
persons who have severely impaired vision or
hearing, and other physically or mentally
handicapped persons as defined by the
Board.”

Sec. 3. Section 22(1) of the Interstate
Commerce Act (49 U.S.C. 22(1)) is amended
by inserting after “or commutation passenger
tickets" the following: “, or the transporta-
tion of persons who are sixty-five years of
age or older free or at reduced rates”, and
is amended by striking out “to the extent
of requiring such attendant, at the usual and
ordinary fare charged to one person” and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: “to
the extent of requiring such attendant, or
from carrying such attendant free or at re-
duced rates'.

Sec. 4. (a) Section 3 of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 (49 U.B.C. 1602)
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following:

“(f) In providing financial assistance
under this Act the Secretary shall give pref-
erence to applications made by State and
local public bodies and agencies thereof
which agree to adopt and maintain (or re-
quire the adoption and maintenance of)
speclally reduced rates, not exceeding 50
per centum of regular rates, for persons who
are handicapped (including the deaf and
blind) or who are sixty-five of age or over,
on all days of operation (by the applicant
or any person covered by the application) of
the facilities and equipment to be financed
under the application.”

(b) Section 16(b) of such Act of 1964 (49
US.C. 1612(b)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“(b) In addition to any grant or loan
otherwise authorized by this Act, the Sec-
retary may make grants and loans to States
and lecal public bodies and agencies thereof
for the specific purpose of assisting them
to provide mass transportation services that
are planned, designed, and carried out to
meet the special needs of handicapped per-
sons (including the deaf and blind) and
persons sixty-five years of age and over.
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Grants and loans made under the preceding
sentence shall be subject to all of the terms,
conditions, requirements, and other provi-
sions applicable to grants and loans under
section 3(a) of this Act, and shall be con-
sidered for the purpose of all other laws to
have been made under such section. Of the
total amount of obligations which the Sec-
retary may incur on behalf of the United
States under the first sentence of section
4(c), 2 per centum may be set aside and
used to finance the programs and activities
authorized by this subsection, including ad-
ministrative costs.”

Sec. 5. The Act entitled “An Act to insure
that certain buildings financed with Federal
funds are so designed and constructed as to
' be accessible to the physically handicapped”,
approved August 12, 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4151-
4156), is amended—

(1) by striking out “or" at the end of
paragraph (3) in the first section;

(2) by striking out the period at the end
of paragraph (4) in the first section and
inserting in lieu thereof *; or™;

(3) by adding at the end of the first sec-
tion the following:

“(5) to be eomnsiructed with financial as-
sistance under the Urban Mass Transporta-
tlon Act of 1964.”;

(4) by redesignating sections 5 and 6 as
sections 6 and 7; respectively;

(5) by inserting after section 4 the follow-
ing:

“Sgc. 5. The Secretary of Transportation,
after consultation with the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, may pre-
scribe standards for the design of buildings,
structures, and facilities which are provided
with financial assistance under the Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1964 and are sub-
ject to this Act, to insure that persons sixty-
five years of age and over, and physically and
mentally handicapped persons (including the
deaf and the blind) will have ready access to,

and use of, those buildings, structures, and
facilities.”; and

(6) by inserting “and the Secretary of
Transportation with respect to standards is-
sued under section 5, immediately before
the words “is authorized—" in section 7, as
redesignated by this Act.

Sec. 6. Title IV of the Older Americans
Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3031 and 3032) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following:

‘' SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING, RESEARCH,
AND DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

“Sec. 403. (a) The Secretary, after con-
sulting with the Secretary of Transportation
and the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development, may make grants to any pub-
lic or nonprofit agency, organization, or in-
stitution, and may contract with any agen-
cy, organization, or institution, or any in-
dividual, to—

“(1) study the economic and service aspects
of transportation for persons sixty-five years
of age and over living in urban or rural
areas;

“(2) conduct planning, research, and dem-
onstration projects regarding the feasibility
of special transportation subsystems for per-
sons sixty-five years of age and over and for
persons with mobility restrictions;

“(3) conduct planning, research, and dem-
onstration projects on portal-to-portal serv-
ice and demand actuated services for persons
listed in paragraph (2);:

“(4) conduct planning, research, and dem-
onstration projects concerning the impact of
transportation pricing structures on the
comfort and morale of persons sixty-five
years of age and over;

“(5) study transportation and social serv-
ice delivery interfaces;

“(6) conduct planning, research, and
demonstration projects to coordinate and de-
velop better transportation services per-
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formed by health and social service agencies
for persons sixty-five years of age and over;

*(7) conduct planning, research, and dem-
onstration projects regarding off-hour use of
scheoolbuses for tramsportation services for
persons sixty-five years of age and over;

*(8) conduct planning, research, and dem-
onstration projects concerning other rele-
vant problems affecting the mobility of per-
sons sixty-five years of age and over;

"{9) conduct planning, research, and dem-
onstration projects concerning the uses of
transportation personnel to assist persons
sixty-five years of age and over who use pub-
Mic transportation; and

*(10) conduct research on transportation
vehicles which will best serve the needs of
the handicapped, including persons with se-
verely impaired vision or hearing, and those
persons sixty-five years of age and over.

“(b) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated to carry out this section $15,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and $25,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
197 -Il

ONE-HUNDREDTH ANNIVERSARY
OF THE BIRTH OF GUGLIELMO
MARCONI

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ANNUNzIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr, Speaker, 1974 is
the centennial anniversary of the birth
of Guglielmo Marconi, the scientific
genius who invented and developed the
wireless telegraph. Born in Bologna,
Italy, on April 25, 1874, Marconi re-
ceived most of his education from tuters
a5 home and never studied at a univer-
sity. He did, however, study physics pri-
vately and was acquainted with Prof.
Augusto Righi of the University of Bo-
logna, a pioneer in the study of electro-
magnetic waves.

While on vacation in the Italian Alps
during the summer of 1894, Marconi
picked up an electrical journal ccntain-
ing an article describing the electromag-
nefic wave experiments of Heinrich
Hertz. From this he conceived the idea
of using Hertzian waves for communica-
tions, and he returned to his home in
Pontecchio eager to test the idea. Within
several months he completed his ap-
paratus and transmitted signals through
the air from one end of the house to the
other, then from the house to the gar-
den. These experiments were in effect
the dawn of practical wireless telegraphy.

Since communications at sea presented
the greatest promise for development
and use of the imvention, Marconi de-
cided to go to England in 1896, where
there was greater shipping activity. Brit-
ish Army and Navy officials were invited
to observe his historic experiments on
Salisbury Plain. Modestly, Marconi de-
clared that his discovery was not the
result of long hours of labor and thought,
but of experiments with devices invented
by other men, to which he applied cer-
tain improvements. First, he increased
the effectiveness of wireless by connect-
ing both transmitter and receiver with
the earth, that is, grounding them; sec-
ond, he used the vertical wire, or antenna,
insulated from the earth, which was the
more important of the two innovations.

In 1897, Marconi rigged up a new sta-
tion at The Needles on the Isle of Wight,
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and in 1898 the first paid Marconigrams
were sent by Baron Kelvin to his friend
George Stokes and to Sir William Preece,
engineer in chief of the British Post Of-
fice, who was deeply interested in signal-
ing without wires. Wireless messages
could now be sent about 18 miles. En-
couraged, Marconi built a new station at
Bournemouth. Shipping interests began
to show an interest in this new form of
communication, and Queen Victoria in-
vited Marconi to establish communica-
tion between Osborne House on the Isle
of Wight and the royal yacht Osborne.
In March 1899 he flashed the first signal
across the English Channel from France
to the cliffs of Dover. He was then in-
vited to the United States by the New
York Herald, which arranged for instal-
lation of his apparatus on the steamship
Ponce, from which bulletins were flashed
on the progress of the international
vacht races off the New Jersey coast.

The dawn of the 20th century found
Marconi possessed with the idea of
sending messages across the Atlantic. At
Poldhu, on the southwest tip of England,
he built a transmitter 100 times more
powerful than any previous station, and
in November 1901 he went to America
to install a receiving station at St. John's,
Newfoundland. December 21, 1901, be-
came a historic date in the annals of
wireless when the 27-year-old Marconi
received signals across the ocean from
Poldhu. News of his achievement sped
around the world, and he was acclaimed
by outstanding scientists, including
Thomas Edison, Michael Pupin, Charles
Steinmetz, and Sir Oliver Lodge.

Marconi then turned his attention to
the application of wireless to ships at sea,
conducting historie tests from the steam-
er Philadelphia. Glace Bay, Nova Scotia,
was selected as a site for a transmitter
to demonstrate further the capabilities of
the invention by transatlantic contacts
with Poldhu. The scene then shifted to
Cape Cod, Mass., and from a station built
at South Wellfleet communication was
established with England. An exchange
of messages between President Theodore
Roosevelt and King Edward VII, on Jan-
uary 19, 1903, heralded Marconi’s “won-
derful triumph of scientific research and
ingenuity.”

Marconi next selected Clifden, Ire-
land, as the location for a 300-kilowatt
station, and there he incorporated many
new ideals and improvements which re-
sulted from the earlier tests. So strong
were the signals that Glace Bay and Clif-
den seemed only a short distance apart
as thousands of words crossed the sea.
Press and commercial service were estab-
lished in 1907.

Wireless met its first big test in time
of disaster at sea on January 23, 1909,
when the SS Republic was rammed by
the S8 Florida, 26 miles south of Nan-
tucket Lightship. Rescue ships came
from all directions, and only six lives
were lost, although the Republic sank
while the crippled Florida was towed to
port. Three years later—on April 12,
1912—the SS Titanic bound for New
York City on her maiden voyage, crashed
into an iceberg in midocean, and its
wireless frantically called for help as the
SOS flashed from the masthead. From
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that day no one argued that wireless was
just a dream or a toy, and honors were
heaped upon Marconi as a benefactor of
mankind. Previously, in 1909, his
achievement had been recognized by the
award of the Nobel Prize in physiecs.

During World War I, Marconi was in
Italy aiding the Italian Navy in com-
munications. Wireless emerged from the
war with new records of accomplishment,
and Marconi, entranced by the possibili-
ties of shortwaves, directed his experi-
ments toward this new field. He bought
a yacht, which he named Eletira,
equipped it as a floating laboratory, and
established communication between the
Mediterranean and Australia and other
points around the world. From short-
waves he went to microwaves and, in
1922, demonstrated their possibilities,
especially directional effects and their
application to radiotelephony. He pre-
dicted that a revolution in wireless was
coming with the harnessing of tiny
waves that would vastly improve world-
wide communication. Beyond that he
foresaw the possibilities of sending radio-
photos and eventually pictures in mo-
tion—in other words, television.

Marconi continued his research and
development activities, especially in the
area of microwaves, but by 1935 his
health was failing, and doctors ordered
him to take a complete rest. Two years
later the wireless that he developed
startled the world with the news that
Marconi's “race of existence” had ended
with tragic suddenness in a heart attack.

Mr. Speaker, Marconi was one of the
giant figures in the history of modern
science. He either developed or foresaw
the development of most of the revolu-
tionary innovations in 20th century com-
munications, developments which liter-
ally transformed the conditions of mod-
ern life. The United States, and indeed
the entire world, have benefited im-
measurably from this great man’s work.

For this reason, I am today introduc-
ing a bill for the issuance of a commem-
orative stamp by the U.S. Postal Service
in honor of Marconi’s birth. I feel that
this is an appropriate tribute to the great
“Son of Italy” who contributed so much
to the quality of our society, and I urge
my colleagues’ support.

CONGRESSMAN DRINAN HOLDS DIS-
TRICT HEARINGS ON HEALTH
PROGRAMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. DRINAN)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, on May 5,
1973, at a public hearing I held at New-
ton City Hall in Newton, Mass., I heard
testimony from many expert witnesses
representing various disciplines of the
medical profession on the impact of the
administration’s proposed fiscal 1974
health budget.

Specifically, the witnesses focused on
the effects of the proposed budgetary
cutbacks upon medical education, bio-
medical research, nurse training, and
other Federal health-care efforts, such as
the regional medical programs. These
doctors, nurses, medical educators, and
health administrators, emphasized the
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need for continuing medical school capi-
tation grants, biomedical research, and
research training programs.

The testimony in these hearings, which
I have shared with my colleagues in Con-
gress, confirmed my belief that in seeking
to terminate certain health programs
and substantially reduce funding, the
administration has made a decision
which will be harmful not only to us, but
also to our children, who will not have
the benefits, which we now take for
granted, that result from ongoing pro-
grams of medical research and education.
Without this life-saving research, future
generations will have only as much med-
ical knowledge as we possess today. To
pursue such a policy is, in fact, uneco-
nomical. We have spent millions of dol-
lars in research projects which would
have to be halted, if the administration’s
proposals are accepted. Considerable pre-
vious research would go to waste.

At these hearings, no single issue re-
ceived as much attention as did the bio-
medical research programs administered
by the National Institutes of Health and
the National Institute of Mental Health.
Despite overwhelming evidence of the
success and value of the NIH and NIMH
research training programs, the admin-
istration has chosen to seek their termi-
nation. The administration has also
sought to end the peer review mechanism
of awarding NIH research grants in favor
of a contractual method. I must question
whether these approaches are the mark
of responsible leadership.

The administration position on public
health programs also represents an abdi-
cation of responsibility. Throughout the
latter part of the 92d Congress, the ad-
ministration requested the House inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee
to delay extending authorizations for
health programs until the administra-
tion completed its review of the programs
and formulated a position. The position
that finally resulted cannot be character-
ized as constructive. Five public health
programs, including the Hill-Burton pro-
gram, the regional medical program, and
the community mental health centers
program, were to be eliminated. Five
other programs were to be left essen-
tially unchanged and reauthorized, and
two others were to be consolidated. No
proposals were made to improve any of
the programs on the administration’s
termination list, regardless of need or the
value of the program's concept.

The administration proposed no sub-
stantive improvements in the public
health programs or in the NIH biomedi-
cal research training programs; it only
designated those programs that it would
either “keep or throw.” Fortunately,
Congress has stepped in to fill the void
of responsible leadership. The House
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee, and particularly the Subcom-
mittee on Public Health, chaired by my
colleague PAvL RoceErs, has done a most
commendable job in reporting to the
whole House legislation to continue all
12 public health programs and to re-
authorize and improve NIH and NIMH
biomedical research training programs.

Happily, on May 31, 1973, the House
passed both of these bills by overwhelm-
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ing margins, and on June 18, 1973, the
President signed one of these bills, H.R.
7806, the Health Programs Extension Act
of 1973, into law. The other bill, H.R.
7724, the National Biomedical Research
Fellowship, Traineeship, and Training
Act of 1973, is presently being considered
by the Health Subcommittee of the Sen-
ate Labor and Public Welfare Committee,
where hearings are now in progress.

As passed by the House, HR. 7724
authorizes $415.6 million for NIH and
NIMH biomedical research training pro-
grams over the next 2 years. HR. 7274
also establishes a procedure whereby
those who receive Government support
for their research training and who sub-
sequently go info private practice or pur-
sue a career in industry shall repay the
Government for the costs of their ad-
vanced education. This repayment clause,
which does not apply if the individual
goes into public health, medical educa-
tion, or public medical research, arose
in part in response to administration
criticisms of the NIH research training
programs. I believe the repayment
scheme is sufficiently flexible as to not
interfere with the vast majority of those
individuals who receive NIH financial
assistance.

Just a few days ago, on June 26, the
House passed legislation, H.R. 8877, mak-
ing appropriations for the Departments
of Labor and Health, Education, and
Welfare for the 1974 fiscal year. This
bill includes funding of $4.76 billion for
health programs administered by the
Health Services and Mental Health Ad-
ministration and by the National In-
stitutes of Health. This total budget for
health is $33 million above the Presi-
dent's request.

The sum of $171 million is included in
the bill for NIH and NIMH biomedical
research training grants. The President
had requested no funds for this purpose.
Fifteen million is included for construc-
tion of community mental health centers.
Again, the President’s budget contained
no funds for this program. Eighty-two
million is contained for the regional med-
ical program; the President had request-
ed phaseout money only. The sum of
$197.2 million is included for the Hill-
Burton medical facilities construction
programs. No money was requested for
these programs.

The National Cancer Institute received
$522.4 million in the House-passed budg-
et, an inecrease of $22.4 million over the
President’s request, and the National
Heart and Lung Institute received $281.4
million, an increase of $16.4 million.

Significantly, the bill contains $706.8
million for health manpower programs,
$324.6 million more than was contained
in the President’s request. Included in
the increase is $68.6 million for capita-
tion grants for school of nursing, veter-
inary medicine, optometry, podiatry, and
pharmacy; $100 million for construction
grants for schools of medicine, dentistry,
and other health professions; $20 million
for construction of schools of nursing;
and $60.9 million for public health and
allied health support programs.

All in all, this appropriations bill sig-
nifies a firm resolve on the part of Con-
gress to continue those health programs
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which had been endangered. In particu-
lar, Congress has acted to continue at
workable funding levels programs in
nursing education, biomedical research
training, and other capitation and medi-
cal school construction programs that
were to have been eliminated, to the
great detriment of health in our country.

The testimony that I received during
the May 5 hearings enabled me to be
more effective in my efforts to continue
health programs at adequate funding
levels, I hope that my colleagues with
whom I have shared this information
found it as worthwhile as I.

I would like to include at this point a
list of the witnesses who appeared at the
hearings or submitted testimony to me,
and a summary of their testimony:

LisT oF WITNESSES

Dr. Ephraim Friedman, Dean of the Boston
University School of Medicine.

Dr, Lauro F. Cavazos, Associate Dean, Tufts
University School of Medicine.

Dr, Lamar Soutter, Dean of the Univer-
sity of Massachusetts Medical School.

Dr. Irene S, Palmer, Dean of the Boston
University School of Nursing.

Dr. Norman Levinsky, Chairman, Depart-
ment of Medicine, Boston University School
of Medicine,

Mr. Richard E. Sobota, Executive Director,
Health Planning Council for Greater Boston,
Ine.

Mr, William 8. Oshima, Assistant Professor,
Boston College Graduate School of Social
Work,

Dr. Mitchell T. Rabkin, General Director,
Beth Israel Hospital.

Dr. Roger Jeanloz, Chlef of Unit, Labora-
tory for Carbohydrate Research, Massachu-
setts General Hospital.

Dr. Eurt Isselbacher, Chief of Gastroin-
testinal Unit, Massachusetts General Hos-
pital.

Dr. Frederick J. Stohlman, Director of
Medicine and Research, St. Elizabeth's Hos-
pital.

Dr. Thomas Ryan, Chief of Clinical Cardi-
ology, University Hospital, Boston, Massa-
chusetts.

Dr. Leo Stolbach, Chief of Medicine, Pond-
ville Hospital.

Dr. William Fishman, Director, Cancer Re-
search Center, Tufts University.

(Drs. Stolbach and Fishman offered joint
testimony).

Dr. Jerome Gross, Professor of Medicine,
Harvard Medical School.

Dr. Errior G. Mishler, Associate Professor,
Department of Psychlatry, Harvard Medical.

Dr. Theodore B. Bayles, Director of Train-
ing Grants, Robert Breck Brigham Hospital.

Dr. Peter Shur, Immunologist and Rheu-
matologist, Robert Breck Brigham Hospital.

Mr. Willilam S, Brines, Administrative Vice
President, Newton Wellesley Hospital.

The following three people did not appear
at the hearings; but submitted written
statements:

Ms, Anne Quackenbos, President, Diabetes
Research, Inc.

Dr. John Nelson, Director of Child Psy-
chiatry Training, South Shore Mental Health
Center, Dean of the Harvard Medical School.

Dr, Robert H. Ebert, President, Association
of American Physicians (Dr. Ebert submitted
as testimony his address to the annual con-
vention of the Association of American
Physicians.).

MEDICAL EDUCATION AND RESEARCH: MEDICAL
SCHOOL DEANS SPEAK

Dr. Ephraim Friedman, dean of the
Boston University School of Medicine,
described in detail the reductions in
medical education and research, as well
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as the decline in services offered by
medical schools, that would result from
administration cutbacks in health pro-
grams.

First, he said, the enrollment of stu-
dents of minority groups and from lower
socioeconomic levels in medical schools
would sharply decline. These students
are understandably reluctant to under-
take indebtedness. Further, recruiting
and support of students from the ghetto
areas would, of necessity, be eliminated.

The reduction in NIH training and
research grants, Dr. Friedman stated,
would have several tragic effects. Junior
faculty would be hardest hit. They have
been lured into the field of medical re-
search by the availability of financial
support which would disappear if the ad-
ministration’s proposals take effect. Old-
er researchers are far less likely to em-
bark on new or innovative programs be-
cause of the possibility of the sudden dis-
appearance of funds.

Dr. Friedman feels that the medical
schools will survive but at a price. Al-
low me to quote his eloquently profound
words:

But survival for what? To return to the
era when a medical education was the priv-
flege of the progeny of the wealthy? To
return to the era of “diploma mills,” of
largely voluntary faculty led by obsequlous
deans too timid to innovate or insist on high
standards of education for fear of offending
students who paid tuition, faculty who do-
nated their time, or wealthy contributors
whose price consisted of the admission of
applicants who could not make it on their
own? Are we returning to the era when phar-
maceutical houses could “buy" research re-
sults from impoverished medical schools?

Finally, Dr. Friedman accused the ad-
ministration of “anti-intellectualism”
and “political cowardice.” While the ad-
ministration has attacked a “relatively
small, impoverished, but vital part of
the health care system, it has ignored
the far more important health problem
facing the country—the absence of uni-
versal entitlement or national health in-
surance.” National health insurance, ac-
cording to Dr. Friedman, is long overdue.
It will require a comprehensive approach
to health care as well as a reordering of
budget priorities.

Dr. Lauro F. Cavazos, associate dean
of the Tufts University School of Medi-
cine, testified that the Tufts University
School of Medicine would be severely af-
fected by the administration’s proposed
budget cuts. He cited three factors upon
which the quality and cost of health are
dependent: First, the education of the
physician; second, research or the ac-
quisition of new knowledge or informa-
tion; and third, the provision of clinical
care itself.

Dr. Cavazos pointed out that, in re-
sponse to the recently emerged eritical
shortage of medical manpower, the Na-
tion's medical schools increased their en-
rollment by about 50 percent. According
to Dr. Cavazos, this increase was made
possible only by massive assistance from
Federal funds. These Federal funds in-
sure that all students will have an equal
finanecial opportunity to enter medical
school—that the criterion for entrance
into medical school will be the student’'s
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academic qualifications, rather than the
parents’ financial qualifications. Without
adequate Federal scholarship assistance,
Dr. Cavazos said that the opportunity to
study medicine at Tufts would be denied
to all but those who are the children of
wealthy parents.

In the area of research, Dr. Cavazos
cited numerous diseases and afflictions
which have been at least partially over-
come through biomedical research. Con-
tinuing, he pointed out that if Federal
biomedical research funds were -cut,
many research projects would come to a
tragic halt. Even research on cancer and
heart disease would be harmed, for this
research depends on basic biomedical re-
search efforts which would be sharply
curtailed.

If Federal funds are withdrawn from
medical edueation, Dr. Cavazos con-
tinued, the results for Tufts would be a
reduction in student enrollment, a loss in
teaching and research faculty, and a re-
duction in biomedical research carried
out under the auspices of the Tufts Medi-
cal School.

Finally, Dr. Cavazos described the
neighborhood health centers which had
their origin at Tufts. These centers have
been revolutionary in providing family
health care. He noted an ever increasing
interest on the part of prospective stu-
dents in these centers, and expressed con-
cern that funds for neighborhood health
centers be continued.

Dr. Lamar Soutter, dean of the Univer-
sity of Massachusetts Medical School,
has a different type of problem. The
Federal Government had approved a
grant of $16,500,000 for construction of
the University of Massachusetts Medical
School Hospital. Subsequently, the ad-
ministration decided to withhold grants
for teaching hospitals. This means that
Massachusetts taxpayers will now have
to bear the burden of this $16,500,000
alone, having contributed in the past to
the construction of hospitals in other
States. 7

Dr. Soutter also expressed great con-
cern over propsoed curtailments of schol-
arship funds and reductions in research
funds. According to Dr. Soutter, cutbacks
in research programs would “cripple the
research efforts of new schools” such as
the University of Massachusetts Medical
School.

NURSING EDUCATION

Dr. Irene S. Palmer, R.N., Ph. D,, dean
and professor of the Boston University
School of Nursing, appeared with three
other nursing educators to discuss fund-
ing of nurse training. Participating with
Dr. Palmer were: Mary A. Dineen, R.N.,
Ed. D., dean of Boston College School of
Nursing; Juanita O. Long, R.N., Ed. D.,
dean of the Northeastern University
School of Nursing; and Elaine C. Hub-
bard, R.N., Ed. D., chairman of the De-
partment of Nursing at Simmons Col-
lege.

Dr. Palmer stated that exorbitant cut-
backs in Federal nursing funds would
drastically curtail the ability of nursing
schools to provide competent, soundly
educated nurses, who are vital to health
care delivery in the United States.
Nurses, she said, aid tremendously in pro-
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viding health care by relieving the phy-
sician of many health-related activities.

Dr. Palmer pointed out that if the ad-
ministration’s proposed cutbacks in
funds for nursing education take effect,
nursing faculties across the country will
have to be reduced by about 50 percent.
These faculties have taken some schools
up to 30 years to develop. In addition,
she said, the cuts will make it extremely
difficult for the average nursing student,
being female and of a lower socioeco-
nomic status, to obtain funding for her
nursing education.

She objected specifically to the sugges-
tion made by the administration that the
general need for doctorally trained re-
searchers in the health and biomedical
fields had been met and that continued
Federal support for training of Ph. D.’s
would lead to an oversupply. Dr. Palmer
felt that it is important for nurses to
have a sound body of knowledge on which
to base their judgments so as to Le able
to work out an organized scheme for
patient care rather than merely perform
certain fixed tasks and skills. Further,
she said that there was no basis for the
administration’s voicecd fears of an over-
supply of trained nurses. In fact, Dr.
Palmer suggested a need of 250,000 ad-
ditional nurses by 1975.

Dr. Palmer also noted that the modest
salary expectations of nurses—usually
no more than $15,000—would in many
cases make it impossible for them to bear
the costs of their training, despite ad-
ministration assertions to the contrary.

Dr. Norman Levinsky, chairman, De-
partment of Medicine, Boston University

School of Medicine, pointed out three of
the many serious problems which would
result from a reduction of the Federal
commitment to biomedical research.

NIH BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH TRAINING

First, Dr. Levinsky pointed to the ver-
bal commitment of Congress and the
President to investigate the major
causes of disability and death—particu-
larly by expanding research efforts on
cancer and heart disease. He noted that
the amount of additional funds actually
provided for this research is not nearly
commensurate with the great publicity
glven the commitment. Further, he said,
additional funds provided for cancer and
heart disease research are not new funds,
but have been taken from the National
Institute of Arthritis and Metabolic Dis-
eases. Dollars taken away from such
ongoing research projects as those con-
ducted by the NIAMD affect the budget
adversely, because research on which
funds have already been spent will not
be completed, and hence the previously
expended funds will have been wasted.
“Precipitous shifts” in funds from one
research effort to another, Dr. Levinsky
stated, are “notoriously cost-ineffective.”

The second problem Dr. Levinsky ad-
dressed is the proposed elimination of
Federal support for NIH research train-
ing grant programs. During their train-
ing, medical researchers are directly
responsible for the conduct of many re-
search projects. NIH training programs
have been a primary source of investi-
gators now conducting major programs
of research. If these training programs
are eliminated, the result will be a grave
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reduction in existing biomedical research
as well as a limitation on future health-
related research.

Finally, he cited the cut in funds as
having serious consequences for the Bos-
ton University School of Medicine in
terms of faculty salary support. The
faculty already teaches twice as many
students as it did 5 years ago, but if the
administration cutbacks go into effect,
some faculty members will have to be re-
leased.

HEALTH PLANNING

Mr. Richard E. Sobota is the execu-
itve director of the Health Planning
Council for Greater Boston, Inc. In his
testimony, he noted that the comprehen-
sive health planning program had for a
long time been parallelinz and occasion-
ally duplicating the regional medical
program, which the administration
wants to end. This has occurred, Mr. So-
bota said, because of the “vague,” “in-
consistent,” and “meandering” Federal
approach to health planning.

Mr. Sobota reemphasized the notion
that health and health care should be
viewed as rights rather than as priv-
ileges; but he noted that currently the
impression is left by the actions of the
Federal Government that “Health is a
Fiscal Option.” If health care is to be
viewed as a right, he said, Congress must
take definitive legislative action to cre-
ate a national health care system that
guarantees “universal entitlement” to
health care.

Mr. William Oshima, assistant pro-
fessor, Department of Community Orga-
nization—Social Organization, Boston
College School of Social Work, and proj-
ect director, NIMH community mental
health training project, testified with
Frederick L. Ahearn, Ph. D., chairman
Department of Community Organiza-
tion—Social Planning, Boston College
Graduate School of Social Work, and
project director, section 314(¢c) compre~
hensive health planner training program.

Mr. Oshima and Dr. Ahearn testified
that recent Federal cutbacks in health
education have seriously jeopardized the
Boston College Graduate School of So-
cial Work’s program in comprehensive
health planning. The school is being cut
by about 50 percent this year for student
and faculty support. Next year the pro-
gram will not exist. Not only does this
program provide health services which
restore, rehabilitate, and revitalize, but
it is equally concerned about the creation
of services directed at the prevention of
disabilities and at the promotion of posi-
tive social and health functioning.

EQUATION AND RESEARCH : A BARGAIN

Dr. Mitchell T. Rabkin, general direc-
tor of the Beth Israel Hospital in Boston
and associate professor of medicine at
the Beth Israel Hospital, Harvard Medi-
cal School, holds the view that when the
benefits of Federal support for medical
education and research are taken into
account, these programs are really a bar-
gain for their price. By funding training
and research in university hospitals, he
said, we insure that there will be suffi-
cient numbers of practicing physicians,
teachers, and researchers for the future.
Dr. Rabkin also took exception to the
administration’s arguments that medical
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researchers could afford the costs of their
advanced training, and he also disagreed
with the contention that there are al-
ready sufficient numbers of medical re-
searchers and teachers. Summing up, he
said that the decision to cut grants for
training and research may save money
now, but result in a lack of physicians
for the future. In short, it may be a deci-
sion penny wise but pound foolish.”
BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH: ADMINISTRATION
PROPOSALS AND RESPONSES

Dr. Roger W. Jeanloz is the chief of
unit, Laboratory for Carbohydrate Re-
search, Massachusetts General Hospital,
Boston, Mass. and professor of biological
chemistry at the Harvard Medical
School.

Like many of his colleagues in the
health profession, Dr. Jeanloz was con-
cerned about the impact of proposed re-
ductions in Federal support of biomedi-
cal research, and noted that these cut-
backs would take the following forms:
first, reduction in the total amount of
research money available: second, shift-
ing distribution of medical research
funds from a grant system, which is ac-
cessible to nonprofit institutions, to a
contract system which gives an advan-
tage to industrial laboratories; and third,
a substantial decrease in scholarship and
training fund grants.

If these administration proposals are
allowed to take effect, he said, the result
will be unfortunate not only for the med-
ical institutions, faculties, researchers,
and students who will be most directly
affected. Rather the real losers will be
the rest of us and future generations, who
will be deprived of long term benefits in
health care that stem directly from bio-
medical research.

Continuing, Dr. Jeanloz pointed out
that as the wealthiest Nation in the
world, other, smaller, nations look to us
for leadership in this field. We can af-
ford to fund research which will result
in benefits to all mankind. Due to our po-
sition, other countries turn to us for aid
and training of their own physicians and
researchers. We must not let them down.

Dr. Eurt Isselbacher of the Harvard
Medical School, commented on four areas
of research. Dr. Isselbacher is the Mal-
linkrodt professor of medicine at the
Harvard Medical School, chairman of the
Executive Committee on the Department
of Medicine at the Harvard Medical
School, and chairman of the Harvard
University Cancer Committee.

Dr. Isselbacher stressed the impor-
tance of the medical research training
and fellowship programs. These training
programs, he asserted, are the mechan-
isms for encouraging the best minds of
our Nation to be brought into the field
of medical research and medical school
teaching. While such private organiza-
tions as the American Cancer Society do
provide some financial support, only the
Federal Government has funds of the
necessary magnitude to adequately fund
training and fellowship programs.

Dr. Isselbacher responded to the argu-
ment that there are already enough med-
ical research by noting that less than
4 percent of medical school graduates go
into full-time medical academic careers
and even fewer into full-time research.
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In addition, in response to the argu-
ment that an individual can bear the
costs of research training by taking out
loans, Dr. Isselbacher pointed out that—

Over 36% of graduate students have a ma-
jor indebtedness and over 567 of medical
students are in debt by the time they gradu-
ate. More than 509 of the individuals who
are in training and fellowship programs are
in debt and 70-75% of this group have indi-
cated that they would not be able to con-
tinue their research training if their train-
ing had to be achieved on the basis of loans
because of their already significant indebted-
ness . ..

Continuing, Dr. Isselbacher pointed out
the importance of basic or fundamental
research. Dr. Isselbacher cited several
examples where important discoveries
have been made by accident, sometimes
during the course of nonrelated research.

Specifically, he noted recent advances
in understanding the role of viruses in
the causation of cancer, the eradication
of poliomyelitis, the breakthrough in the
antibiotic treatment of tuberculosis, the
control of viral hepatitis, and the treat-
ment of Parkinson’s disease.

Next, he noted that funding of applied
research cannot be carried out at the ex-
pense of basic research. Every major
scientific breakthrough has been based
on a solid foundation of fundamental re-
search which extended over a long period
of years.

Finally, Dr. Isselbacher chided the ad-
ministration for its desire to eliminate
the peer review mechanism of deter-
mining the awarding of NIH research
funds. The substitute would be a system
which would spread research dollars
across the country on a geographically
equitable basis. While this may yield the
best results politically, Dr. Isselbacher
said, it leaves much to be desired scien-
tifically. The peer review system awards
grants solely on the basis of scientific
merit.,

Dr, Frederick J. Stohlman, Jr., direc-
tor of medicine and research at St.
Elizabeth’s Hospital in Brighton, Mass.,
criticized the spending priorities of the
administration. He was particularly
irked by the retroactive nature of cuts in
NIH biomedical research funding:

In March (1973), Directors of existing
Training Programs were advised that no new
commitments made after the 20th of Jan-
uary would be honored.

These retroactive cuts posed numerous
problems for the directors who had to
make immediate and drastic cuts in areas
for which funding had been anticipated.

Continuing, Dr. Stohlman refuted two
arguments used by the administration in
defense of the cutbacks. First, the ad-
ministration contends that a significant
numper of researchers whose training
had been financed by the Government
have not proven to be successful investi-
gators and hence have not gone into the
academic field. Drawing an analogy to
the President's favorite pastime, every-
one who goes out for the football team
does not necessarily make it. Why, Dr
Stohlman asks, should not this be recog-
nized in research also?

The second argument—and the most
common—made by the administration is
that if the financial rewards of medical
research are great enough, people will
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make sacrifices and incur debts to achieve
the necessary training. Dr. Stohlman
pointed out that individuals considering
advanced training already have a college
degree and a degree in medicine and
hence would be understandably reluctant
to undertake further debts for advanced
training, given the questionable finan-
cial rewards of biomedical research,
especially with the lucrative option of
private practice.

Dr. Stohlman also noted that current
reduction in biomedical research train-
ing funds would sharply reduce the num-
ber of investigators a decade from now.
In addition, Dr. Stohlman spoke of the
need to continue basic medical research
and not spend all funds on medical “de-
velopment” projects.

NIH TRAINING GRANTS: CANCER AND HEART
RESEARCH

Dr. Thomas Ryan, chief of clinical
cardiology, University Hospital, Boston,
Mass., and professor of medicine, Boston
University School of Medicine, noted that
the method of funding currently em-
ployed by the Massachusetts Heart Asso-
ciation will be useless if Federal funds
are cut off.

The Massachusetts Heart Association
will fund any single projeet or trainee at
a level up to $10,000 annually. The idea
behind this is that with this initial
money, the research will be able to pro-
gress to the point where it would com-
pete more successfully at the Federal
level and receive realistic budgetary
support.

Dr. Ryan also spoke of the pro-
tected” time, for the teacher, that NIH
biomedical research grants and fellow-
ships pay for. Noting that this protected
time, which benefits both the teacher and
the trainee, would be reduced without
NIH grants, Dr. Ryan commented that
while there may be some inequities in the
present NIH grant system, there are ways
to deal with these inequities short of
“precipitously shutting down the whole
system.”

Dr. Leo Stolbach is the chief of madi-
cine, Pondville Hospital, Walpole, Mass.,
and associate professor of medicine,
Tufts University School of Medicine. Dr.
William Fishman is the director of the
Cancer Research Center at Tufts Uni-
versity.

In their joint testimony, Dr. Stolbach
and Dr. Fishman pointed out that despite
the President’s conquest of cancer
pronouncements and other verbal attacks
on this disease, he has consistently re-
leased substantially less money than has
been appropriated for cancer research.
This policy of saying one thing and doing
another is both deceptive and destruc-
tive, according to Dr. Stolbach and Dr.
Fishman.

Dr. Stolbach and Dr. Fishman also
stated that as a result of the anticipated
termination of NIH research fellowships,
fully 50 percent of the medical staff posi-
tions at the Tufts Cancer Union would
have to be eliminated. In addition, the
operations of the Tufts Cancer Unit
would also be adversely affected by the
proposed elimination of the regional
medical program, which has facilitated
communication between cancer special-
ists. Finally, the two doctors criticized
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the proposal to shift to research con-
tracts, stating that this approach would
“stifle original thinking * * *.”
NIH RESEARCH GRANTS: PEER REVIEW AND
SCIENTIFIC MERIT

Dr. Jerome Gross, biologist at the Mas-
sachusetts General Hospital in Boston,
Mass., and professor of medicine, Har-
vard Medical School, addressed himself
to the proposed elimination of the NIH
peer review method of awarding re-
search grants.

According to Dr. Gross, it seems that
there has been a concerted and thinly
disguised effort which began over 7
years ago to abolish the peer review sys-
tem. In 1966, the Massachusetts Gen-
eral Hospital was visited by three paid
industrial consultants to the National
Institutes of Health. These consultants
suggested that the hospital should “get
smart” and administer their research
“more in line with industrial proced-
ures, Suggesting that the proposal to do
away with the peer review system were
at least in part an industry effort to
grab a larger part of the research fund-
ing pie, Dr. Gross echoed criticism of
other witnesses by noting that in a con-
tract system, the importance of the sci-
entific merit of a research proposal
would be diminished. Dr. Gross argued
vigorously that Congress and the NIH
should receive outside opinions on the
relative merit of the peer review system
before doing away with it.

NIMH TRAINING GRANTS

Dr. Elliot G. Mishler is the director of
psychological research at the Massachu-
setts Mental Health Center in Boston,
Mass.,, and an associate professor, de-
partment of psychiatry, Harvard Medi-
cal School.

Dr. Mishler’s testimony was concerned
with budget cuts as they apply to psy-
chiatric research. He cited numerous on-
going research projects which would be
suddenly terminated if NIMH training
grants are ended. Since a great deal of
research in the field of mental health
and changes in mental health services
have resulted directly from these re-
search grants, he felt that actions of the
Federal Government eliminating these
programs would have a destructive im-
pact on research in mental health and
thus on our knowledge and understand-
ing of the causes of and therapies for
mental illness. If these cutbacks take
place, the research training program in
social psychiatry at Harvard University,
which Dr. Mishler directs, would, with-
in a year, cease to exist in all but name.

TRAINING GRANTS AND MEDICAL EDUCATION

Dr. Theodore B. Bayles is the direc-
tor of training grants, Robert Breck
Brigham Hospital, and clinical associate
professor of medicine at the Harvard
Medical School. He gave evidence to lay
to rest claims of the administration that
NIH training programs finance at Gov-
ernment expense doctors who go into pri-
vate practice. Seventy-seven percent of
the graduates of the training program at
the Robert Breck Brigham Hospital with
which Dr. Bayles is involved are current-
ly involved in research, whereas only 16
percent are in private practice. The re-
maining 7 percent are mothers who are
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at home with their children. They indi-
cated that they would be returning to
research soon.

Dr. Peter Shur, immunologist and
rheumatologist at the Robert Breck
Brigham Hospital, and associate profes-
sor of medicine at Harvard Medical
School, entered as testimony the address
of Dr. Neal S. Bricker before the 65th
annual meeting of the American So-
ciety for Clinical Investigation, Inc., in
Atlantic City, N.J., April 30, 1973. He
cited three major elements as composing
the present threat to medical and bio-
medical research.

The first element is the termination
of Federal support for the training of
new biomedical scientists and teachers.
He refuted three of the administration’s
arguments for cutting off all research
training funds. First, the administration
says that there is an excess of qualified
manpower in many areas of biomedical
research. He commented that this argu-
ment is totally in error. The administra-
tion’s evidence for this argument is the
number of requests for grants for re-
search. This, Dr. Bricker contends, is
not an accurate measure of the number
of researchers or the need for more re-
searchers.

Second, the administration contends
that the Federal Government does not
support graduate training in any other
area. He notes here that the adminis-
tration seems to be confusing graduate
training with postdoctoral training.
Further, in contrast to other areas of
research, the Federal Government is the
major investor in biomedical research in
this country. To protect its investment,
the Government must insure that the re-
search is carried out by highly skilled
and trained personnel.

Finally, the administration argues
that students may take out low-cost
loans to compensate for the removal of
grants. Here, again, the argument in re-
sponse was made that by the time a stu-
dent reaches the postdoctoral level, he
or she does not want to incur any fur-
ther debt when the lucrative option of
private practice is available.

Dr, Bricker’s second major point was
in opposition to the downgrading of basic
research. He pointed out that basic re-
search is essential inasmuch as it pro-
vides medical researchers with an un-
remitting flow of basic information upon
which other discoveries can be made.

Finally, Dr. Bricker discussed con-
tracts versus grants for medical research.
The contract system is unworkable, Dr,
Bricker states, because there is no way
to tell beforehand which line of research
will be fruitful and which will be use-
less. There is no one who knows what
unpredicted benefits will result from the
research in any particular field.

DIABETES RESEARCH

Anne Quackenbos is the president of
Diabetes Research, Inc., of Wayland,
Mass. In her submitted testimony, she
conceded that there were, indeed, re-
search programs which had outlived
their usefulness. But, she said, the meat
ax was not the right approach. All re-
search programs should be studied in
order to determine which ones should be
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terminated and which ones should con-
tinue to be funded.

Further, she chided the administration
for its support of only programs which
will yield quick results. One never knows,
she stated, when a major breakthrough
will be made in the cure for cancer or
the treatment of heart diseases. Speak-
ing specifically of diabetes research.
Mrs. Quackenbos noted in behalf of
Diabetes Research, Inc., that the $8.2
million spent by the NIH for diabetes
research grants is uneconomical in view
of the fact that diabetes costs this Na-
tion $2 billion a year. Mrs, Quackenbos
also expressed the support of her orga-
nization for the peer review mechanism
of determining NLH research grants.

PSYCHIATRIC RESEARCH

Dr. John Nelson, director of child psy-
chiatry training at the South Shore
Mental Health Center, submitted a state-
ment also on the effects of the budget
cuts on psychiatric research. He pointed
out that, despite the fact that psychiatry
and child psychiatry have been sup-
ported since World War II by the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, child psychiatrists are still scarce
and poorly distributed. Removing train-
ing support at this time will, in all likeli-
hood, choke off the supply of these nec-
essary specialists.

Dr. Nelson also noted that, rather than
terminating NIH and NIMH research
training programs as a result of a few
abuses, whereby individuals receiving
Government-subsidized training went
into private practice, a better answer
would be to expect trainees receiving
Government financial support to spend
some time in service in public institu-
tions. In fact, I might add parentheti-
cally that H.R. 7724, passed by the House
on May 31, 1973, established such a “re-
quired service or repayment” scheme.

A NATIONAL BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH POLICY

Dr. Robert H. Ebert, dean of the Har-
vard Medical School and president of
the Association of American Physicians,
submitted as testimony the address
which he delivered to the 85th annual
meeting of the association held on May 1,
1973, in Atlantic City, N.J. Dr, Ebert also
discussed five proposals which should be
considered in the reformulation of a na-
tional policy of biomedical research, and,
at the same time, would protect univer-
sities and medical schools from the kind
of distortion which has characterized
medical research in the past several
decades.

First, there should be as sharp a sepa-
ration as possible between the funding
of medical education and medical re-
search.

Second, members of the university
community must begin to think more
as faculties and less as special interest
groups. Such an approach is more like-
1y to solve the fundamental problems of
disease.

Third, training programs should be re-
defined as training of future faculty
rather than solely for research.

Fourth, the usefulness of very large
center grants should be questioned both
from the vantage point of the university
and the possible distortion of its mission
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as well as the research productivity of
such grants.

Lastly, the university should use its in-
fluence to counterbalance the overem-
phasis on the categorical approach to
research. Dr. Elbert would go even one
step further and urge the complete dis-
solution of the categorical institutes.

HOSPITAL COSTS

On another area of health care under
financial stress, William S. Brines, ad-
ministrative vice president of the New-
ton Wellesley Hospital in Newton, Mass.,
and governor of district 1 of the Amer-
ican College of Hospital Administrators,
addressed the increase in hospital costs.
Refuting the administration’s charges
that increased hospital costs have re-
sulted from inefficient, wasteful, or un-
reasonable practices, Mr. Brines cited
several of the reasons for increases in
costs, such as: the purchase of new and
advanced equipment; changes in the hos-
pitalization practices of physicians: and
lack of concern by individuals about their
own health. If is unreasonable, according
to Mr. Brines, to expect that the employ-
ees of the hospital should bear the full
burden of the cost increases, in the form
of ceilings on wages. Hospitals must re-
ceive financial support from the Gov-
ernment.

ADMINISTRATION PROPOSALS: DAMAGE FOR YEARS
TO COME

In conclusion, the testimony that I re-
ceived from the distingnished individuals
who appeared before my health hearings
in Newton, Mass,, as well as from those
who were unable to attend but submitted
testimony, constitutes a valuable com-
pilation of expertise on the critical ques-
tions of Federal health care programs
that are now under congressional
scrutiny.

The evidence of these hearings is that
the administration proposals to reduce
funding for medical education, biomedi-
cal research, and other health programs
would have a seriously damaging effect
not only on the current quality and avail-
ahility of health care, but also on health
care and medical knowledge in the years
to come.

Congress has taken commendable ac-
tion in supporting health programs that
benefit millions of Americans. This House
in particular deserves praise for its far-
sighted approach to health research and
program. There is still much to be done,
however. I hope that the President will
take to heart the great weight of evi-
dence in support of the Federal health
programs that he has previously opposed,
and I hope that he will approve the
pending legislation to continue the bio-
medical research training programs of
the NIH and the reasonable appropria-
tions bill for health programs in the 1974
fiscal year.

THE NORTHEAST RAIL TRANS-
PORTATION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Washington (Mr. Apams) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I am in-
troducing today legislation intended to
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bring about a long-range solution to the
northeast rail crisis. The chronic ailment
of the rail transportation system in the
Northeast has now reached a crisis stage.
On Monday, July 2, the trustees of the
Penn Central must present to the judge
in the Penn Central reorganization case
either a plan for reorganization or liqui-
dation of that huge transportation en-
terprise. The clock is beginning to run
and we are at the eleventh hour.

Even if the judge does not order liqui-
dation to begin on October 1 of this year,
hard economics may bring an end to rail
service on the Penn Central. The cash
projections show that the Penn Central
will run out of money during the winter
quarter of 1974. Without cash to meet
its payroll, the railroad will stop. There
are five other railroads in bankruptey in
the Northeast whose fate also hangs in
the balance. The Congress must act, and
act before the end of this session, if nec-
essary rail service to the Northeast and
throughout the territory served by the
bankrupt railroads is to be continued.

I think there is general agreement
among my colleagues that rail service
is too vital to the Northeast and to the
economy of the Nation to be allowed to
totally cease. This was demonstrated by
the prompt action the Congress took to
forestall a strike in the labor dispute in
February. The question now is not
whether rail service should be saved, but
how best this should be done.

Over the past months I have worked
to develop an orderly and fair solution
which would recognize the many inter-
ests involved in this complex problem—
the shippers, rail labor, cities and com-
munities dependent on rail serviee, the
rail industry and the ereditors. The pro-
posal I offer today represents an honest
attempt at consensus, and I do not claim
sole authorship of the ideas it contains.
The proposal has elements of the DOT
plan, the recommendations of the ICC
and the helpful suggestions of the Union
Pacific. It reflects input from the rail
brotherhoods and their willingness to
accept some basic changes in the North-
east, if the design of the new rail system
were done by a public blue ribbon com-
mission, the basic rights of the rail
worker to just compensation were re-
spected and the rail system in the North-
east remained in the private sector.

The bill I am introducing today seeks
to meet not only the needs of the North-
east, but of the railroad system nation-
ally. Title I provides financial assistance
for all the surface transportation modes
for needed capital investment through
a program of guaranteed loans and help
for the freight car shortage through in-
sured loans for the purchase of rolling
stock by railroads. The Title I insured
loan program is similar to that contained
in S. 1149, now pending in the Senate.
Title III provides for speedier procedures
for abandonment of railroad lines, but
adds a TO0-percent Federal, 30-percent
State subsidy to cover the losses on a line
proposed for abandonment, which a
State wanted kept in operation. Both of
these titles are similar to the provisions
of the Surface Transportation Act (H.R.
5385) which I introdueed earlier. They
have been modified to include amend-
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ments agreed to by rail labor and the
surface transportation carriers.

Title IT of the bill is the Northeast
Transportation Act, the suggested solu-
tion I am offering to the rail crisis in the
Northeast.

In describing the provisions of title II,
I would first identify its basic compo-
nents.

First, the rail system for the Northeast
must be defined. Second, there must be
created a means of financing a viable,
restructured system. Third, a new cor-
poration, with a self-liquidating Govern-
ment investment, must be established to
operate the system.

My bill would create a blue ribbon
Northeast Transportation Commission—
NETC—on which would serve repre-
sentatives of all the interests involved, to
design the new system. A Federal cor-
poration, the Federal National Railway
Association—FNRA—would provide fi-
nancial backing. A new rail carrier, the
Northeast Rail Corp.—NERC—would
operate the system.

At its outset, the Northeast Rail Corp.
would be owned by FNRA, which would
purchase $500 million of its class A pre-
ferred stock. The Northeast Rail Corp.
would also issue a class B preferred stock
and common stock, which could be used
to purchase the transportation assets of
the bankrupt railroads, It would also
have available cash and Government
guaranteed bonds issued by FNRA.

Thus the NERC would have cash from
the sale of its class A preferred stock
and from FNRA “soft loans,” as well as
its class B preferred stock and its com-
mon stock fo exchange with the bank-
rupt railroads for the transportation as-
sets needed to serve the northeastern
part of the United States.

The most difficult problem is to de-
termine what is the necessary public rail
service for the Northeast, and who
should make that decision. Frankly,
there is not much support for allowing
the Secretary of Transportation to de-
sign the system by himself, and then to
allow Presidentially appointed incorpor-
ators of a new corporation to designate
the points to be served and the lines to
serve them. My bill would establish
broadly representative Northeast Trans-
portation Commission—NETC—to de-
velop a comprehensive regional plan for
rail service in the Northeast. The NETC
would use as the basis of its work a basic
point-to-point outline which the Secre-
tary of the Department of Transporta-
tion would submit to it within 30 days
of enactment of the statute. The NETC
would be composed of 13 members,
with an executive director who would
iirve ex officio. The composition would

One upon recommendation of the Na-
tional Governor’s Conference; one upon
recommendation of the NARUC; one
upon recommendation of the National
League of Cities/Conference of Mayors;
two upon recommendation of the AAR;
one upon recommendation of the Con-
sumer Federation of America; three
upon recommendation of the National
Industrial Traffic League; one upon
recommendation of the National Asso-
ciation of Railroad Passengers; two
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upon recommendation of the AFL-CIO,
one representing the operating employ-
ees and one who represents the non-
operating employees.

The regional plan would be a detailed
plan for the reorganization and restruc-
turing of the rail system in the North-
east. It would be the operating mandate
of the Northeast Railroad Corp. It would
designate those rail lines on which serv-
ice shall be provided by the corporation;
those lines and facilities which should
be offered for sale to solvent railroads
for inclusion in their systems; those rail
lines which should be kept in operation
only if a State or local subsidy is availa-
ble; and those lines which should be
“mothballed” so that the right of way
would be available for future use if
needed.

The regional plan would also set forth
the estimated fair and equitable value
of the rail lines and properties to be ac-
quired and would describe the capital
and debt structure of the new corpora-
tion.

In designating the plan, the NETC
would be required to take in account,
among other things:

First, the need for continued rail serv-
ice by persons, communities, geographic
zones, and cities presently served;

Second, existing patterns of service by
railroads and alternative modes of
transportation;

Third, present and projected future
patterns of economic and population
growth and the effect that continuation
or cessation of rail service may have
upon them;

Fourth, the requirements of commuter
and intercity rail passenger service,

The bill directs that the members of
the NETC incorporate and also be the
first Board of Directors of the NERC.
This provision will insure that the de-
signers of the system use prudent judg-
ment in designating the specific lines to
be used, because they will be responsible
for the corporation which would conduct
business over such lines. This group—
NETC—would be given a period of 10
months to complete a preliminary re-
gional plan which would then be sub-
mitted to FNRA for comments as to
financial feasibility, and to the ICC and
the DOT. At the end of 12 months a
final regional plan would be submitted
to the Congress for ratification. The plan
would become effective in 30 days unless
rejected by a majority of either the
House or the Senate.

If the regional plan was not rejected
by Congress, it would be transmitted to
NERC as its operating mandate. The cor-
poration would then start operating on
the designated lines as stated in the plan
and proceed with the disposition of lines
for which no subsidy was received either
by selling them to other railroads or
mothballing them for future use by be-
ginning abandonment proceedings.

The plan would also provide that any
State, local community, or shipper would
have the right to have service continued
so long as they paid a subsidy equal to
30 percent of the operating loss. The
remaining 70 percent of the subsidy
would be paid by the DOT to maintain
that service.

Title II of my bill also creates a means
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of determining the value of fransporta-
tion assets of the bankrupt railroads and
a mechanism for the acquisition of these
assets by NERC. It would also protect the
creditors from continued erosion of the
estates of the bankrupt railroads.

Within 60 days of enactment, the
judge in each bankruptcy would be re-
quired to make a finding as to whether
the railroad could or could not proceed
with an income-based reorganization or
would have to be liquidated. The ICC
would be directed to conduct a study
and to send to the NETC within a year
a report as to the liquidation value of
the transportation assets of the bank-
rupt railroads, those which a judge has
ruled cannot be reorganized. The valu-
ation would be as of September 30, 1973.
The NETC would include this valuation
in the regional plan.

If necessary during the planning pe-
riod, the NERC would be authorized to
lease the transportation assets of the
bankrupts both to maintain the status
quo in service and to stem the erosion
of the debtors’ estates. At any time after
approval by Congress of the regional
plan the transportation assets would be
conveyed upon demand to NERC by the
trustees of the bankrupt railroads. At
the same time, the claims of creditors
of the bankrupt railroads acquired by
NERC would be transferred to a single
Federal court. NERC would deposit with
that court class B preferred and com-
mon stock equivalent to the fair and
equitable value of the properties as de-
termined by the Commission in its valua-
tiou study and included in the regional
plan. The judge would be empowered to
rule on both the valuation set on the
transportation properties and the value
of the securities offered in exchange for
them.

NERC would have available to it its
own common and preferred class B
stock outstanding as well as bonds and
loans from FNRA. It would also, once it
had obtained the assets free and clear
from the bankrupt railroads, have the
ability to borrow on these assets from the
private sector.

Thus, NERC would have available
capital for rehabilitation and funds to
pay for a labor settlement to obtain the
employees it will need in order to oper-
ate. If this corporation proves to be prof-
itable—and it should be if the designated
group and DOT do their jobs properly—
then its earnings would be used to first
retire the FNRA-owned, clacs A pre-
ferred stock. When this is accomplished,
the voting power would shift to the com-
mon stockholders who would then elect
the directors. Thus, ultimately, the cor-
poration would be privately owned and
operated. Its only connect’on with the
Federal Government would be the avail-
ability of FNRA loans and Federal in-
volvement will soon cease if the corpo-
ration achieves the earnings which are
anticipated for it.

Title II of the bill will thus create a
new common carrier by rail, operating in
the Northeast, regulated by the ICC in
the public interest, and owned and sup-
ported by private investment.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to offer my bill not as a final fiat on
the Northeast rail crisis. Rather, it is a
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reasoned attempt at a solution. I know
that the problem of rail service in the
Northeast is of great concern to my col-
leagues who represent the States affected.
I look forward to their comments and
suggestions on this proposal. I hope it
will have their support.

At the same time, I cannof state too
strongly that this is a matter of national
concern, My own city of Seattle, a conti-
nent away from the eastern seaboard,
would very soon suffer the results of the
collapse of rail service in the Northeast.
The goods we export from Seattle to
Asia and the East depend on a national
system of rail transport. The grain and
lumber we ship to the largest internal
market in the world, the United States,
depend on a unified and healthy trans-
portation system, of which rail service
is an essential part. Therefore, I offer
my proposal today in the hope that it will
be the basis for a solution to this trans-
portation crisis which affects all our Na-
tion. It deserves, and should have, the
thought and attention of every Member
of Congress.

THE FLEXIBLE HOURS EMPLOY-
MENT ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms. Apzua)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I am today
introducing a bill that will, if enacted,
be a breakthrough in meeting the em-
ployment needs of thousands of Ameri-
cans. It would institutionalize the prac-
tice of flexible hours employment posi-
tions for workers in Federal civil service
jobs and help to end discrimination gen-
erated by the standard pattern of work-
ing hours.

The bill which has been introduced in
the other body by Senator TunnNEY, calls
for a 5-year, phase-in period, at the end
of which 10 percent of all Pederal eivil
service jobs will be on the flexible hours
arrangement. This 5-year period will al-
low for study and experimentation as to
the various types of jobs which can be
placed in this arrangement. We must
expand the concept of what kind of work
will be considered for flexible hours. This
bill provides across-the-board perma-
nent positions in which workers receive
on a pro rata basis all benefits—in-
cluding promotion—normally available
to full-time employees in similar posi-
tions or grades.

This is not a new concept. Ventures
of this sort have been successfully tried
in the past with other governmental
agencies, and flexible hours were found
to be mutually beneficial to both em-
ployers and workers because the worker
can experience an improved quality of
work and family life.

The flexible hours employment option
will be a step in providing job designs
which further the advancement of
women—especially working mothers—by
offering them greater employment op-
portunities. Together with more compre-
hensive maternity benefits and greater
availability of child care, the restructur-
ing of job patterns such as this bill pro-
vides will help speed the implementation
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of the affirmative action programs to
which we are all committed.

Many Americans cannot or do not de-
sire to work on a full-time basis. For
example, some working parents desire
shorter workdays in order to return to
childrearing responsibilities, Students
need time to pursue their education,
Older workers approaching retirement
age may want to ease their workload.
Handicapped individuals may prefer
shorter workdays. There are countless
reasons why a person would require or
desire this option. But a person who de-
sires full-time employment rather than
flexible hours, should not be required
to accept flexible hours as a condition
for job hiring.

A current civil service employee who
already has a satisfying full-time posi-
tion must not be forced to accept flexi-
ble hours as a condition of continuing
employment. A person who ecurrently
holds a full-time position and desires
flexible hours, however, should have first
priority in obtaining flexible hours for
that position.

It is imperative that we create dif-
ferent job designs to meet different peo-
ple’s needs. A person who prefers to work
flexible hours should be able to contrib-
ute to our society by so doing. And, while
this bill will not by itself create ful-
filling work, it will increase the satis-
faction derived from a job making the
conditions of employment more respon-
sive to the individual worker’s needs and
desires.

I urge swift action on this bill. When
enacted, it can serve as an example to
many private and public employers, help-
ing them to set up more flexible hour
positions. Thousands of Americans will
benefit from the increased flexibility in
job options and the resulting enhance-
ment in quality of work and family life.

A NATIONAL ENERGY POLICY IS
VITAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. STARK), is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, Members of
Congress are becoming increasingly
aware of the need for a reassessment of
energy consumption in this country. The
fuel shortage of last winter and the gas
shortage of this summer are but two in-
dications that there is indeed an “energy
crisis.”

Dr. Paul E. Gray, chancellor of MIT
and one of our most eminent scientists,
delivered a statement on the energy
problem several months ago that is par-
ticularly comprehensive and enlighten-
ing. I would like to paraphrase his re-
marks here, as they reflect my own view
of the massive problems at hand.

Present energy consumption in this
Nation is prodigious. Energy sales con-
stitute approximately 10 percent of the
GNP. The per capita rate of consumption
is 10 kilowatts or 13 horsepower hourly.
In other terms, each U.S. resident uses
for personal needs in light, heat, and
transportation and in the provisions of
services we depend on, energy totalling
80 times the average daily caloric input.
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This is markedly more than consump-
tion in any other country. The United
States, with 6 percent of the world pop-
ulation, consumes 35 percent of the en-
ergy used throughout the world.

This rate of consumption is not merely
a reflection of our level of industrializa-
tion in all sectors of our economy. In ad-
dition, it is the most conclusive indica-
tion of the American habit of luxury
items. We drive larger ears that con-
sume more gas than any other people;
we are accustomed to central heating
and air conditioning; and we have a na-
tional love for TV, dishwashers, and
washing machines. Every home that can
afford such appliances possesses them.

In the last century the use of energy
in the United States has doubled, on the
average, every 22 years. The rate of en-
ergy use today grows at 4.3 percent an-
nually, or, it doubles in 16 years. When
further broken down, it appears that
electricity consumption is growing nearly
twice as fast—at a rate of 10 percent per
year, or a doubling time of 7 years.

Certain *“ecological” standards, such
as those for automotive emissions, tend
to increase the rate growth of consump-
tion. For example, the cost of removal of
lead from gasoline equals a 12 percent
increase in gasoline use for the same
power output. Reduction of carbon mon-
oxide and other exhaust to meet the 1975
standards will also be accompanied by a
20- to 30-percent increase in gas con-
sumption. The day of the 6-mile-per-
gallon automobile is no longer in the dis-
tant future.

Similar growth rates can be cited for
the use of air conditioning in private
homes, in industry and in transportation.

It must be noted that energy consump-
tion and growth of the economy are
closely related factors. A book entitled
“Energy in the World Economy,” by
Darmstadter, Teitelbaum and Polach,
documents the interdependence. This
universal relationship, found in coun-
tries as diverse as the United States and
Thailand, leads to the conclusion that
economic growth is inevitably dependent
on energy supply.

However, data leads us to the inescap-
able conclusion that our reserves are
dwindling. If the demand for energy con-
tinues to grow at its historic rate we
will exhaust our fossil fuel reserves,
proven and anticipated, in less than a
century, and possibly in 50 years. Such
an accomplishment will mean that we
will have used up in less than 200 years
a resource that was made over hundreds
of millions of years.

We do have several alternatives. The
first choice, and perhaps the least wise,
will be to turn increasingly to foreign
sources of energy—Mideast oil or Rus-
sian ligquified gas. There are large re-
serves in these areas but such depend-
ence would be a blow to our diplomatic
integrity. And the strain on our balance
of payments would have serious ramifi-
cations to the world economy.

A second course of action is the de-
velopment of alternative non-fossil-fuel
energy sources. Solar energy, geothermal
energy, and nuclear energy are some
possibilities.

Solar energy is in abundant supply,
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but the capital costs associated with con-
version to a more useful form are pro-
hibitive. The matter of energy storage
also presents many problems.

Similar objections are raised about
geothermal energy—that energy asso-
ciated with the hot, radioactive core of
the earth. We are still many years away
from an accurate assessment of costs
and impacts of its use on a large scale.

Nuclear energy is, of course, our pri-
mary non-fossil-fuel energy resource, for
the relatively inexpensive isotope of ura-
nium as a fuel can provide an unlimited
supply of energy. However there are still
problems associated with nuclear power-
plants. For example, such plants emit
small amounts of ionizing radiation into
the environment. The risk associated
with this emission is stil! undetermined.
The possibility of an accident cannot be
dismissed and memories of Hiroshima
and Nagasaki still linger. And nuclear
fission generates poisonous radioactive
waste that is long-lived and potent. We
have not yet adequately prepared for
the management of this waste.

These problems can undoubtedly be
solved, but it is difficult to predict how
far in the future such resolution is. Thus,
fusion power, while still a feasible long-
range alternative, will not be a factor in
meeting our energy appetite this cen-
tury.

Clearly the most viable course of ac-
tion involves reducing the rate of growth
of energy demand. It would reduce fu-
ture demand for energy and would buy
us valuable time to develop non-fossil-
fuel alternatives. This is not an impos-
sible proposition. Full insulation of
homes, and proper siting, could reduce
home heating and air-conditioning ener-
gy demand by 30 percent. Smaller auto-
mobiles and efficient mass transit sys-
tems would result in tremendous gasoline
savings. Home appliances could be manu-
factured with energy utilization as a
prime consideration. Many industrial
processes could be redesigned. For ex-
ample, Alcoa has a new process for smelt-
ing aluminum that requires 40 percent
less energy. Adoption of this process by
the aluminum refining industry could
have a significant effect in reducing
energy consumption. Finally, office build-
ing designs could be altered so that the
dependence on energy for comfortable
air is not so great. Tremendous economies
are feasible in all areas of our society.

For the present, it seems unavoidable
that energy conservation will become
imperative. Market forces will require it.
As energy becomes a more precious re-
source, rapidly rising costs will cause all
of us to be much more frugal with it.

Our response to this energy crisis must
be multiple: We must consume energy
more carefully. We must develop alterna-
tives to fossil fuels. Most important, we
must develop a national structure to deal
with the complex problem of energy in
an integrated fashion. We must learn to
plan more than a century ahead. At pres-
ent there is no clear level of responsibil-
ity for exploring energy alternatives, let
alone for developing policy. Concern at
the Federal level is fragmented and the
power industry has shrugged off any re-
sponsibility.
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We must be hopeful that the heat of
the debate, growing more powerful each
day between the factions concerned with
energy, will yield fruitful plans for con-
fronting the crisis headon, A rational,
comprehensive, and viable energy policy,
emanating from the national level, is im-
perative.

GAO INVESTIGATION OF PRIVATE
RESIDENCE EXPENDITURES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. BincHAM) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, recent
press reports indicate that the General
Services Administration has expended
close to $2 million on permanent home
improvements, furnishings, landscaping,
and facilities for the private homes of
the President in California and Florida
and the private residence of the Vice
President in Maryland. These expendi-
tures, made in the name of “‘national se-
curity necessities,” raise serious ques-
tions of propriety in light of the fact that
these homes will remain in private own-
ership after the owners have left public
office, and the permanent structural im-
provements will accrue to the benefit of
the owners.

Accordingly, I have today written to
the Honorable Elmer Staats, the Comp-
troller General of the Government Ac-
counting Office, requesting that the GAO
undertake a full investigation of this
matter, in order to determine the specific
purposes for which the funds were spent,
whether there appears to be any violation
of Federal law involved, and whether any
claim may be made by the Federal Gov-
ernment upon the President and Vice
President to reimburse the Treasury for
these expenditures for permanent im-
provements upon private property.

The American taxpayer, faced with
inereasing rents, skyrocketing housing
construction and repair costs, and im-
poundments of Federal funds for recon-
struction of the inner cities and provi-
sion of new and rehabilitated housing,
cannot be expected to condone the ex-
penditure of millions of tax dollars on
Government officials’ private residences.
This reverse Robin Hood philosophy of
taking from the working person to house
the rich and powerful must not go un-
challenged. In the congressional district
which I represent, homeowners who want
to repair or renovate their residences do
not receive any handouts from GSA to
fix the roof over their heads or the floors
under their feet, and the high rents paid
by apartment dwellers more than reflect
the costs of any improvements and up-
keep made by the landlords. Obviously,
the same is true in every congressional
district across the country.

If the Government wishes to retain the
confidence of the American people, it is
imperative that the very highest stand-
ards of conduct be adhered to by the
President and Vice President.

For the benefit of my colleagues, I
am including the press reports to which
I referred and a copy of my letter to the
Comptroller General for printing in the
CoNGRESSIONAL REcORD at this point:
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

Houst oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., June 28, 1973.

Hon. ELMER STAATS,

Compiroller General of the United States,
General Accounting Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. SBtaars: Recent press reports in-
dicate that the General Services Admin-
istration has furnished the privately-owned
homes of the President in Florida and Cali-
fornia, as well as the private home of the
Vice-President in Maryland, with permanent,
nontransferable “home improvements,” fur-
nishings, landscaping, and facilities in the
name of “national security.” According to
these press reports, total costs involved may
run in the vicinity of $2 million.

In light of the fact that the law affords
the President the more than adequate living
accommodations of the White House and
Camp David, Maryland, the propriety of ex-
pending large amounts of the taxpayers'
money on home improvements for private
residences which will remain in his owner-
ship after he leaves public office is question-
able. No provision is made by law for any
federally-subsidized Vice-Presidential hous-
ing.

Therefore, I request that the GAO under-
take a full investigation of this matter, in
order to determine first, the specific purposes
for which these funds were spent, second,
whether these expenditures meet the stand-
ards of existing federal statutes, and third,
whether any funds expended on these home
improvement projects should be repaid to
the Treasury by the President and Vice-
President.

Thank you for your kind attention and
consideration, and I shall look forward to
hearing from you.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,
JONATHAN B. BincHAM,

[From the Washington Post, June 6, 1973]

UNITED STATES PAID FOR ROUTINE NIxow
HoME REPAIRS

(By Ronald Kessler)

A government breakdown of #1.3 million
spent to improve President Nixon's properties
in California and Florida shows that large
sums of federal money have been used for
what appear to be routine house repairs and
for furniture for the President’s den.

The official accounting lists $4,834 spent by
the government for furnishings in Mr. Nix-
on’s den in San Clemente, $3,200 for tiling a
roof, $998 for replacement of a “hazardous”
vrought iron railing, 1,600 for window al-
terations, $1,105 for cleaning the beach, $1,-
950 for pruning “hazardous” dead tree
branches, and $1,950 for repairing a wall,

The White House yesterday referred all
questions on the improvements to the GSA
and Secret Service, The GSA said all but two
of the improvements to the San Clemente
house were requested by the Secret Service
for security purposes. The Secret Service con-
firmed that it had asked for many of the
improvements, but said more time would be
required to confirm each one.

Among the government expenditures for
furnishings to the President's den are $472
for a leather top desk, $171 for a chair, $504
for a sofa, $201 for a club chair, $141 for a
swivel chair, $268 for *wo chairs, $544 for two
more chairs, and $86 for decorative pillows.

Permanent improvements made to the
properties include $1,853 for a flagpole in
San Clemente, $476 to paint the fiagpole,
£388 for an exhaust fan in San Clemente, $314
for a sea wall ladder in Key Biscayne, $475
for a swimming pool cleaner in Key Bis-
cayne, $621 for an icemaker for Secret Serv-
ice agents in Key Biscayne, and $826 for
storm shutters in Key Biscayne.

These items are in addition to such pre-
viously reported expenditures for the San
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Clemente house as $13,500 for new heaters in
San Clemente, $3,800 for a connection to the
city sewer system in San Clemente, $184,174
for interior and exterior electrical work, $2,-
400 for septic tank repairs, $42,500 for a wall,
$10,612 for roadways and parking lots, 2,800
for a swimming pool heater, $11,561 for a red-
wood fence, and $22,000 for guard houses.

The breakdown showed that the taxpayers
have a big investment in the plants, trees,
lawns, and landscaping of the President's
San Clemente property. In the past four years
the government has spent more than $100,-
000 for landscaping at the California estate,
nearly $10,000 for weed removal, more than
$8,600 for plants, and $5,600 for moving trees.

Altogether, $703,367 has been spent on
permanent improvements to the San Cle-
mente home and $579,907 to the Key Biscayne
complex, which includes two houses owned
by the President.

The figures do not include $600,000 spent
to operate and maintain the Key Biscayne
compound or an as yet undetermined sum
spent to operate the Western White House.
The figures also do not include any expendi-
tures made by government agencies other
than the General Services Administration.

For example, some $340,000 was spent by
the Army Corps of Engineers to install a
helicopter landing pad at the Key Biscayne
location,

The GSA breakdown shows that large sums
have been spent on items normally consid-
ered to be related to the protection of the
President and the prevention of communica-
tions breakdowns.

These payments include $42,293 for a “se-
curity” lighting system at Key Biscayne, $128,-
708 for bullet-resistant glass doors and win-
dows at Key Biscayne, $4,786 for removing a
low wall and planting high hedges at Key
Biscayne and 87,631 for bullet-resistant glass
at the San Clemente swimming pool.

Other items for repairs and improvements
that home owners routinely make were de-
fended by the Secret Service and GSA as
being necessary for the protection of the
President.

GSA’s audit of expenditures labeled $1,950
for pruning trees as being for “eliminating
safety hazards caused by dead branches.”
Some $8,800 for landscaping, including re-
moval of dry weeds, was listed as being to
“eliminate fire hazard.” Replacement of a
wrought iron railing for $998 was because the
ralling was "hazardous.”

Arthur F. Sampson administrator of GSA,
said $1,600 spent for window alterations was
for “security” purposes.

Carl H. Davis, the San Clemente building
inspector who approved the building permit
for the windows, sald the windows were re-
placed because “they just wouldn't close
properly.”

“The windows were of wood sash and they
had dry rot in the sills and frames,” he told
The Washington Post. “They were just fall-
ing apart.”

Davis said the windows were replaced with
aluminum sashes.

John W. Warner, assistant to the director
of the Secret Service, said the existing heat-
ers in the San Clemente home were replaced
for security reasons because they were un-
safe.

Davis, the San Clemente building inspector
who approved the permit for the new heat-
ers, sald the old equipment was corroded,
antiquated, and “inoperative.”

“If you had bought the house, you'd have
done it too,” he said.

Sampson, the GSA administrator, defended
the connection to the city sewer system as
being necessary for "“guests like (Soviet Com-
munist Party Leader Leonid I.) Brezhnev, for
government guests, for functions.”

He said the government paid for only $3,800
of the $9,000 cost of the new line because
the remaining share of the pipe was for the
personal use of the President and his family.
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Warner, the Secret Service official, said the
line was for the use of Secret Service agents
as well as for the personal use of the Presi-
dent.

Davis, who also approved the permit for
the sewer line, said the septic tank that came
with the San Clemente house when the
President bought it in 1969 represented a
violation of the city bullding code. He said
it was the last septic tank in the city and
should have been eliminated long ago.

In addition, he said, it would have been
illegal to build the swimming pool that was
installed by the President on the property
without a connection to the city sewer
system.

Davis said the sewer line services the Presi-
dent's residence, the pool, and a guest house
where the President's daughters and their
husbands stay.

He sald Secret Service agents have their
own offices that are separate from the Presi-
dent’s residence and generally live in apart-
ments in the downtown section of the city.

The sewer connection “had to be done to
comply with the law,” he said.

One Secret Service official, who asked not
to be quoted by name, laughed repeatedly
when many of the expenditures sald to be
for national security were read off.

“Frankly, I have a feeling GSA is trying to
squirm their way out by blaming these things
on us,” he said, However, Warner, the assist-
ant to the director of the Secret Service, sald
he found authorizations by his agency for
many of the expenditures. He said he hasn’t
yet had time to check them all,

Both the Secret Service and GSA agreed
that the personal furniture and the flagpole
at the San Clemente residence had not been
requested by the Secret Service and were not
for security purposes.

Sampson, the GSA chief, said GSA "has"”
to provide office furniture for government
officials “anywhere, as long as it's reason-
able.”

He sald the furniture is still owned by
GBA, but since presidents are given govern-
ment offices by law after they retire, Presi-
dent Nixon will "keep it until he dles.”
After that, Sampson sald, the furniture will
revert to the government.

Sampson acknowledged that there is no
specific congressional act authorizing GSA
to furnish the private residences of presi-
dents while in office. But he said a govern-
ment official such as a senator could take
furniture to his home, so long as he does not
receive more government furniture than is
authorized.

William M. Cochrane, staff director of the
Senate Rules Committee, which develops
rules governing the Senate and its members,
said, “The GSA never gives any furniture to
senators (for their homes). It would take a
formal resolution (by the Congress) to
allow it. It would be illegal to keep it," he
said.

GSA Lists Biuis IT Paip oN NixoN HoMEs

The General Services Administration yes-
terday made available a breakdown of im-
provements made by the GSA at President
Nixon's San Clemente home and at his Key
Biscayne presidential complex. A partial list
includes:

SAN CLEMENTE

$4,834 for furniture in President's den:
includes $72 for brass lamp, §79 for table
lamp, $146 for end table, 8186 for coffee
table, $419 for lounge chair and ottoman,
$472 for leather top desk, 8171 for chair, $504
to recover a sofa, $201 to recover & club
chair, $141 for swivel chair, 8131 for lamp,
$268 for two chairs, $544 for two additional
chairs, $237 for desk chair, $86 for decorative
pillows, $523 for blinds, and $654 for a car-
pet and underpadding.

$312 for restraining entrance gates and
doors.

$388 for installing exhaust fan,
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$523 for repalring gazebo and removing
beach debris and for anchoring planks in
nearby railroad crossing.

$1,950 for pruning trees.

$3,200 for roof tile.

$6,642 for tiling the roof and floor of &
pazebo.

$1,950 for repairing walls.

$8,810 for landscaping, including removal
cf dry weeds,

$2,496 for asphalt paving.

$2,630 for relocating a tree and replanting
s fallen tree.

$130,530 for exterior electrical work.

$53,644 for interlor electrical work,

$13,500 for heating system,

$3,800 for sewer line.

$2,916 for surveying to determine prop-
erty lines,

$1,600 for window alterations,

$1,105 for cleaning the beach.

$1,853 for installation of flagpole and $476
for painting flagpole,

$1,625 for surveying residence.

$008 for replacement of hand rail.

$460 for fertilizer.

KEY EBISCAYNE

$4,786 for security screening project.

$3,808 for demolishing trees and plants,

$122,714 for constructing Secret Service
command post.

$128,708 for bullet-resistant glass doors
and windows.

$5817 for flagpole.

$3,0830 for golf carts for Secret Service
patrol.

$621 for ice-maker for Secret Service men.

$475 for swimming pool cleaner,

$119 for washing machine.

$2,000 for design to correct beach erosion.

$314 for sea wall ladder,

$995 for septic tank and lid.

[From the Washington Post, June 29, 1973]

UniTED STATES To Pay $125,000 oN AGNEW
HoME
(By Martha M. Hamilton)

The federal government has eontracted to
pay for $125,000 in “protective” improvements
to Vice President Agnew’s new home in sub-
urban Kenwood, the General Services Admin-
istration reported yesterday.

The GSA released the list of improvements
in respone to an ingiury from the House Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, which is con-
ducting a probe into the $1.3 million the gov-
ernment paid for alterations to President
Nixon's private homes in San Clemente,
Calif., and EKey Biscayne, Fla. The improve-
ments at Mr. Nixon's homes have been de-
fended by the Secret Service as necessary to
protect the President.

The improvements to Agnew’s home, a 12-
room colonial at 6514 Shadow Rd., include:

$39,5600 for the construction of a brick and
redwood fence, described as necessary for se-
curity by a Secret Service spokesman, around
the back of the property.

$15,979 for the installation of bullet-proof
glass throughout the home.

$6,000 for the widening of driveway to ac-
commodate Secret Service limousines.

More than £9,000 in electrical work and on
indoor and outdoor lighting.

Though many of the expenditures appeared
to be for security devices related to the Vice
President’'s position—#$4,000 for smoke and
radiation detectors for the 12-room fieldstone
house, for instance—others appeared to be
for normal repairs,

Taxpayers paid $800 to repair and
strengthen a “loose main starway railing
which is hazardous,” according to the report,
for instance.

Other items, such as $4,367 for air-condi-
tioning, $503 for carpeting and $200 for a
new exhaust fan and ceiling light for a base-
ment toilet, were part of the expenditures for
the construction of a Secret Service head-
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quarters on the second floor of the Agnews’
home.

The Secret Service initiated all requests
for the items listed, spokesman Jack Warner
said.

The Agnews, who still live in a rented
apartment in the Sheraton Park Hotel, are
expected to move into their new home in
the affluent suburb soon, according to an
aide to the Vice President. The improvements
to provide security arrangements are “almost
completed,” a GSA spokesman said.

The improvements are permanent or non-
transferable and will be of use to the tax-
payers only as long as the Vice President
occupies both the house and his office, GSA
and Secret Service spokesmen indicated.

The permanent improvements include the
$39,500 fence, replacement of a “hazardous
walk” at the cost of $1,078, electrical and
lighting work costing more than $9,000 and
the construction of a wider driveway and
parking area at the cost of $12,000,

The Secret Service provides equipment to
protect presidential and wvice presidential
families and candidates, but that equipment
is portable and can be used again.

Former Vice President Sen. Hubert H.
Humphrey (D-Minn.) lived in a rented
apartment during his term In office and was
protected primarily with portable equipment
requiring no major structural changes to the
building, Secret Service spokesman Jack
‘Warner said.

GSA, which paid for the permanent im-
provements, “would have been minimally in-
volved,” in providing security for then-Vice
President Humphrey, Warner said. But he
and a spokesman for the GSA both said that
comparisons between the costs of providing
security for this administration and previ-
ous ones are difficult to make.

The House Appropriations Subcommittee,
which requested the expenditure informa-
tion on the Agnews' house, had asked for
similar figures from the Eisenhower and
Johnson administrations, but later decided
not to push the request, a Subcommittee
spokesman sald.

IMPROVED MEDICAL CARE FOR
DISABLED VETERANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr, LEGGETT) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Speaker, today I
have introduced a bill which will allow
us to make a significant advance in the
quality of medical care afforded our dis-
abled veterans.

‘While VA hospitals are literally burst-
ing at the seams, we are more and more
frequently informed of yet another civil-
ian hospital in financial difficulty due to
a lack of patients. It is common knowl-
edge that hospitals in some areas are
now standing up to 30 percent empty,
and this at a time when 45 percent of
all veterans seeking admission to VA
hospitals are being refused.

The plan I have proposed in my bill
would help to alleviate both problems. It
would provide medical and hospital care
to veterans on a similar basis to the
Champus program for military families.
This would enable the disabled veteran
to be treated by the private physician
of his choice and admitted to the hospi-
tal of his choice for treatment of serv-
ice-connected disabilities when area VA
facilities are filled—at no cost to the vet-
erans. I expect this program to provide
the following benefits:

Substantially alleviate overcrowding
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in VA medical facilities, thereby up-
grading the quality of medical care
while making such care available to all
deserving veterans;

Utilize idle hospital beds, some of
which were provided through Federal
assistance under the Hill-Burton pro-
gram; and

Relieve veterans of the necessity to
travel long distances, in some cases up
to 200 miles to undergo treatment.

I would like to emphasize that this
program would be completely voluntary
on the part of veterans, physicians, and
hospitals; no one would be compelled to
participate.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly uige early
consideration of this measure. Every day
of delay sentences thousands of deserv-
ing veterans to forgo the quality medi-
cal treatment they have earned. When
we asked these men to serve, they served
without complaint; we must never allow
ourselves to forget our obligation to
them.

RETIREMENT OF FRANK E. BATTAG-
LIA, DEAN OF THE OFFICIAL RE-
PORTERS OF DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Hawaii (Mr. MATSUNAGA) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, it has
come to my attention that one of the
most dedicated public servants and a
good friend of mine and of many other
Members of this House will be retiring
tomorrow.

Mr. Frank E. Battaglia, dean of the
corps of Official Reporters of Debates of
the House of Representatives, is leaving
us after 30 years of service with the
House.

Going on 65 years of age, Frank was
born and raised in New York City, worked
his way through several years of the City
College of New York, and Fordham Law
School, where he received his LL.B.
degree.

Frank studied shorthand in DeWitt
Clinton High School, New York City, and
utilized his skill in several secretarial jobs
while attending night school. He acquired
an exceptional skill in verbatim short-
hand reporting as a result of his con-
tinued studies and subsequently worked
as a free-lance shorthand reporter in
practically every court in New York City.
He took depositions in several States in
the Northeast section of the country.

More than 30 years ago Frank decided
to come to Washington, D.C., after hear-
ing of the need for shorthand reporters.
After reporting for various Government
agency hearings, he confined his work as
a free-lance reporter tc congressional
committee hearings. In 1943, Frank was
appointed an Official Reporter of Debates
of the House of Representatives by the
late Speaker of the House, the Honorable
Sam Rayburn, who remarked that he had
not hired anyone with such glowing rec-
ommendations as had Frank Battaglia.

I am sure Frank is retiring with many
happy thoughts of the privilege and
honor of serving the House of Represent-
atives. While I deeply regret that he is
terminating his service with the House,
I know my colleagues all join me in
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congratulating Frank E. Battaglia on his
retirement and in wishing him well in all
his future endeavors.

RETIREMENT OF MISS SALLY MOR-
GAN, MRS. MILDRED BASINGER,
AND MRS. MILDRED HALL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Louisiana (Mrs. Boces) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, three lovely
ladies who have dedicated many years
of hard and effective work in service to
the Members of this House are retiring
today.

Miss Sally Morgan of Frederickstown,
Pa., the House Librarian since 1956, has
been on the Hill for 23 years, all of them
in the House Library where she has
tutored many law students and others
now working on the Hill in administra-
tive capacities.

Mrs. Mildred Basinger is retiring after
32 years on Capitol Hill. For the past 8
years she has been the cordial, helpful,
efficient secretary to the Doorkeeper.
Prior to that time she was in the offices
of a number of Tennessee Members in-
cluding Senator McEKellar and Congress-
man “Fats” Everett. A native of Bells,
Tenn., she plans to return there later.

Mrs. Mildred Hall has 30 years of
Government service; the last 18 as secre-
tary to the Architect of the Capitol. She
will be remembered for the warm manner
in which she has conducted her numerous
duties, especially in arranging the band
concerts on the steps of the Capitol and
receptions and parties, and in her service
as secretary to the House Office Building
Commission. She has been efficient and
pleasant in her many contacts with
Members.

I know they take into retirement our
gratitude and commendation and our
sincere wishes for many years of health
and happiness.

THE PROBLEMS CONFRONTING THE
AGED

(Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr, PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
there are 21 million citizens of this Na~-
tion who are known as senior citizens,
a label which may be somewhat deceiving
since many of these older Americans are
accorded not the respect they rightfully
deserve, but rather only neglect and
scorn. While we may speak of “senior
citizens,” for many disturbing reasons
these Americans might be classified as
second-class or “junior” citizens.

The problems confronting the aged are
myriad and manifest. Almost 15 percent
of them live in poverty. In Illinois alone
some 250,000 elderly live below the pov-
erty line. For these and even for aged
persons of moderate means, housing,
taxes, transportation and medical care
can be an unbearable strain on their lim-
ited, fixed incomes.

In the face of these problems, the ad-
ministration has proposed reductions in
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medicare benefits. Under this plan, a
patient’s out-of-pocket hospitalization
costs would be expanded from the pres-
ent $72 for the first 60 days to include the
entire first day’s cost plus 10 percent of
the remaining charge. This plan would
also significantly increase the amount an
elderly person must pay on a doctor bill.

Older Americans do not need a reduc-
tion in medicare benefits at a time when
they are paying almost 20 percent more
for out-of-pocket medical expenses than
they did the year before medicare was
passed. Instead of limitation, medicare
should be expanded to include prescrip-
tion drugs and care of eyes, ears, teeth,
and feet. Legislation aimed at this end
is being sponsored by myself and others
in both House and Senate and deserves
the strong support of anyone sensitive to
the crisis in health care for the aged.

Mr. Speaker, competent medical care
is not a luxury reserved only for the affiu-
ent. Every American should be guar-
anteed his physical integrity, a condition
so essential to human happiness that it
exceeds all others in practical impor-
tance. Freedom of speech, equal opportu-
nity and other valued but abstract prin-
ciples can have little meaning for one
enduring physical pain. Since it is the
aged who are naturally the most often
afllicted, it is with them that the effort
to guarantee health care should begin.
Medicare was the first important step in
effecting this guarantee and to limit it
now would be unconscionable regression.

A problem related fo health care in
the substandard conduct of many nurs-
ing homes, where life for the aged be-
comes a degrading existence in a health-
care limbo. Many persons are forced into
these homes by the high cost of long-
term institutional ecare. All nursing
homes must be made responsible to the
communities they serve. Rehabilitative
services, including physical and speech
therapy administered by trained thera-
pists, must be afforded every nursing
home patient who would benefit by them.
Legislation aimed at improvement of
nursing home care deserves unqualified
support of the Congress.

Health care is only one of the major
concerns of the elderly. Whenever a per-
son lives on a fixed income, he is ad-
versely affected by any increase in prices
affecting the cost of living, such as food,
housing, and taxes. Fortunately, the So-
cial Security Amendments of 1972 in-
cluded an automatie cost-of-living esca-
lator. However, due to other legislation,
these amendments will not wholly neu-
tralize the effects of rising prices upon
the elderly, nor will it aid those not re-
ceiving social security benefits.

For example, HR. 1, which finally
established a base income for the aged,
also cut them off from the benefits of the
food stamp program. These benefits must
be restored to insure that no older Amer-
icans at the lower income levels are left
undernourished,.

Under the Revenue Sharing Act of
1972, a ceiling of $2.5 billion was placed
on Federal funds for social services un-
der programs of aid to the aged, blind,
and disabled. Each State is limited, then,
to its share of the $2.5 billion based on
its proportion of the U.S. population.
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In Illinois, this means a 50-percent cut
in the amount of funds received by the
State office of social services, and a fur-
ther cutback on aid to the elderly.

Escalating property taxes, which affect
every American, are especially burden-
some upon older Americans. The admin-
istration has proposed a reform program
in this area, but under it the poorest of
elderly persons would be treated the same
as retired professional people who have
adequate retirement finances and ex-
pensive homes. If all the elderly are to
keep their homes and if property tax re-
form is to be equitable, it must be based
on the need of the individual taxpayer.

It is a seldom noted fact that the high
incidence of crime in urban areas has a
disproportionate impact on the elderly.
Low-income senior citizens often are
forced to seek out cheaper housing in the
cities, and crime therefore strikes them
with greater frequency. Further, due to
their low incomes, property loss due to
crime is felt with much greater effect.
Long range, cause-oriented solutions to
the crime problem are of little consola-
tion to those seeking to live peacefully
for the remainder of their years. As an
interim solution, security must be
strengthened in areas of high concen-
tration of the elderly. Many methods of
deterrence, from formation of special se-
curity patrols to issuing of personal elec-
tronic distress devices, have been sug-
gested and deserve serious consideration.

Mr. Speaker, it is evident that if relief
is to come to our older citizens, it must
be at the initiative of the Congress. Let
us not shun this obligation to those who
most deserve our attentions. The elderly,
unlike most interest groups, are ill-dis-
posed to organization for political pur-
poses, and for this reason their problems
all too often remain inconspicuous and
remote. We must compensate for the
softened voices of the aged by raising
our own with greater force on their be-
half.

THE PRESIDENT'S ENERGY MES-
SAGE OF JUNE 29, 1973

(Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
have just received a copy of the Presi-
dent’s energy message. Based on a short
briefing on the content prior to its re-
lease and a auick review today, it appears
that the message reflects an increased
responsiveness on the part of the admin-
istration to our energy supply problem.
I plan to study the full message in depth
in order to fully understand the basic
plan that is proposed.

One aspect gives me special satisfac-
tion. This is the emphasis given to the
acceleration of research directed toward
finding economic processes for gasifica-
tion and liquefication of coal. The State
of Illinois is blessed with large coal re-
serves. Unfortunately, the coal is high in
sulfur content. The coal research pro-
gram will include an increased effort to
find wavs to bring about a desulfuriza-
tion of the coal so that is can be used in
nearby electric powerplants, perhaps
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mine mouth plants, which must comply
with the existing Federal and State
standards for air quality. Gasification
and/or liquefacation of coal will permit
conversion to a form which is easily
transportable, for example, by pipeline or
railroad tank car.

There is hardly a thinking person in
our Nation who does not now fully real-
ize the significance of the short-term en-
ergy dilemma which we face. Fortu-
nately, the reserves of coal throughout
our Nation are plentiful and therein lies
a partial solution to our short-term en-
ergy problems. If we can find better ways
to utilize coal for energy production, we
can ease our current and projected de-
ficiencies in supplies of fuel oil and gaso-
line.

It is also encouraging to know that
further work will be done on improving
mining technigues which both increase
productivity and improve the health and
safety of the miner.

THE TRADE BALANCE

(Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
the House Ways and Means Committee
now has before it a bill which would
grant the administration the most ex-
tensive powers in the field of foreign
trade and investment ever permitted.

Administration officials insist that the
sweeping authority sought for the Presi-
dent in this bill to raise and lower tariffs
and other trade barriers almost without
restriction is necessary if we are to right
our badly out-of-kilter trade balance.

The Congress should take a very care-
ful look at this grant of authority to see
whether in fact it is all needed.

What has the President done with
the authority he now has? A look at the
record will show that there are presently
available to the President many powers
in the foreign trade and investment field
which he has not utilized—and shows
no current signs of utilizing.

For example, the President is asking
for new authority to take “safeguard”
action against the erection of foreign
barriers to U.S. goods. Yet, present trade
law gives the President authority to
withdraw tariff reductions if foreign na-
tions erect barriers which affect U.S.
exports. In the decade since this pro-
vision was enacted, thousands of bar-
riers to U.S. goods have been erected—
vet the authority to take away tariff
concessions to these same nations has
not been used.

Another provision of existing trade
law allows the President to impose “safe-
guards” when any foreign nation main-
tains restrictions against U.S. argicul-
tural produets. This authority has been
used only on very rare occasions.

Present trade law also provides for
withdrawing tariff reductions where
special preferential trade arrangements
are made by one country with another
at the expense of U.S. exports. These
agreements are common in international
trade, but the President has not used
this authority.
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The President also is seeking new au-
thority to act in behalf of industries
which are being injured by imports. Ex-
isting trade law says that whenever im-
ports are increasing in major part as a
result of tariff concessions at such a rate
as to be the major cause of import in-
jury, the President may put on tariffs,
negotiate orderly marketing agreements,
and take other steps. However, in Janu-
ary of 1971, the Tariff Commission took
an action which gave the President the
authority to use the law’s powers to help
the U.S. shoe industry. The shoe in-
dustry and its workers have been waiting
for that action for more than 2 years.

There are other industries and workers
that have faced similar problems, in-
cluding the steel industry, which is im-
portant to the people of the 23d District
of Illinois.

The consumer has a substantial stake
in the administration’s proposal also. If
the administration’s trade bill passes in
the form now before the House Ways
and Means Committee, it would give
the President the absolute power to give
away a very important consumer right.

This is the present right of the Ameri-
can consumer to know where the products
he buys come from. Under current law,
the country of origin must be stamped on
every product made in another country
and sold in this country. If it is made in
Japan, Taiwan, Korea, or Hong Kong,
it must say so. If the product bears an
American brand name but is manufac-
tured in a foreign nation, that nation
must be identified.

This marking of origin requirement is
termed a “nontariff barrier” to trade.
Many people—among them foreign na-
tions, U.S.-based multinationals, and
U.S. importers—want this requirement
removed so that they can flood the
United States with cheaply-made goods.

And if the President’s trade bill is
passed in its present form they would get
their way. One of the powers sought in
that legislation is the absolute authority
for the President to remove certain non-
tariff barriers, without being answerable
to the Congress or to anyone else. One
of the nontariff barriers included in this
power is the marking of origin.

Both American businessmen and
American consumers find this protection
important. Businessmen are proud of the
“made in U.S.A.” label on their prod-
ucts; recently, an official of Magnavox
Corp., one of the few electronics com-
panies which has chosen to keep its
plants, its production and its jobs at
home rather than take them overseas,
declared that an important reason for
staying in the United States was “be-
cause we have pride in our product and
we do not want the stigma of a foreign
label.”” Not so long ago, pollster Louis
Harris reported that:

There is a distinet sense among the Amer-
ican people today to rally in support of our
own economy here at home, The proposition
that “if our people don't buy American more
in the products we purchase, the U.S. econ-
omy will be in real trouble” met with 61 per-
cent to 17 percent agreement.

The American buying public has long
been confident that American-made
goods are the best that can be'had in the

22423

world, the product of skilled American
labor, highly sophisticated production
methods, and careful produet gquality
control. “Made in the U.S.A." is a badge
of honor.

But if the marking of origin require-
ment is removed, the American consumer
would have no way to exercise the choice
of buying American. All products made
abroad come into this country without
any identification. J[.merican brand
name products could be produced abroad
by 12-cent an hour labor, and brought
into this country without anything to
show the consumer where they were
made, and sold to the unsuspecting pub-
lic at American prices.

Not only would the removal of this
consumer right to know deceive the pub-
lie, but it would sell out to cheap foreign
competition those American businesses
such as Magnavox, who are proud
enough of the U.S. label to keep their
plants and production in this country.

Mr. Speaker, I know that every Mem-
ber of Congress wants to help America
solve its many problems in the field of
foreign trade. But giving away the con-
sumer’s right to know the country of
origin of the products he buys is not the
way to do it.

INTERNATIONAL TRADE POLICY
REVIEW

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr, Speaker, the trade
reform bill of 1973 is currently under
consideration by the Ways and Means
Committee. During the extensive hear-
ings of the committee, one of the wit-
nesses was Mr. O. R. Strackbein of the
Nation-Wide Committee on Import-Ex-
port Policy. In his statement, Mr. Strack-
bein provided a brief review of our trade
program and quoted from some of his
previous testimony on the same subject,
before the same committee, 10 and 12
years ago. It is inferesting to note what
he said on those previous occasions.

I shall quote only a few lines and leave
the rest to his prepared statement which
I offer with the sincere hope that all
Members will read and reflect on the
message therein. On May 5, 1960, Mr.
Strackbein said:

It took 25 years of doing, including much
domestic economic legislation, a world war,
a local war (Eorea) and the cold war to stack
up thé International competitive situation
as we see it today. . . .

We are on the eve of an earthquake that
will shiver us to our economic foundations if
we do not soon take thought and reverse
some of our romantic policies. If we do not
do this the economic waters of the world will
inundate us and the outflow will rend us and
swirl us to the common level. We will no
longer reside on a plateau, a beacon to other
lands . . . Our leadership of the free world
will dissolve into a sea of impotence and our
ideals for building a peaceful world will be
of little avail.

Mr. Strackbein issued many warnings
including a 5-year tariff moratorium in
1963 while the Kennedy round was under

negotiation. His warnings were not




22424

heeded. Had we paid more attention to
his urgings, we would not be in the un-
enviable position in world trade today
that we find so distressing. Mr. Strack-
bein’s statement of May 15, 1973 follows:
STATEMENT OF O. R. STRACKBEIN

Mr. Chairman and members of the Com-
mittee, my name is O. R. Strackbein. I am
president of the Nation-Wide Committee on
Import-Export Policy. This organization was
formed 20 years ago, but I have been appear-
ing before your Committee for 25 years on
the subject of trade legislation,

On this occasion, Mr. Chairman, I would
like to go back a few years in the nature of
background data so that perspective may be
achieved.

The first trade bill was passed in 1934 and
there have been about a dozen renewals and
extensions, with modifications. The protec-
tive effect of our tariff has been reduced over

%, Irom a level of over 50% to about 9%
on dutiable items. However, during the first
twenty years after 1934 the world was so
upset by wars that no true measure of the
effects of our freer-trade policies could be
made, World War II was followed by the
Korean conflict. It was really only in the late
fifties and the early sixties that definite re-
sults began to appear.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to gquote a
few passages from speeches that I made in
1959 and 1960, ie., some 12 or 13 years ago.

On September 2, 1959, speaking before the
Plumbing Brass Institute, I said:

“We have saved a number of countries a
generation of research and development by
making available to them our latest technol-
ogy. This 1s not sald by way of complaint,
but we should at least have sufficient insight
to comprehend the probable consequences of
our policies. The echoes are coming in from
many directions.”

At that time steel imports for the first

time exceeded our steel exports. The rise in
imports was generally attributed to the 1959
strike. The speech noting this said:

“Also, it may be questioned whether steel

imports will fall substantially after the
strike (1959). They began rising over a year
ago before the strike was called and price
comparlsons with the foreign product would
Indicate a continuation of imports at a level
considerably higher than in the past.”

Indeed, imports of steel did continue to
climb and reach some 14-15% of our market
before the steel import restrictions put into
effect in 1969.

“Yes, we will live on expansion and expan-
sion—in all directions, across national bor-
ders into foreign lands. Optimism and ex-
pansion will conquer all! So say the present-
day professional optimists,

“Of course no one wants a breakdown;
but we can import one if we refuse to recog-
nize the realities. Among these realities are:

1. An untenable international competitive
posltion;

2. A heavy and stubborn deficit in our to-
tal foreign account;

3. An expansion of imports and a shrink-
age In exports;

4. High domestic production costs com-
pared with other countries;

5. A sharp uptrend in foreign productivity
per man-hour;

6. A wage lag in relation to rising produc-
tivity abroad;

7. Loss of (U.8.) technological leadership
among the nations;

8. Increasing trend toward mass produc-
tion abroad;

9. Emigration of American capital to low-
er-wage countries;

10. Discouragement of expansion plans
among domestic industries, especially sup-
pliers, dedicated to the American market;

11, Increasing importation of parts and
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semi-manufactures as a means of competing
with imports of finished manufacture;

12. Automation as a means of improving
competitive position, resulting in unemploy-
ment and failure to absorb millions of addi-
tions to the labor force.

“What does all this mean?

“The Answer can be given by looking
around us, Let me offer a few examples:

“Steel, automobiles, typewriters, sewing
machines, and petroleum are products that
we were long accustomed to export while we
imported little of them. These were the out-
put of our most advanced industries in point
of mass production and technology.

“If imports were able to attack and take
the very ramparts of our highly productive
industries what can they do and what have
they already done to others of our indus-
tries?” . ..

“The prospects are not bright for a pull
away by this country. Not at all, The other
countries now have all that it takes to catch
up with us, including the creation of mass
markets. The question is how their catching
up is to be accomplished. Must we be torn
down in the process, or can we hold our own
while the other countries come up?

“We need a holding defense. This can best
be contrived through a combination of tar-
iffs and quotas, by the use of which suitable
shares of our market can be opened to im-
ports while reserving the remainder for our-
selves!"

From another speech I made before the
AFL~CIO Union Label and Service Trades De~
partment, September 15, 1959, San Francisco,
the following extracts are taken:

“Shall we recognize the fact that we are
facing something we have not faced before
and take some holding action with which to
buy time? . .. To bring up wages abroad . . .
will in any case be slow and we must do
something in the meantime . . . or we will
fall in order to meet them.”

“We must not be deluded into thinking
that our competitive discomfiture is a pass-
in > nightmare, In the nature of things, con-
sidering all the factors on the horizon, it
is an ominous confrontation, not a mirage.”

Mr, Chairman, I do not wish to bore you
with irrelevant quotations. Yet the observa-
tions of twelve or thirteen years ago indicate
that our situation of today was already vis-
ibly on the way at that time, On December 9,
1959, in a speech before the Washington
Trade Association Executives in a reference
to direct foreign investment ebroad which
at that time was about $38 billion and close
to $100 billlon now, appear the following
passages:

“We have high wages, high employment,
high profits; and these are needed to meet
high national budget as reflected in high
taxes. We cannot reduce the major elements
of our national income without courting
bankruptcy. We cannot go back to a lower
price level for that very reason.”

“Up to nmow we have managed to juggle
sufficiently to avoid facing the facts. Re-
cently it has become apparent that there
must be an end to the success even of jug-
gling.”

The last speech from which I quote was
delivered on May 5, 1960, before my own
Committee. I said:

“It took 25 years of doing, including much
domestic economic legislation, a world war,
a local war (Korea) and the cold war to stack
up the international competitive situation
as we see it today: ...

“We are on the eve of an earthquake that
will shiver us to our economic foundations
if we do not soon take thought and reverse
some of our romantic policies., If we do not
do this the economic waters of the world
will inundate us and the outflow will rend us
and swirl us to the common level. We will
no longer reside on a plateau, a beacon to
other lands. . . . Our leadership of the free
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world will dissolve into a sea of impotence
and our ideals for building a peaceful world
will be of little avail."”

I confess that this latter might be charac-
terized as purple prose. However, such a
characterization might be regarded as being
on a par with the one that was applied to
my warnings by a former member of your
Committee, that I was a prophet of doom
and gloom.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I belleve that the
principal obstacle to bringing the facts be-
fore the public lay with the press which was
overwhelmingly committed to freer trade.
The press, which is firmly dedicated to the
right of the people to know, did not wish
the same public to know enough about the
results of our trade policy to question its
widely heralded blessings. There was a fur-
ther effective sllence by the press that con-
cealed the facts when in 1966 the Senate
Finance Committee held hearings on 8. J.
Res. 115 which called for a revision of our
official trade statistics. The purpose was to
make them a more faithful reflection of our
balance of trade. Existing statistics under-
valued our imports and over-valued our ex-
ports so far as private competitive trade is
concerned. This they (1) did by reporting
imports on their foreign value rather than
the landed cost, including freight, insurance,
etc., and (2) reporting as exports all the
goods that we shipped under Foreign Aid,
Food for Peace and those we moved because
of high federal subsidies, The result was that
defenders of the falth could point to our
so-called favorable trade balance and say
that we are indeed competitive in foreign
markets and could stand further tariff re-
ductions.

In 1972 instead of a deficit of $6.4 billion
it was nearer $13-$14 billion if the transac-
tions had been properly reported.

Now, after more than six years and after
the deficit broke through even the concealing
cover, we are about to have official statistics
on the basis of c.if. import values rather
than merely on their foreign value.

Mr. Chairman, in August, 1871, some steps
were taken to meet what had by that time
reached crisis proportions. We put on a 15%
additional duty on most imports and then
devalued the dollar. This action turned out
to be inadequate and recently another de-
valuation was announced. The average de-
valuation of the dollar is now over 20% while
the yen has been up-valued close to 35%
and the German mark somewhat less.

With respect to currency realignment it
should b~ said that the action was necessary
but that it should not be relied on as a long-
range solution. It treats all products alike,
and they do not all stand on the same com-
petitive level. Furthermore, other countries
can take countervalling action at will, and
unilaterally. It is therefore an unsatisfactory
instrument because of the uncertainty at-
tendant on recourse to it. Great secrecy and
denials usually precede action in this field.

What is needed under the conditions we
face in the world today is a restoration or
near restoration of the market conditions
that made possible and supported the growth
of our industries and employment as we
moved up the ladder to world industrial
leadership.

The foundation of this highly successful
system rested on recognition of the fact that
consumer income must be sufficient to ab-
sorb the output of mass production. This
called for higher rather than lower wages as
a means of achieving lower production costs,
The British had taken the opposite tack. To
achieve low costs they sought low wages.
Then they could export to the whole world.
Henry Ford turned the formula around. Mass
production would lower the costs and higher
wages would assure a market for the rising
output.

This system worked miracles in terms of in-
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dustrial expansion. After World War II, how=
ever, we helped other countries adopt our
system and, with the exception of the Com-
munist bloc, they made amazing headway.
In many instances they built new industries
almost from the ground up, and by installing
the most modern equipment gained astound-
ing advances in productivity. We helped
them financially and with technical assist-
ance.

Thelr wages, however, were so low that even
though they started upward more rapidly
than we they have not yet caught up, and
the competitive gap has not been closed. In
dollars and cents it is wider today in many
instances than it was ten or twenty years
ago.

Our industry has been accused of ineffi-
ciency and there may be some of that, but
we have no bill of particulars. When our in-
dustries go abroad, carrying their managerial
forces with them, they do very well. Unless
the sea-change brings on greater efficiency it
would appear that they reflect no more than
the going level of efficiency in this country.

With so much of our capital moving
abroad, near $100 billion to date, and with
other countries increasingly well equipped
and using our technology plus their own, the
domestic industries remaining behind, and
particularly their workers, face a different
world from pre-1955 or 1960.

We built our system by replacing workers
with machinery that was more productive. In
those instances in which demand for the
product was elastic, mass production, by low-
ering costs, greatly increased consumption.
Before long employment expanded beyond
the level at which it stood when workers
were laid off. The automobile industry after
some years employed many more workers
than the buggy and wagon makers.

However, if the demand for the product
is not elastic consumption will not respond
much to lower prices, Food products are of
this class; and that is why the farm workers
who were displaced by the millions be-
cause of the great rise in agricultural pro-
ductivity, remained unemployed and flocked
to the cities to give us our stubborn urban
problem.

When coal mining made great strides in
productivity 3 out of 4 miners lost their
Jobs; and they too remained unemployed.
The price of coal remained very low but
faced an inelastic demand. Recently the
price has gone upward, thanks to exports
and an expanded demand but the unem-
ployed Appalachian workerg are still with us.

Mr. Chairman, we come now to a very
important point.

Imports that bear an appreciable price
advantage confront the domestic producers
with & situation such as they face if the
demand for their product is inelastic. If
they displace workers in order to become
or remain competitive with imports these
workers very likely will remain displaced.
Imports, if unimpeded, will prevent the ex-
pected Increase in consumption of the
domestic product, even though total con-
sumption of the product does increase. Even
if the demand for the product is elastic
the increased emploment that formerly
took place here will occur abroad instead.
With our population increase we will under
such circumstances look in vain to the
“growth industries” to come effectively to
the rescue.

Agricultural exports will not fill the gap.
Agricutural employment is down to a little
over 3 million, half of what it was in 1955,
and still declining. So we need not expect
much help from the present agricultural
exports so far as employment is concerned.
These booming exports, incidentally, have
lifted greatly the price of soybeans, wheat
and corn, It is often sald about import
quotas that they raise prices. Of this there
is proof to the contrary, but lively exports
demonstrably raise prices. Import quotas
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usually have the purpose of preventing prices
from falling to disastrously low levels. (I
would like to offer for the record two short
papers on this point.)

The question naturally arises what can be
done to restore the domestic market condi-
tions so that growth industries may again
flourish.

Import quotas should be used judiciously
for this purpose, being used to assure the
domestic producer of a predetermined share
of our market, so that he can be sure that
it will be his or that of his domestic com-
petitors when they have developed the prod-
uct and created a market for it. If his prod-
uct is patented the market should be his for
the life of the patent while allowing imports
to increase, let us say, to 156% or some other
stated share. The domestic producer would
then have restored to him the incentive the
pursuit of which brought this country world
industrial leadership in the first place.

With import quotas designed with the con-
sclous purpose of accomplishing this end
they will have performed their principal
function. They may also be used in other
instances as our agricultural guotas have
been used, to prevent demoralization of the
market by low-priced imports.

Such injury as may be done to domestic
employment by the multinational corpora-
tions would be neutralized if total imports
of a product were limited to a share of the
market. Such economic benefits as these
corporations bring to the developing coun-
tries could continue.

Turning now to the proposal to vest the
President with carte blanche powers to
modify the tariff and impose quotas, such
authorization would be an abdication of
powers conferred on Congress by the Con-
stitution. We do not regard this as desirable.
The likely effect would be an unequal ap-
plication of the law. The larger and politi-
cally powerful groups would gain accom-
modation while the smaller ones would be
left to shift for themselves.

Another important part of the bill is ad-
justment assistance. It is limited to the
workers. We do not believe that such assist-
ance should be relied on as a remedy but if
it is, industries and companies should be
equally eligible.

It has never been satisfactorily explained
why imports should be vested with the right
of eminent domain over domestic industries
and their workers. Foreign competitive ad-
vantage usually is unearned in the sense
that it is usually based on the simple fact
of lower wages.

Our industries are legally bound to pay
minimum wages that are usually higher than
the average foreign wages. We should not
force our industries by law into a com-
petitive disadvantage and then sometimes
come to their rescue through adjustment
assistance. Rather we should prevent the
Injury in the first place. If we had a proper
import quota system we would have no need
of adjustment system.

Washington, D.C.

WINNERS ANNOUNCED IN “KEEP
CHICAGO CLEAN” ESSAY CONTEST

(Mr. ANNUNZIO asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I want
to call to the attention of my colleagues
the winners in the essay contest spon-
sored by Mayor Daley's Citizens Com-
mitiee For A Cleaner Chicago, myself,
and Alderman Anthony Laurino.

The essay contest, in conjunction with
a program called “Pitch In For Chicago,”
is part of a nationwide antilitter project
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which invites all Americans to join in
the important task of ridding our coun-
try of litter, and I am delighted to con-
tribute $25 Savings Bonds to the five
winners.

The pupils in grades 5 through 8 from
5 schools in the 39th Ward area of the
11th Congressional District of Illinois,
which I am proud to represent, were
asked by their principals and teachers to
write an essay entitled “How I Can Help
Keep Our Community Clean and Beau-
tiful.” The teachers selected the best
entry from their room and the best of
those were then judged by the principals
and their staff, who selected the top two
entries for their schools.

In order for our democracy to remain
strong and viable, it is necessary for all
our citizens to participate. A program
such as this helps to prepare our young-
sters to assume their obligations and
responsibilities in a democratic society
such as ours for they are not only future
citizens but future office holders.

Next week I shall present each first
place winner with a $25 U.S. Savings
Bond, and each runner-up with a special
certificate of recognition, but I also wish
to take this opportunity to extend to
them my heartiest congratulations and
warmest good wishes for their future.

Mr. Speaker, I proudly announce the
winners in the “Keep Chicago.Clean”
essay contest: Regina Foran, 6156 N.
Knox, of Queen of All Saints School,
Camile Blachowicz, principal; Kathleen
Hoppa, 4243 N. Keeler, of Hiram H. Beld-
ing School, Agenor E. Osuch, principal:
Rita Kanaya, 5125 N, Central Park, of
Alessandro Volta School, Norman Glick,
principal; Maureen LaPorta, 4854 N, Kil-
patrick, of John M. Palmer School, Theo-
dore W. Wallschlaeger, principal: and
Dana Parker, 3915 N. Lawndale, of John
B. Murphy School, William G. Rankin,
principal.

Mr. Speaker, I am also proud to an-
nounce the runners-up in the contest:
Josephine Gariti; Carolyn Hinkle, 3841
N. Lawndale; Karen Johnson, 5121 N.
Kildare; Leslie Schmidt, 4258 W. Mont-
rose; and Jane Wetterling, 5625 N. Knox.

Mr. Speaker, I also wish to include in
the Recorp the five winning Essays:

REGINA FORAN, GRADE 6

Take a look down your street. All you have
to do is Pitch In. Just pick up a piece of
paper. Keep garbage bags in your cars. Think
the next time you eat a candy bar. Throw
that wrapper in the right place. Then take a
look.

EKATHLEEN HOPPA, GRADE 6

The best help I, as an individual, can give
is to avold littering and to try and convince
others to do the same. In that way my com-
munity will stay clean. With the parks, for-
ests preserves, and surroundings uncluttered,
their beauty can be enjoyed by everyone,

RiTa KANAYA, GRADE 7
A clean Chicago is a lot to do, but if we
start littering, we can stop it. Don't say,
“What's a little scrap of paper?” and throw
away. Multiply it by 2 million and that adds
up to a lot. It's not going to break your fin-
gers, Pick it up!

MaUrReEN LaPorTA, GRADE 6
I can help fight pollution by not littering,
participating in “Project SOAR,” and by
bringing in glass and newspapers to recycling
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plants. We must keep our waters free from
oll spllls and deposit trash.

I can help keep my immediate area clean
by preventing fire hazards, cleaning out base-
ments and attics, and keeping lawns clean,

Dawa PARKER, GRADE 6

Get your bags, rakes, shovels, and anything
else needed ready. Come with me! We're all
going to walk down the streets and pick up
anything useless. Don't you wish this were
possible? It is—if we all do our share in
cleaning up. We can!

THE OUTSTANDING SERVICES OF
THE HONORABLE  EKENNETH E.
BELIEU

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, June 29,
1973, marks the departure of the Honor-
able Kenneth E. BeLieu from his posi-
tion as Under Secretary of the Army.
There are many of us who are proud of
Ken and Markie BeLieu and who com-
prehend the outstanding work he has
done for many years for the Govern-
ment of the United States. Certainly as
one who has been privileged to be a
long-time friend. I am happy to join in
recording and commending the achieve-
ments of this great American.

Ken BeLieu has a long record of serv-
ice to the Nation. He had an outstand-
ing combat record in Korea and was
grievously wounded there while fighting
our Nation’s battles. Subsequently he
served with distinction as a staff direc-
tor of the Senate Aeronautical and Space
Sciences Committee and the Prepared-
ness Investigating Subcommittee of the
Senate Armed Services Committee.

He was appointed as Assistant Secre-
tary of the Navy for Installations and
Logistics and later served as Under Sec-
retary of the Navy. In these positions he
added to the luster of his contributions.

Later he came back to serve the Army
and, during a period of great challenge,
Ken BeLieu brought to the Army vision,
integrity, and a genuine concern for both
the individual soldier and for the Army
as an institution in our Nation. His vast
experience of Defense requirements,
management competence, and concern
for the needs of soldiers and their fam-
ilies, have characterized his brilliant
service. He exerted pride in the Army’s
past service to the Nation and confidence
in its future.

Few Americans have given more fto
their country then Ken BeLieu. Fewer
still have achieved such high regard as
a citizen-soldier in the finest traditions
of selfless service. The cause of freedom
has benefited by his great contributions
to our Nation. In all of this, his beloved
wife Markie has stood proudly and help-
fully by his side. They are a truly great
American team.

1 attach a biographical sketch for
printing in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD:

BioGrarHY—EKENNETH E. BELIEU, UNDER

SECRETARY OF THE ARMY

Kenneth E, BeLieu, Under Secretary of the
Army, was born in Portland, Oregon, Feb-
ruary 10, 1914. He attended Roosevelt High
School in Portland ('33) and the University
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of Oregon ('37) at Eugene, Oregon and sub-
sequently the Harvard Business School Ad-
vanced Management Program ('55).

Mr. BeLieu was sworn in as Under Secre-
tary of the Army on September 22, 1971.

In 1940, after three years of business in
Portland, he volunteered for active duty as
a Becond Lieutenant in the Infantry. By 1945,
he had participated in the Normandy Land-
ing and campaigns in France, the Battle of
the Bulge, Germany and Czechoslovakia. He
was awarded the Silver Star, the Leglon of
Merit, the Bronze Star, Purple Heart and
Croix de Guerre.

Following World War 1I, he served in vari-
ous assignments with the Army in the War
Department and Department of the Army
General Staff. In 1950, during the Korean
Conflict, he lost his left leg below the knee
as a result of wounds received in combat.
Upon his discharge from the hospital he was
asslgned to the office of the Secretary of the
Army where he served as Executive Officer to
two Secretaries of the Army before his retire-
ment as a Colonel in 1955.

From 19556 to 1960, Belieu was a profes-
sional staff ‘member of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, the first Staff Director of
the Senate Aeronautical and Space Sciences
Committee and at the same time was Staff
Director of the Preparedness Investigating
Bubcommittee of the Senate Armed Services
Committee.

In February 1961, he was appointed Assist-
ant Secretary of the Navy for Installations
and Logistics. In February 1965, he was ap-
pointed Under Secretary of the Navy. While
in the Navy Mr. BeLieu was awarded the
Navy's Distinguished Public Service Award.
He returned to private life in July of 1965.

During the period of July 1965 to January
1969, Mr. BeLieu held positions as Executive
Vice President, President and Member of the
Board of the Leisure World Foundation, La-
guna Beach, California; Member, Defense
Sclence Board; Member of the Board of Ad-
visors, Ryan Aeronautical Corporation and
Continental Motors; and Member, Technical
Advisory Board, RCA.

On January 21, 1969 Mr. BeLieu was ap-
pointed by President Nixon as Deputy As-
sistant to the President for Congressional
Relations, the position he held until he was
appointed Under Secretary of the Army.

Mr. BeLieu and his family reside in Alex-
andria, Virginia.

MAYOR BETTY WILSON OF SANTA
FE SPRINGS, CALIF., TO VISIT THE
SOVIET UNION

(Mr, HOLIFIELD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, an
American delegation comprising Mayor
Betty Wilson of Santa Fe Springs, Calif.,
and three other people has been invited
by the Union of Soviet Societies for
Friendship and Cultural Relations With
Foreign Countries to be the guests of the
Russian Government for the purpose of
discussing guidelines for the develop-
ment of sister city relationships between
the United States and the U.S.S.R. This
invitation represents a dramatic new
step toward furthering direct relation-
ships between the cities and citizens of
the two countries.

The trip, scheduled for July 1 through
July 14, will be the initial step of an ex-
change that will bring a four-member
Soviet delegation to the United States,
September 1 through September 15.

En route to Russia, Mrs. Wilson will
attend the World Congress in Lausanne,
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Switzerland, which is sponsored by the
International Union of Local Authori-
ties. Mayor Wilson will be a delegate rep-
resenting the United States. At this
meeting representatives from over 70
countries will be meeting together to
compare approaches to solving local gov-
ernment problems. The World Congress
is in effect a clearinghouse for ideas and
experiences.

Mayor Wilson is chairman of the Na-
tional League of Cities Committee on
International Municipal Cooperation and
regional vice president of the Town
Affiliation Association which has as its
principal program, Sister Cities Inter-
national.

Expenses for the trip will be paid by
the Russian hosts, with the exception of
air fares which will be paid by the Town
Affiliation Association.

When Mrs. Wilson arrives in Russia
she will be joined by the other members
of the delegation who are: Louis Wozar,
president of the Town Affiliation Associ-
ation; Frederick W. Brittan, chairman
of the board of the Town Affiliation As-
sociation; and Thomas W. Gittins, ex-
ecutive vice president of the Town Affili-
ation Association.

I have inserted an article from the
Whittier Daily News, June 16, 1973,
which further illustrates Mayor Wilson’s
Russian trip:

For Si1sTER CiTY PROGRAM—SPRINGS MAYOR
GOING To RUSSIA

SANTA FE SPRINGS.—The mayor is going to
Russia.

On the heels of Soviet leader Leonid I.
Brezhnev's conference with President Nixon
next week, Santa Fe Springs Mayor Grace
(Betty) Wilson and three other officials of
the Town Affiliation Assn. will travel to Rus-
sia to begin negotiations to establish a Sister
Cities program between the USSR and the
United States. -

A cable this week confirmed an invitation
by the Union of Soviet Societies for Friend-
ship and Cultural Relations with Foreign
Countries to the association for a two-week,
four-city tour of Russia July 1 through 15.

The trip will be the initial step of an ex-
change that will bring a four-member So-
viet delegation to the Town *“f "lation Assn.
conference in Atlanta in September.

EXCHANGE PROGRAM

“You have to go slow on these things, but
at least we'll get the door open for future
talks. We will probably discuss what cities
should be paired and what type of an ex-
change program we want to set up,” she
said.

“I'm really excited about the trip,” she
sald. “Not about the trip as such, but about.
the meaning.

“We will be getting together to plan a
program of cooperation between the people,
I feel like a pioneer.”

In his news conference Thursday, Brezh-
nev called for closer people-to-people t'-s
between the two countries.

“I don't know whether it was deliberate
or a coincidence,” Mrs, Wilson said, “but it's
certainly timely. That is exactly what the Sis-
ter Cities program does.”

Mrs. Wilson was selected to make the trip,
she said, “Mainly because I'm & woman and
because I will be the only elected official
going. Also, I serve on the National League
of Cities Committee on International Muni-
cipal Cooperation.”

The other Town Affiliation Assn. members
in the delegation are Louis Wozar, of Day-
ton, Ohio, Frederick Brittan, of Dover, Del,,
and Thomas Gittins, of Washington, D.C.
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Mrs. Wilson will be the only representa-

tive from the western states.
GROUNDWORK LAID

Some of the groundwork for the exchange
is done, in the form of a similar program
in the Soviet Union.

“They have a program similar to Sister
Cities, but, of course, it's called something
else,” Mrs. Wilson said.

“They have a sister city in Japan, one in
India, and some in Europe, but they've never
had one in the United States, and that is
why I'm so excited about going.”

En route, Mrs. Wilson said, she will stop
in Lausanne, Switzerland to act as an official
delegate representing the United States at
the International Union of Local Authorities
Conference the last week in June.

“This has been in the works for some
time,” she sald, “but I refused to let myself
get excited about it until we had a definite
answer.”

Mrs. Wilson plans fo leave June 22 and
return July 186.

Expenses for the trip will be paid by the
Russian hosts, with the exception of air
fares which will be paid by the Town Af-
fillation Assn.

Chairing her second meeting as the city's
newly selected mayor, Mrs. Wilson made the
announcement at Thursday's City Council
meeting to ask the council to excuse her
from the next two sessions.

FIEST OF ITS KIND

*“This is the first time an exchange like this
has involved the people of the two coun-
tries,” Mrs. Wilson sald, “not the govern-
ments, not industry or sclence figures.

“In the past the overtures have been in
the area of economics, sports, the arts and
so forth, but this is the first time that the
people have been directly involved.”

The cable confirming the Invitation, she
sald, was brief, only laying out the four-stop
itinerary of Moscow, Leningrad, Kiev, and an
option of elther Tashkent or Bologrado.

“The cable didn’'t say much,” she sald,
“but I'm sure that what we'll do is discuss
and lay ground rules for a Sister Cities ex-
change. I do not know for sure, but it
makes sense that that's what we'll do.

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN
DOMINICK V. DANIELS ON AMEND-
MENTS TO THE FEDERAL EM-
PLOYEES COMPENSATION ACT

(Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorn and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS. Mr.
Speaker, since 1916 the Federal Em-
ployees Compensation Act has stood as
the finest example of compensation for
injury statutes in our country. It was the
forerunner of many of the State laws on
this subject. Federal employees view with
pride the consideration extended to em-
ployees and their families who experi-
enced disability or death from job-re-
lated causes.

The last revision of this excellent Fed-
eral law occurred in 1966. Those amend-
ments represented an updating of the
statute in terms of changes in the needs
of Federal workers and the desire of the
Federal Government to continue its pre-
eminent position in the field of employee
benefits.

Quite appropriately, the 93d Congress
should consider further revisions of the
statute to insure its continuance as the
model employer. Since 1956 many State
compensation laws have been liberalized.
Benefits for Federal workers have been
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improved in many respects. Updating of
the Civil Service Retirement Act was ap-
proved by the 91st Congress.

A comprehensive revision of the Long-
shoremen’s and Harbor Workers Com-
pensation Act was reported from the
Select Subcommittee on Labor, which
I chair, and was enacted by the 92d
Congress.

The cost of living has soared since 1966.
A keystone of compensation law is a
guarantee to disabled workers that they
and their families will have income re-
lated to their wages when they suffer on-
the-job injuries.

For these reasons, I have introduced
a bill designed to assure injured em-
ployees that the Federal Government
will continue its enlightened poliey in the
field of compensation.

In summary, the bill proposes these re-
visions in the Federal Employees Com-
pensation Act:

The present statute permits a widower
of a deceased Federal worker to receive
benefits only when he is wholly depend-
ent on her, because of physical or mental
disability. Similarly, a husband can be
considered a dependent in determining
the rate of compensation a disabled fe-
male employee will receive only if he is
totally dependent on the injured worker,
because of total disability. Our pattern of
social thinking has changed dramatical-
ly in the United States in recent years.
No longer can a husband be considered
in all cases as the sole breadwinner of
the family. In many instances, the fam-
ily’s standard of living and the education
and well-being of children are based on
the combined income of hushand and
wife,

My bill erases the artificial differences
between the entitlement of husband and
wife based upon a concept no longer con-
sidered valid. This bill allows a widower
to receive benefits, because of the demise
of his federally employed spouse, if he
lived with her or was dependent upon her
at the time of her death or if living apart
for good reason or because of the deser-
tion of the husband by the wife.

Also the bill allows an injureé female
worker to obtain the extra 8%-percent
augmented compensation under section
8110 of the act for dependents if she has
a husband who is a member of the same
household, receiving regular contribu-
tions for his support, or if she has been
ordered by a court to pay for his support.

Under existing law an injured worker
may receive medical services in U.S. fa-
cilities such as the Public Health Serv-
ice, the Veterans’ Administration hos-
pitals and by designated private physi-
cians in hospitals, however the latter can
be utilized only when Federal Govern-
ment sources are not available or prac-
ticable.

The National Commission on State
Workman’s Compensation Laws recom-
mended that injured employees be per-
mitted to make their own choice of phy-
sicians either from all physicians in the
State or from a designated panel. This
amendment would bring the FECA into
line with the recommendations of the
Commission.

The present law requires a reduction
in the compensation received by an in-
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jured employee if his disability changes
from total to partial. If a partially dis-
abled employee is unable to return to
the job he held at the time of injury
then the Secretary of Labor determines
the earning capacity of the partially dis-
abled employee and reduces his compen-
sation—on the basis of 6625 or 75 percent
compensation rate—to the difference be-~
tween the employee's pay on the day of
injury and his new earning capacity.
‘While this is considered a reasonable
practice in the field of compensation, it
works a hardship on those who are get-
ting or would like to enter an authorized
rehabilifation program at the time of a
change in disability from total to partial.

The bill would permit the Secretary
of Labor to continue compensation at
no less than 80 percent of the total rate
as an inducement for partially disabled
employees to remain or enter into an
approved program designed to rehabili-
tate them vocationally.

Compensation for loss of an arm, leg,
foot, hand, eye, and so forth are specified
in the present law by the part of the
anatomy and the number of weeks in-
volved. Loss of an organ or the perma-
nent loss or use of a worker’s back can-
not be compensated in this manner. If
an employee suffers this kind of loss due
to an on-the-job injury, justice, and logic
require that he receive at least the same
type of benefits as those who lose an
external member.

Under the amendment the Secretary
of Labor is authorized to provide com-
pensation for such losses, not to exceed
350 weeks.

Some Federal employees become fo-
tally helpless, because of the injury they
have experienced to the extent that they
require the constant service of an at-
tendant. Under the existing statute they
are entitled to a monthly allowance not
to exceed $300. The bill eliminates the
$300 monthly allowance and sets no
maximum allowance, but leaves the de-
terminaton of this expense to the Secre-
tary of Labor.

Injured workers who participate in
vocational rehabilitation may be paid a
maximum of $100 monthly for mainte-
nance while participating in the pro-
gram. Increases in the cost of these items
since the $100 figure was established—
in 1960—justify advancing this figure to
$200, as recommended in the bill.

A requirement that the Bureau of Em-
ployees’ Compensation review an indi-
vidual’s case when he reaches age 70 to
determine whether his wage-earning
capacity has declined is found in the
present law. If a determination is made
that his earning ability has deteriorated,
his compensation may be reduced.

For a worker whose injury is job re-
lated to experience reduction in bene-
fits due solely to age portrays the Gov-
ernment as a callous employer. Any step
to curtail his benefits is unwarranted
from both the economie and soecial stand-
points. The bill proposes to repeal this
provision of the law.

The existing statute generally pro-
hibits compensation payments and vet-
erans benefits or military retirement or
retainer pay for military service simulta-
neous.
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If a Federal worker incurs a job re-
lated injury, which is compensable, it is
inequitable to deprive him these bene-
fits solely because he is entitled to pay-
ments from other sources for different
purposes. His ability to realize compen-
sation payments should be based on the
merits of his claim and its compliance
with the law governing his injury as a
civilian employee.

For this reason, the bill permits com-
pensation payments, regardless of any
Veterans' administration or military re-
tirement or retainer pay which may have
been authorized.

Unless an individual’s injury results
in a disability which continues for more
than 21 days or the original disability
becomes permanent he may not receive
compensation for the first 3 days of dis-
ability under current law. As a matter
of equity a worker should not have to
forego any compensation benefits if his
condition is work related.

My bill reduced this period of pay
loss to the first day of the date of in-
jury that follows the injury or to the
date disability begins. The first day would
be covered only if the disability contin-
ues for more than 3 days or becomes
permanent. Of course, medical treat-
ment would be available from the time
the injury occurs. In actual practice,
most Federal agencies provide full pay
on the date of injury or the date dis-
ability begins, thus virtually no employee
would be forced to underwrite the law.

One of the problems experienced by
injured Federal employees is the lapse in
time between the injury and the com-
mencement of payments, To alleviate
this problem the bill authorizes Federal
agencies to continue payment of an in-
jured worker’'s salary for not more than
90 days at the applicable rate. The in-
terest of the agencies would be protected
because they would be required to pay
the worker only in instances where they
do not disagree with the claim. The ra-
tionale of the 90-day period is that it
would dispose of the majority of non-
controversial claims by the agencies sub-
ject to review by the Bureau of Em-
ployees Compensation.

Generally speaking, claims for com-
pensation on account of injury or death
must now be made within 1 year. Failure
to file within 1 year may be waived by
the Secretary of Labor if filed within 5
years and the Secretary finds, first, that
the failure to comply was due to circum-
stances beyond the control of the individ-
ual claiming benefits or second, the in-
dividual claiming benefits has shown
sufficient cause or reason in explanation
of and material prejudice to the interest
of the United States has not resulted
by the failure.

A small number of meritorious claims
are not paid because of the existing 1-
year requirement. The amendment to
section 8122 of the act provides that the
Secretary may waive notice of the injury
in filing claim and compensation for dis-
ability of the claim is filed within 5 years
after injury or death.

The maximum funeral allowance for
death attributable to job related injuries
was fixed at $800 in 1966. Since that time
the average cost of funeral services has
risen astronomically, For this reason, I
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am proposing to raise the maximum al-
lotment for funeral expenses to $1,250.

When the price index maintained by
the Bureau of Statistics rises at least 3
percent and maintains or exceeds that
rate for 3 consecutive months compen-
sation beneficiaries are entitled to a cor-
responding adjustment in monthly bene-
fits under the Federal Employees Com-
pensation Act.

The bill adds 1 percent to that adjust-
ment to account for the delay between
the determination that the cost of living
has advanced to or surpassed the 3-per-
cent figure in reflection of this develop-
ment in monthly checks. A similar provi-
sion was enacted in Congress in 1969 for
Civil Service employees.

Agencies are now required to reim-
burse the employees compensation fund
for expenditures for compensation re-
ceived by their employees. The practice
is known as “charge back.”

Federal agencies have complained
that this practice requires inclusion of
compensation costs in their budget re-
quests, thereby creating additional bud-
getary planning and execution prob-
lems. Further, many agencies maintain
and compare their records with the
charges levied by the Bureau of Em-
ployees Compensation thereby further
creating administrative expenditures.

The amendments rectify this situa-
tion while eliminating the ‘“charge
back” procedure. (b) of this section
would permit the Bureau to plan to
spend for administrative matters when
the ceiling of 6 percent of the annual
authorized compensation benefits. The
figure of 6 percent is considerably lower
than the comparable expenditures in
the private insurance field, yet it is be-
lieved to be sufficiently high to permit
flexibility.

The present law limits the maximum
level of benefits to surviving widows
and widowers and children to 75 per-
cent of the employee’s earnings. We
have maintained this principle in the
proposed legislation. At the same time,
the percentage of salary payable has
been generally raised by 10 percent and
the division of benefits between a child
or children and the surviving parent has
been changed to provide more for the
parent as the party responsible for the
welfare of the children.

With this background there follows a
comparison of these benefits and those
incorporated in the hill:

|t percent]

Proposed
total

Present
total

Survivors

Widow or widower nochild_________

Widow or widower 1 child

Widow or widower 2 children

Child alone

2 children .

3 children__

1 parent!__

. 2parentst. ... .

. Whelly dependent brother, sister,
grandparent, or grandchildt

2 or more wolly dependent brothers,
sisters, grandparents, or grand-
chidrent .. e

.1 or more partially dependent

brother, sister, grandparent, or
grandchild! oo el

009 IO LN B LO RS

=

1 Compensation may not exceed 75 percent after payments to
widow or widower and children.,
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The bill proposes to “make whole” the
Federal worker who is disabled by a job
related injury and later recovers to the
point where he can resume Federal em-
ployment. The philosophy of workman'’s
compensation involves a commitment by
the employers that an employee disabled,
because of conditions beyond their con-
trol should receive financial and medical
assistance to protect himself and his
family.

The Federal Employees Compensation
Act Amendments of 1966 unintentionally
excluded disabled employees of the Fed-
eral Public Works Administration, the
Civilian Conservation Corps, the Works
Projects Administration, and other New
Deal agencies from receiving the auto-
matic cost of living increases in compen-
sation as provided by 8146-a.

Consequently, neither these individ-
uals nor their survivors have received an
increase in their compensation programs
since 1966. These neglected persons do
not strictly. qualify as “Federal em-
ployees” as defined under the Federal
Employees Compensation Act. However,
it seems to me that the Federal Govern-
ment would in fact assume responsibility
for their welfare and safety when they
were given employment in the depression
Era programs.

The number of persons who would be
affected by this provision may be no more
than a few hundred. Nevertheless, I do
believe that this minor adjustment to
the law is needed and justified.

There is another provision in this bill
which can be called the “court crew” pro-
vision. This provision appears relatively
insignificant, but unless enacted a poten-~
tially valuable rehabilitative program
cannot be expanded.

California has been operating a “court
crew” program for some time. Under this
program, a judge sentences misdemean-
ants to work out their fines and sen-
tences in the Federal national forests.
As a result, the Forest Service has had
many dollars worth of cleanup, mainte-
nance, and development done under the
program. The major stumbling block is
lack of coverage of the workers in the
event of an injury while working on Fed-
eral lands. This provision would further
the implementation of this very valuable
correctional rehabilitative program.

Under current law widows lose their
right to benefits upon remarriage. This
provision works a hardship on the older
widow who chooses to remarry, but may
be inhibited from doing so because of the
financial loss which would result from
the remarriage. The civil service retire-
ment law and the Social Security Act
already have provisions which permit
aged widows who remarry to continue
drawing their widow's benefits. My
amendment would permit widows who
remarry after age 60 to continue drawing
benefits.

Employees who contract occupational
diseases often have great difficulty in
proving the work-related connection of
the disease. HR. 8771, my bill to
strengthen State workmen’s compensa-
tion programs provides authorization for
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare to develop a list of occupational
diseases and to prescribe standards of
proof for determining whether such di-
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seases are related to employment. As I
believe the Federal Employees’' Compen=-
sation Act should be a model law, I have
incorporated a similar provision as an
amendment to that act.

A section-by-section analysis follows:
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE FEDERAL

EMPLOYEES' COMPENSATION ACT AMEND-

MENTS

Section 1: Redefines widower and amends
Section 8101 to mean a husband living with
or dependent for support on the decedents at
the time of the spouses death or living apart
for reasonable cause or because of the spouses
desertion.

Section 2: Amends Section 8103(a)(3) of
the Act to permit Federal workers to use phy-
siclans or medical facilities from a list ap-
proved by the Secretary of Labor.

Section 3: Amends Section 8104 to provide
that partially disabled workers should,
while undergoing vocational rehabilitation at
the direction of the Secretary of Labor, be
pald compensation at a rate of at least B0%
of the compensation they would receive if
totally disabled.

Section 4: Amends Section B107 of the Act
to provide compensation for the loss of an
internal or external organ or the permanent
loss of use of a worker's back for not to exceed
350 weeks of cempensation,

Section 5: Amends Section B110(a) (2) of
the Act to allow an injured female worker
to obtain the extra 815% augmented com-
pensation for dependents if she has a hus-
band who is a member of the same house-
hold, receiving regular contributions for his
support, or if she has been ordered by a
court to contribute to his support.

Section 6: Amends Section 8111 of the Act
by eliminating the maximum that may be
paid services of an attendent as the Secretary
considers necessary.

(b) of this Section Increases maximum
compensation for maintenance from $100 to
$200.

Section T: Repeals Section 8113(b) which
requires that the Secretary review an indi-
viduals case when he reaches age 70 to deter-
mine whether his wage-earning capacity has
declined.

Section 8: Amends Section 81168 of the Act
to permit compensation payments regard-
less of any veterans administration or mili-
tary retirement or retainer pay which may
have been authorized.

No payment shall be made by reason of
such amendment for any period prior to the
date of enactment.

Section 9: Amends section 8117 to provide
that compensation shall not be paid for the
first day of disability unless the disability
exceeds 3 days.

Section 10: Amends Section 8118 of the Act
to authorize continuation of payment to an
injured worker's salary for no more than 90
days at the applicable compensation rate,

Section 11: Amends Section 8122 of the Act
and provides that the Secretary may waive
notice of injury and the time limit for filing
a claim for compensation for disability if a
claim is filed within 5 years after injury or
death.

Section 12: Sets the maximum funeral
allowance at $1,250.

Section 13a: Amends Section 8133. The
present law limits the maximum level of
benefits to surviving widows and widowers
and children to 76% of the employee’s earn-
ings. This maximum has been retained. The
percentage of salary payable in families where
the maximum is not applicable has been
generally raised by 10% and the division of
benefits between a child or children of the
surviving widow has been changed to provide
more for the parent as the party responsible
for the welfare of the children.

(b) provides that a widow or widower
benefits shall not terminate if he remarries
alter age 60.
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Section 14: Makes the Act applicable to
certain prisoners while performing services
in national forests.

Section 15: Adds 19 to the present cost of
living adjustment.

Section 16: Repeals the “charge back” pro-
vision of Section 8147 under which agencies
are required to reimburse the Employees'
Compensation Fund for the amount of com-
pensation paid to their employees.

Section 17: Provides for the Secretary of
HEW to establish a list of employment re-
lated diseases and standards for determining
whether the disability or death of an em-
ployee from a disease sustained in the per-
formance of duty.

Section 18: This section preserves all civil
service rights of workers who recover from
disabling injuries.

Section 19: This section makes appropriate
changes in the table of contents.

Section 20: Provides for cost-of-living in-
creases for employees of certain New Deal
agencies.

STOCKTON HOTZE

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

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, at
the close of business tomorrow, June
30, Mr. Stockton Hotze will retire as
an employee in the Sergeant at Arms
Office of the House of Representatives.

I have known Mr. Hotze for over 20
yvears. For 15 years, Stockton has been a
dedicated employee in the Sergeant at
Arms Office. His experience has been a
valuable asset to that Office.

Members of the House will recall his
friendly response and assistance when
they had contact with him. He was an
effective, efficient employee who was al-
ways helpful to the Members.

As I previously mentioned, I have
known Stockton for 20 years, having had
the pleasure of meeting him and his
wife, Gladys, 5 years before he began
his service on the Hill. I will miss seeing
Stockton almost every day here in
the Capitol, but I hope Mrs. Price and
I will have the opportunity of retaining
our long acquaintanceship with him and
Gladys.

CAMBODIA STULTIFIED BY
COUNSEL OF ROCKS

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to extend her remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to share with my colleagues the
following article from the front page of
the ‘Denver Post. I hope they think seri-
ously about the regime we are supporting
in Cambodia.

[From the Denver Post, Apr. 20, 1973]
CAMBODIA STULTIFIED BY COUNSEL oF Kooks
{By Larry Green)

PuNom PENH.—Trying to make sense out
of Cambodia is like trying to unscramble
egges.

Lon Nol, the 59-year-old president, is a
mystic advised by a staff of wizards, magi-
clans, sorcerérs, soothsayers, astrologers and
his brother, Lon Non, a ruthless brigadier
general who is believed to influence policy
totally.

Two years ago, when Lon Nol suffered a
cerebral hemorrhage, U.S. Ambassador Emory
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Swank reportedly described him as "a sick
man, both physically and mentally.”

The Cambodian president has turned more
and more from conventional government ad-
ministration toward the occult, carrying his
beliefs in magic and fortune tellers to ex-
tremes even for Cambodlans, who use such
things in their daily lives.

Recently Lon Nol dispatched a wizard in a
helicopter to sprinkle a ring of colored magic
sand around the edge of Phnom Penh to pro-
tect it from Communist attacks. The United
States was sending B-52 bombers to do the
same job at the same time.

A few months ago he ordered a government
committee formed to twist clumps of grass
into miniature soldier-like shapes, part of
the national mobilization effort to raise an
army. The committee never met.

Only a few weeks ago he fired hls chief
fortune teller when the seer failed to predict
that a disgruntled air force captain would
try to kill Lon Nol by bombing the presiden-
tial residence.

Yet another time, Lon Nol warned his
country of the “Red rabbit plot.” He warned
that Communist agents were buying up rab-
bits, paying 30 and 40 times their normal
market price, and training them to hop into
military compounds with explosives strapped
to their bodies.

The president urged Cambodians to con-
tact the police if strangers attempted to buy
rabbits, offering exorbitant amounts for their
purchase,

“Everybody on his staff—all his advisers,
the entire cabinet—knew there could be no
such plot,” one Western diplomat said. “But
nobody dared to tell him, so the warning
went out on national television and radio
and appeared in the government’s daily press
communique.”

Confusion and instability reign in politics
and on both sides of the battlefront,

Until the government and the Communist
insurgents get their respective politicel
houses in order, chances for what the United
States and Cambodia want most—a nego-
tiated cease-fire—appear remote.

The first sign of movement on the part
of the government came when Lon Nol an-
nounced the resignation of his 15-member
cabinet, something it is required by law to
do every six months,

Instead of reappointing the cabinet, Lon
Nol, under what diplomatic sources described
as "extreme American pressure,” sald he
would try to reorganize his government and
attempt to broaden its base of support.

All of this, however, will e largely mean-
ingless, if Lon Nol refuses to relinquish his
virtually total hold on power and if he
remains on the political scene, diplomatic
observers here say.

Lon Nol, once a hero for his role in lead-
ing the happenstance coup that resulted in
the ouster of the former ruler, Prince Noro-
dom Sihanouk, has become increasingly iso-
lated from the people since suffering a stroke
two years ago.

He has driven political opponents loyal to
the Cambodian republic out of the govern-
ment.

Newspapers that angered him by criticiz-
ing his government and his brother and by
disclosing rampant corruption have heen
closed. Universities also are closed.

Until now, at least, the presidential cabi-
net has had virtually no authority under a
constitution Lon Nol drafted. The country's
general assembly is nothing more than a rub-
berstamp body.

Sirik Matak, one of the founders of the
three-year-old republic and a former prime
minister and general, is under house arrest.
His chief aide fled after surviving an assassi-
nation attempt and is in Paris with his
family.

In Tam, former interior minister, a de-
feated presidential candidate and popular
leader of the opposition Democratic party re-
slgned as the president’s special adviser on
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national reunification several weeks ago,
charging he had been given no authority by
Lon Nol.

The insurgents aren't in any better shape,
from what is known of their internal affairs.

They are reported to be divided between
those who support deposed ruler Prince
Sihanouk and those who oppose both his re-
turn to power and the centinuing rule of
Leon Nol.

After discussing Cambodia’s political scene
for a couple of hours, one diplomat said. “If
Cambodia didn't already exist, eertainly there
would be an author someday with an imagi-

fertile and

(Mr. DORN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, Hon. Een-
neth E. Belieu today resigns as Under
Secretary of the Army and leaves Gov-
ernment service after a career of superb
service to the Nation.

Ken's personal courage in war time
service to the Nation was unsurpassed.
He participated in the epic Normandy
landing and the Battle of the Bulge. His
courage was recognized by the award of
the Silver Star, the Legion of Merit, the
Bronze Star, Purple Heart and Croix de
Guerre.

Ken Belieu has served the Nation with
highest distinetion and dedication within
the Department of Defense and as pro-
fessional counsel to many committees
of the Congress. He possesses an unsur-
passed understanding of the operation of
the executive and legislative branches
of government. As Under Secretary of
the Navy, and as Under Secretary of the
Army, the position from which he re-
tires today, his devotion to the American
service man was a trademark of his
service.

Mr. Speaker, as & highly esieemed
citizen-soldier, with a deep sense of in-
tegrity, Ken played a key role in charting
the Army’s course toward a peacetime
posture. His genuine concern for the
soldier and his abiding love for the
Army as an institution were his hall-
mark. He rose to a high level in the De-
fense Establishment, yet never lost the
human touch. His unusual appreciation
for the role of all branches of govern-
ment in the national seeurity eguation
enabled Ken to labor suecessfully to
enhance the atmosphere of understand-
ing and confidence between the Army,
other governmental agencies, the Con-
gress, and the public. His contributions
to improving the eouniry's defense pes-
ture were truly significant.

Mr. Speaker, Ken BeLieu is much ad-
mired by the Honorable Carl Vinson, one
of the great committee chairmen of all
time. The late Mendel Rivers and the late
Richard B. Russell were ameng his clos-
est friends and admirers. During his out-
standing eareer of national service, Ken
was the confidant and adviser of four
Presidents of the United States, mem-
bers of the Cabinet, and our highest
ranking defense and military leaders.
Ken played a leading role in keeping
America strong during these critical
years. Ken has earned the admiration
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and respect of the great leaders of Con-
gress for more than 20 years. Ken has
been all-American in his devoted and
dedicated service and has the highest
esteem of my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle. Mr. Speaker, I know my col-
leagues join me today in wishing for Een
Belien and his wonderful wife every eon-
tinued success, many thanks and the very
best always.

Mr. Speaker, the following is a hrief
sketch of the career of this illustrious
American and dear friend.

Eenneth E. BeLieu, Under Secretary of the
Army, was born im Portland, Oregon, Feb-
ruary 10, 1914. He attended Roosevelt High
School in Portland ('33) and the University
of Oregon ('37) at Bugene, Oregon and sub-
sequently the Harvard Business School Ad-
vanced Management Program ('55) .

Mr. BeLieu was sworn in as Under Seere-
tary of the Army on 22 September 1971.

In 1940, after three years of business In
Portland, he volunteered for active duty as a
Second Lientenant in the Infantry. By 1945,
he had participated in the Normandy Land-
ing and campaigns in France, the Battle of
the Bulge, Germany and Czechoslovakia. He
was awarded the Silver Star, the Legion
Merit, the Bronze Star, Purple Heart and
Croix de Guerre.

Following World War II, he served in vari-
ous assignments with the Army in the War
Department and Department of the Army
General Staff. In 1950, during the Korean
Cenflict, he lost his left leg below the knee
as a result of wounds received in eombat.
Upon his diseharge from the hospital he was
assigned to the office of the Secretary of the
Army where he served as Executive Officer to
two Secretaries of the Army before his retire-
ment as a Colonel in 1965.

From 1955 to 1960, BelLieu was a profes-
sional staff member of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, the first Stafl Director
of the Senate Aeronautical and Spaee Sei-
ences Committee and at the same time was
Staff Director of the Preparedness Investi-
gating Subcommittee of the Senate Armed
Services Committee.

In February 1961, he was appointed Assist-
ant Secretary of the Navy for Installations
and Logistics. In February 1965, he was ap-
pointed Under Secretary of the Navy. While
in the Navy Mr. BeLieu was awarded the
Navy's Distinguished Public Service Award.
He returned to private life in July of 1965.

During the period of July 1965 to January
1969, Mr. BeLieu held positions as Executive
Vice President, President and Member of the
Board of the Leisure World Foundation,
Laguna Beach, California; Member, Defense
Science Board; Member of the Beard of Ad-
visers, Ryan Aeronautical Corporation and
Continental Motors; and Member, Technical
Advisory Board, RCA.

On January 21, 1969 Mr. BeLieu was ap-
pointed by President Nixen as Depuly Assist-
ant to the President for al Rela-
tions, the position he held until he was ap-
pointed Under Secretary of the Army.

Mr. Belieu and his family reside in Alex-
andria, Virginia.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leaves of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. VevsEy, alt the request of Mr.
Gerard R. Forn), for tomorrow, on ae-
count of official business.

Mr. Berr (at the reqguest of Mr. GEr-
arp R. Forp), from 5 p.m. en June 28
and the balance of the week, on account
of official business.

Mr. Danierson (at the request of Mr.
O’'NELL) , for today, on account of illness
in family.

Mr. BurGeNER (at the request of Mr.
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Gerarp R. Forp), for the remainder of
the week, on account of official business.

Mr. Honearte, for 4:30 p.m., June 29,
through June 30, on account of official
business.

Mr. LeamaN, for June 30, on account
of illness in f .

Mr. McPFacrr, for June 30 to July 18,
1973, 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. VEYsEy) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. BiesTeEr for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Hirws for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Hocan for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Anperson of Illineis for 30 minutes,

Mr. Kemp for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. MecCrLosgEy for 10 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Mezvinsky) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. GonzaLez, for 5 minutes, teday.

Mr. RosentHAL, for 20 minutes, today.

Mr. Annonzio, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Drinan, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Dices, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Apams, for 10 minutes, today.

Ms. Aszuc, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. STARK, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BineuaMm, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. LeccErT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Marsonaca, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. Boees, for 5 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
Mr. MappEN and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. Rosison of New York, to revise and
extend his remarks at the eonclusion of
the remarks of Mr. RHODES.

Mr. Gross immediately preeeding vote
on H.R. 9055.

Mr. StrarToN and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter.

Mr. Horrrrerp and to include a news-

Mr. ZasrockI in two instances.

Mr. Prenzes immediately following the
remarks of Mr. ConasiE teday.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Veysey) and to inelude ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. AxpErsoN of Illinois im two in=
stances. .
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Mr. ABDNOR.

Mr. MizeLL in five instances.

Mr. CarTER in five instances.

Mr. LATTA.

Mr. HosMEeR in three instances.

Mr. BROTZMAN.

Mr. Burkk of Florida.

Mr. Croniy in three instances.

Mr. Kemp in four instances.

Mr. BAFALIS.

Mr, MarTIN of North Carolina.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Mezvinsky) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. MurpHY of New York.

Mr. RosenTHAL in five instances.

Mr, Rarick in three instances.

Mr. GonzaLEz in three instances.

Mr. MCFALL,

Mr. Epwarps of California in two in-
stances.

Mr. N1x.

Mr. WaLpie in eight instances.

Mr, ECKHARDT.

Mr. DOWNING.

Mr. Davis of Georgia in five instances.

Mr. FascerLL in two instances.

Mr, Evins of Tennessee,

Mr. Rem in three instances.

Mr. STOKES.

Mr. nE Luco.

Mr. Carney of Ohio in two instances.

Mr, GIBBONS.

Mr. Dominick V., DANIELS.

Mr. Byrow in 10 instances.

Mr. DornN in three instances.

Mr, Moss.

Mr. Evans of Colorado.

Mr. CArReY of New York.

Mr. HARRINGTON.

Mr. LITTON.

Mr. FOUNTAIN.

Mr. Brasco in two instances.

Mr. Roorney of New York.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 11. An act to grant the consent of the
United States to the Arkansas River Basin
compact, Arkansas-Oklahoma; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

S. 343. An act relative to Federal primary
elections and national conventions; to the
Committee on House Administration.

B. 069. An act relating to the constitutional
rights of Indians; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

S. 1443, An act to authorize the furnishing
of defense articles and services to foreign
countries and international organizations;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

8. 1776. An act to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended;
to the Committee on Public Works.

5. 1794. An act to amend section 308 of
title 44, United States Code, relating to the
disbursing officer, deputy disbursing officer,
and certifying officers and employees of the
Government Printing Office; to the Commit-
tee on Government Operations.

8. 17956. An act to authorize the Public
Printer to adopt an official Government Print-
ing Office seal, and to designate employees
to administer oaths; to the Committee on
House Administration.

5. 1802. An act relating to certain authority
of the Joint Committee on Printing; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

S. 1884. An act to permit national banks
to invest in agricultural credit corporations;
to the Committee on Banking, and Currency.
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S, 1004. An act to amend the Act of August
4, 1950 (64 Stat. 411), to provide salary in-
creases for members of the police force of
the Library of Congress; to the Committee
on House Administration.

S. 1045, An act to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, as reenacted and amended
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act
of 1037, so as to authorize certain grape-
fruit marketing orders which provide for an
assessment against handlers for the purpose
of financing a marketing promotion program
to also provide for a credit against such
assessment in the case of handlers who ex-
pend directly for marketing promotion; 1o
the Committee on Agriculture.

8. 2016. An act to amend the Rail Passen-
ger Service Act of 1970 to provide financial
assistance to the National Railroad Passenger
Corporation, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

5. 2079. An act to amend the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949,
as amended; to the Committee on Public
Works,

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of
the following titles:

S. 1808, An act to apportion funds for the
National System of Interstate and Defense
Highways and to authorize funds in accord-
ance with title 23, United States Code, for
fiscal year 1974, and for other purposes; and

S.1938. An act to extend the time for
conducting the referendum with respect to
the national marketing guota for wheat for
the marketing year beginning July 1, 1974.

———————

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 5383. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for the Coast Guard for the procure-
ment of vessels and aircraft and construction
of shore and offshore establishments, to au-
thorize for bridge alterations, to authorize
for the Coast Guard an end-year strength
for active duty personnel, to authorize for
the Coast Guard average military student
loans, and for other purposes.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. HAYS, from the Commiitee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee did on this day present to
the President, for his approval, a bill
of the House of the following title:

H.R. 7200. An act to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1837 and the Rallroad Re-
tirement Tax Act to revise certain eligibility
conditions for annuities; to change the rail-
road retirement tax rates; and to amend the
Interstate Commerce Act in order to improve
the procedures pertaining to certain rate
adjustments for carriers subject to part I
of the Act, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MEZVINSKY. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 9 o’clock and 13 minutes p.m.), under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until tomorrow, Saturday, June 30, 1973,
at 10 o'clock a.m.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1089. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to promote more effec-
tive management of certain related functions
of the executive branch by reorganizing and
consolidating those functions in a new De-
partment of Energy and Natural Resources,
by reorganizing and consolidating others in a
new Energy Research and Development Ad-
ministration, and for other purposes (H. Doc.
No. 93-119); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations and ordered to be printed.

1000. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated
May 4, 1973, submitting a report, together
with accompanying papers, on the National
Shoreline Study authorized by section 106
of the River and Harbor Act approved August
13, 1968, in five volumes, volume I (H. Doc.
No. 93-121); to the Committee on Public
Works and ordered to be printed with il-
lustrations.

RECEIVED FroMm THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

1091, A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port of the audit of financial statements of
Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Cor-
poration (Department of Transportation) for
the calendar year 1972, pursuant to 31 US.C.
841 and T4 Stat. 101 (H. Doc. No. 93-120); to
the Committee on Government Operations
and ordered to be printed.

1092. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the progress and problems in achiev-
ing the objectives of the school lunch
program, Food and Nutrition Service, De-
partment of Agriculture; to the Committee
on Government Operations.

1093. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a list
of reports issued by the General Accounting
Office in May 1973, pursuant to 31 UB.C.
1174; to the Committee on Government Op-
erations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BROOKS: Joint Committee on Con-
gressional Operations. A report on summary
of proceedings and debate, a pilot study;
(Rept. No. 93-356) . Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union,

Mr. PEPFPER: Select Committee on Crime.
A report on drugs in our schools; (Rept. No.
93-357). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. PEPPER: Select Committee on Crime,
A report on street crime: Reduction through
positive criminal justice responses; (Rept.
No. 93-358). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. PATMAN: Committee on Banking and
Currency. HR. 8449. A bill to expand the
national flood insurance program by sub-
stantially increasing limits of coverage and
total amount of insurance authorized to be
outstanding and by requiring known flood-
prone communities to participate in the pro-
gram, and for other purposes; (Rept. No. 93—
369). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce. HR. 5356, A bill to
regulate interstate commerce to protect
health and the environment from hazardous
chemical substances; with amendment (Rept.
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No. 93-360). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. STRATTON: Committee of conference,
Conference report on H.R. 8537; (Rept. No.
93-361) . Ordered to be printed.

FUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and reselutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADAMS:

H.R. 8069. A bill to provide for the preserva-
tion, improvement, and reorganization of
rail service in the Northeast; to establish
the Northeast Transportation Commission,
the Federal National Rallway Assoclation,
and the Northeast Rail Corp., and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

Mr, BENITEZ (for himself, Mr. MEEDS,
Mr. Rancen, Mr. RosENTHAL, Mr.
HUNGATE, Mr. HEeLsTOSKI, Mr.
Duiwaw, Mr, Green of Pennsylvania,
Mr. Moaxrey, Mr. BurTON, Mr.
HecHLER of West Virginia, Mr.
Taompson of New Jersey, Mr.
O’'Haga, Mr. MosHER, Mr. McCLos-
KEY, Mr. WorFp, Mr. LEHEMAN, Mrs.
CmismoLm, Ms. Aszue, and Ms.
JoRDAN ) :

HR. 9070. A bill to suthorize the appro-
priation of such funds as may be necessary
to effectuate the transfer of all naval weap~
ons range activities from the island of Cule-
bra to the islands of Desecheo and Monito
not later than July 1, 1975; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

By Mr. BROTZMAN:

HR. 9071. A bill to expand the member-
ship of the Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations to include elected
school board officials: to the Committee on
Government Operations.

H.R. 0072. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to provide for more effectivé motor vehi-
cle emission controls at high altitudes, and
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. BUTLER (for himself, Mr. LoTT,
Mr, Parris, Mr. Huser, Mr. WALSH,
Mr. MaetTin of Morth Carolina, Mr,
SuvusTER, and Mr. TREEN) :

H.R. 8073. A bill to deal with the current
energy crisis and the serious shortages of
petroleum products facing the Nation and to
authorize construction of the trans-Alaska
pipeline; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. CULVER:

HR. 9074. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act so as to liberalize the
conditions governing eligibility of blind per-
sons to receive disability insurance benefits
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and
Means

By Mr. DICKINSON:

H.R. 9075. A bill to authorize the disposi-
tion of office equipment and furnishings; to
the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mr.
Dices, and Mr. SYMINGTON) ©

H.R. 9076. A bill to amend the United Na~-
tions Participation Act of 1945 to halt the
importation of Rhodesian chrome and to re-
store the United States to its position as a
law-abiding member of the international
community; te the Cemmittee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mr.
Vanns, Mr, Bapnro, Mr., Drimam,
Mr. Ernrserc, Mr. Gouoe, Mr. PoDELL,
and Mr. YATRON) :

H.R. 9077. A bill to establish a comprehen-
glve program of trade adjustment assistance,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.
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By Mr. FROEHLICH (for himself, Mr.
ERLENBORN, Mrs. GreenN of Oregon,
Mr. MrrceELL of Maryland, Mr. To=
wELL of Nevada, »

Avasxa, and Mr. THoMmMsoN of Wis=
consin) :

HR. 9078. A hill to repeal the act termi-
nating Federal supervision over the property
and members of the Menominee Indian Tribe
of Wisconsin as a federally recognized, sov-
ereign Indian tribe; and to restere to the
Menominee Tribe of Wisconsin those Federal
services furnished to American Indians be-
cause of their status as American Indians;
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affalrs.

By Mr. GAYDOS:

H.R. 8079. A bill to provide, In coopera-
tion with the States, benefits to individuals
who are totally disabled due to employment-
related respiratory disease and to the sur-
viving dependents of individuals whose
death was due to such disease or who were
totally disabled by such disease at the time
of their deaths; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

H.R. 9080. A bill to provide reduced re-
tirement benefits for Members of Congress
who remain in office after attaining 70 years
of age; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

HR. 9081. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to remove the time
limitation within which programs of edu-
cation for veterans must be completed; to
the Committee en Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. GIBBONS:

H.R. 8082. A bill to amend the Accounting
and Auditing Act of 1950 to provide for the
audit of certain Federal agencies by the
Comptroller General; to the Commitiee on
Government Operations.

H.R. 9083. A bill to amend the Accounting
and Auditing Act of 1950 to provide for the
audit of the Federal Reserve System by the
Comptroller General; to the Committee on
Government Operatlons.

By Mrs. GRASSO (for herself, Mr,
BowewN, and Mr. WoLFF) :

HR. 9084. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564 to relieve employers
of 50 or less employees from the requirement
of paying or depositing certain employment
taxes more often than once each quarter; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HELSTOSKI:

HR. 9085. A bill to amend chapter 34 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide addi-
tional educational benefits to Vietnam era
veterans: to the Committee on Veterans®
Affairs,

H.R. 9086. A bill to establish a task force
within the Veterans' Administration to ad-
vise and assist in connection with, to consult
on, and to coordinate all programs pertain-
ing to veterans of the Vietnam era; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. HILLIS:

H.R. 9087. A bill to amend the Welfare and
Pension Plans Disclosure Act; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor,

HR. 9088. A bill to amend the Internal
Revennue Code of 1954 to strengthen and Im-
prove the private retirement system, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. HOGAN:

HRE. 9089. A bill to establish a Federal
Amateur Sports Commission; to the Commit-~
tee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. HOLIFIELD (for himself and
Mr. HorToN) (by reguest):

H.R. 9090. A bill to promote more effective
managements of certain related functions of
the executive branch by reorganizing and
conselidating those functions in a new De-
partment of Energy and Natural Resources,
by reorganizing and consolidating others in
& new Energy Research and Development Ad-
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ministration, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Government Operatlons.

H.R. 9091. A bill to revise and restate cer-
tain functions and duties of the Comptroller
General of the United States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee en Government
Operations.

By Mr. HUNT
MARAZITT,
DANIELS) :

H.R. 9092. A bill to extend benefits under
8191 of title 5, United States Code, to law
enforcement officers and firemen not em-
ployed by the United States who are killed
or totally disabled in line of duty; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. LITTON:

HR. 9093. A hill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to restrict the au-
thority for inspection of income tax returns
by Federal agencies; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. O’'HARA (for himself, Mr. WiL-
LiaM D. Forp, Mr. DeL Crawson, Mr.
DoNOHUE, Mr. HawgIns, Mrs.
HecxkrEr of Massachusetts, Mr.
LEHMAN, Mr. MrrcHELL of Maryland,
Mr. STEELE, Mr. WarLpIE, Mr. CHARLES
H. Wilson of California, and Mr.
WoLFF) :

H.R. 9094. A bill to amend the Federal Meat
Inspection Act in order to provide that States
may not have less strict standards with re-
spect to marketing, labeling, packaging, and
ingredient requirements than those made
under the Federal Meat Inspection Act; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. OWENS (for himself, Mr.
PoprLL, Mr. REes, Mr. Vicorrro, Mr.
DerLums, Mr. PeppEr, Mr. Lome of
Maryland, Mr. Burtom, Mr. GUNTER,
Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. Brown of Cali-
fornia, Mr. MoAKLEY, Mr, COUGHLIN,
and Mr. RAILSBACK) @

H.R. 9095. A bill to promote and enhance
interstate and foreign commerce in recyclab o
and recycled materials; to encourage the
utilization of reclaimable posteonsumer
waste materlals; to encourage conservation of
our precious energy reserves and natural re-
sources through effective recycling; and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL (for himself, Mr.
Appapso, Mr. Bapmuro, Mr. BiweHAM,
Mr. Carney of Ohilo, Mrs. CHjsHoDM,
Mr. Cray, Mrs. Coriins of Illinois,
Mr. Cownyers, Mr. Dominick V.
Daniers, Mr, DrinanN, Mr, EnwARDS
of California, Mr. Frases, Mr. FoL-
ToN, Mr. GoNzALEZ, Mrs. GrAsso, Mr.
GreEN of Pennsylvania, Mr, HARRING-
ToN, Mr. HAwKINS, Mr. HECHLER Of
West Virginia, Mr. HevLstoskr, Mr.
KocH, Mr, MoLroman, Mr. Moor-
HEAD of Pennsylvania, and Mr., Mur-
PHY of New York):

H.R. 9096. A bill to amend the Federal Avia-
tion Act of 1058 in order to authorize free-
or reduced-rate transportation to handi-
capped persons and persons who are 85 years
of age or older, to amend the Interstate Com-
merce Act to authorize free- er reduced-rate
transportation for persons wheo are 65 years
of age or older, and to provide new and Im-
proved transportation programs for the
handicapped and the elderly; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL (for himself, Mr.
Murpay of Illinois, Mr. Nix, Mr. Pep-
PER, Mr. PErrins, Mr. PopErn, Mr.
RaNGEL, Mr. Rem, Mr. Repmve, Mr.
Roe, Mr. SarBanes, Mr. Starxk, Mr.
TErRNAN, Mr. CHARLES H, WiLson of
California, Mr. Weoxn Par, and Mr,
YATRON ) :

HR. 9097. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 in order to autherize
free- or reduced-rate transpertation to
handicapped persons and persons who are 65

(for himself, Mr.
and Mr. DomNick V.




June 29, 1973

years of age or older, to amend the Inter-
state Commerce Act to authorize free- or
reduced-rate transportation for persons who
are 85 years of age or older, and to provide
new and improved transportation programs
for the handicapped and the elderly; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.
By Mr. ROYBAL:

H.R.0098. A bill to authorize payments to
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Au-
thority for the construction of certain fa-
cilities to make the subway and rapid rail
transit system operated by such authority
accessible to physically handicapped individ-
uals; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

H.R. 9099. A bill to establish within the
Peace Corps a special program to be known
as the Vietnam assistance volunteers pro-
gram; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

H.R. 9100. A bill to amend the Comprehen-
sive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism Preven-
tion, Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act and
other related acts to concentrate the re-
sources of the Nation against the problem of
alcohol abuse and alcoholism; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 9101. A bill to confer U.S. citizenship
on certain Vietnamese children and to pro-
vide for the adoption of such children by
American families; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN:

H.R. 9102. A bill to amend chapters 2 and
21 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1854 to
provide that Individuals 65 years of age or
over who are eligible for or receiving soclal
security benefits (and employers, with re-
spect to such individuals) shall be exempt
from payment of social security taxes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 9103. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide that a widow’s
or widower's insurance benefit equal to 100
percent of the deceased worker's primary in-
surance amount shall be payable at age 62
rather than only at age 65; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SCHNEEBELI:

H.R.9104. A bill to amend section 101(1)
(2) of the Tax Reform Act of 1969; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. SYMMS (for himself and Mr.
Hawsew of Idaho) :

HR.9105. A bill to declare that certain
federally owned lands shall be held by the
United States in trust for the Kootenal
Tribe of Idaho, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs.

By Mr. TEAGUE of California:

H.R.9106. A bill to authorize the estab-
lishment of a mainland headquarters for the
Channel Island National Monument in the
State of California and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs,

By Mr. WALDIE (for himself, Mr.
Brasco, Mr. DomiNick V. DaNIELS,
Mr. CHARLES H. WiLsonw of Califor-
nia, Mr. MoakLEY, Mr. Hocan, and
Mr. HrLLIs) @

HR.9107. A bill to provide increases in
certain annuities payable under chapter 83
of title 5, United States Code, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. WYATT:

H.R. 9108. A bill to provide for the conser-
vation of fuel by prohibiting the introdue-
tion, or the manufacture, production, or im-
portation for introduction, into interstate
commerce of any new passenger automobile
which welghs 3,500 pounds or more, and by
amending the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
to impose on any such automobile with a
welght under 3,500 pounds an excise tax at
a rate proportionate to such weight; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.
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By Ms. ABZUG:!

H.R. 9109. A bill to provide increased em-
ployment opportunity by executive agencies
of the US. Government for persons unable
to work standard working hours, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Ms. ABZUG (for herself, Mr. Ap-
DABBO, Mr. Baprcrno, Mr, BeLin, Mrs.
Boces, Ms. BURKE of California, Mr.
BoLanp, Mr. BRADEMAS, Mr. BROWN
of California, Mr. CEDERBERG, Ms.
CHisHoLM, Ms. Corrins of Illinois,
Mr. CoNTE, Mr. CoNYERS, Mr. Cor-
MAN, Mr. DoMminNick V. DANIELS, Mr.
DexnT, Mr. Dices, Mr. ECKHARDT, Mr.
Eowarps of California, Mr. Fism, Mr.
Frowers, Mr. Wmmrzam D. Forp, Mr,
Fraser and Mr. Gaypos) :

H.R. 9110. A bill to prohibit discrimination
on the basls of sex or marital status in the
granting of credit; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Ms. ABZUG (for herself, Mr. Gis-
BONS, Mr. GonzaLEz, Ms. Grasso, Mr.
Gupe, Mrs. Hansen of Washington,
Mr. HaArRrRINGTON, Mr. HasTINGS, Mr.
Hawgims, Mr. HELsTosKI, Ms. HoLTZ-
MAN, Mr. HUNGATE, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr,
LenT, Mr. McCroskEY, Mr. MEeEDS,
Mr. MELCHER, Ms, MiNk, Mr.
MircHELL of Maryland, Mr. MoAK~-
LEY, Mr. Moss, Mr. MurrEY of New
York, Mr. Nix, Mr, O'Hara and Mr,
OWENS) :

H.R. 9111. A bill to prohibit discrimination
on the basis of sex or marital status in the
granting of credit; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Ms. ABZUG (for herself, Mr. Pep-
PER, Mr, PIxg, Mr. PopELL, Mr. RAN~-
GEL, Mr. Rees, Mr. Rem, Mr. RIEGLE,
Mr. RoE, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. RoUusH,
Mr. Roypar, Mr, ScHROEDER, Mr,
SEIBERLING, Mr. STOKES, Mr. STUDDS,
Mr. TiErRNAN, Mr, WaLDIe, Mr, WoLFF,
and Mr. Won PaT) :

H.R. 9112. A bill to prohibit discrimination
on the basis of sex or marital status in the
granting of credit; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. ADDABBO:

H.R. 98113. A bill to improve the conduct
and regulation of Federal election cam-
paign activities and to provide public fi-
nancing for such campaigns; to the Com-
mitiee on House Administration.

By Mr. BAVALIS (for himself, Mr,
ARMSTRONG, Mr. BmnGHAM, Mr,
BLACKBURN, Mr. BurgeEnER, Mr, BuT-
LER, Mr. CoHEN, Mr. CoLLINS of
Texas, Mr. CoNLAN, Mr. DANIELSON,
Mr. pE Luco, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr,
EscH, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr.
FROEHLICH, Mr. GiLMAN, Mrs, HECK-~
LER of Massachusetts, Mr. HeINZ,
Mrs. HoLt, Mr. Huser, Mr. Hupnur,
Mr. Jornson of Colorado, Mr. LoTT,
Mr. Maprcan, and Mr, MOAKLEY) :

HR. 9114, A Dbill to deauthorize perma-
nently the recently halted Cross-Florida
Barge Canal; to the Committee on Public
Works.

By Mr. BAFALIS (for nimself, Mr, MAL-
LARY, Mr. MaRAzZITI, Mr. MARTIN of
North Carolina, Mr. MooRHEAD of
California, Mr. OBy, Mr. O'BriEN,
Mr. OWENS, Mr. PARRris, Mr, REES,
Mr. REGULA, ™r. RiecrLE, Mr. RoxN-
cALLOo of New York, Mr. Samasiw,
Mr. SmHouPr, Mr. SmrTH of New York,
Mr. STEELMAN, Mr. Symms, Mr, Tay-
Lor of Missouri, Mr. ToweLL of Ne-
vada, Mr. Warpie, Mr. CHARLES H.
Wisow of Callfornla, Mr. Younc
of Alaska, Mr. Youwne of Illinois, and
Mr. Youne of South Carolina) :

HR. 9115. A bill to deauthorize per-
manently the recently halted Cross-Florida
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Barg Canal; to the Committee on Public
‘Works.

By Mrs. BURKE of California:

H.R. 9116. A bill to provide increased em-
ployment opportunity by executive agencies
of the U.S. Government for persons unable
to work standard working hours, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service.

By Mr. COLLINS of Texas (for him-
self, Mr. ArcHER, Mr, BROTZMAN, Mr.
CoNLAN, Mr, HARVEY, Mr. HINSHAW,
Mr. Lusan, Mr. McCOLLISTER, Mr,
MooruEAD of California, Mr. RHODES,
Mr. STEELMAN, Mr, STEIGER of Ari-
zona, Mr. TowerL of Nevada, and
Mr. BoB WiLsSON) :

H.R. 9117. A bill to authorize financial as-
sistance for service, employment, and re-
development (SER) centers; to the Commit-
tee on Education ~nd Labor.

By Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS:

H.R. 9118. A bill to amend chapter 81 of
subpart G of title 5, United States Code, re-
lating to compensation “or work injuries, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

By Mr. GROVER:

H.R. 9119, A bill to improve the conduct
and regulation of Federal election campaign
activities and to provide public financing for
such campaigns; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. HARRINGTON:

H.R. 9120. A bill to regulate Interstate
commerce by providing for uniform and full
disclosure of certain information with respect
to the sale of dwellings for occupancy by not
more than four families in order to promote
sound and effective price competition and to
prohiibt unfair and deceptive sales and other
anticompetitive practices, and for other pur-
poses; to the Commitiee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. HOWARD (for himself, Mr.
Bapmnio, Mr. BrowwN of California,
Mr, Parris, Mr. Sarasin, Mr. SAr-
BANES, Mr., Starxk, and Mr. WHITE-
HURST)

H.R. 9121. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to prohiibt the sale or
purchase for slanghter of pregnant mares and
mares with foals; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. KOCH (for himself and Mr.
HELSTOSKI) :

HR. 9122. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to establish independent
boards to review the discharges and dismis-
sals of servicemen who served during the
Vietnam era, and for other purposes; to the
Commitiee on Armed Services.

H.R. 9123. A bill to amend chapter 49 of
title 10, United States Code, to prohibit the
inclusion of certain information on discharge
certificates, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. KOCH (for himself and Ms,
HOLTZMAN) :

HR. 9124. A bill to establish in the Public
Health Service an institute for research on
dysautonomia, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. EOCH (for himself, Mr. BROWN
of California, Mr. BurToN, Mr. CoRr-
MAN, Mr. EILBERG, Mr. Gmnman, Mr.
GUDE, Mr. MoAaKLEY, Mr, PopELL, Mr,
ROSENTHAL, and Mr. WonN PaT):

H.R. 9126. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to direct the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to prescribe
radiation standards for, and conduct regular
inspections of, diagnostic and other X-ray
systems; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. KOCH (for himself, Mr. BRownN
of California, Mr. BurTOoN, Mr. Cor-
MAN, Mr. Emeerc, Mr. GinmawN, Mr.
Gupe, Mr. MoaxLEYy, Mr. PopELL, Mr,
RosENTHAL, and Mr. Won PAT) :
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HR. 9126. A bill to amend the Public
Health Services Act to provide for the pro-
tection of the public health from unneces=-
sary medical exposure to ionizing radiation;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. EOCH (for himself and Mr.
BURTON) :

H.R. 9127. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act with respect to the
walver of certain grounds for exclusion and
deportation; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. LEGGETT:

H.R. 9128. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, in order to authorize the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs to contract
for hospital care and medical services for
veterans with service-connected disabilities;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. MARAZITI:

H.R. 9129. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to provide penalties for
the murder, manslaughter, or attempted
murder or manslaughter of Federal law en-
forcement officers, members of federally as-
sisted law enforcement agencies and Fed-
eral employees; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr MELCHER (for himself, Mr.
Roncarto of Wyoming, Mr. JOHN=-
son of California, Mr. Tavror of
North Carolina, Mr. RUNNELS, Mr.
Youwne of Alaska, Mr. SteEIGER oOf
Arizona, Mr. Kazen, Mr. Won
Part, Mr, VicoriTro, Mr. Don H. CLaU-
sEn, Mr. HosMER, Mr. STEPHENS, Mr,
ToweLL of Nevada, Mr. Camp, Mr.
Jones of Oklahoma, Mr. pE Luco,
Mr. Lusaw, Mr. MarTiN of North
Carolina, Mr. KercHum, and Mr.
CRONIN) :

H.R. 9130. A bill to amend section 28 of
the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, and to au-
thorize a trans-Alaska oil and gas pipeline,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr, MINISH:

H.R. 9131, A bill to provide for the con-
servation protection and propagation of spe-
cies or subspecies of fish and wildlife that
are threatened with extinetion or likely
within the foreseeable future to become
threatened with extinction, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisherles.

By Mr. O'NEILL (for himself, Mr.
DrinaN, Mr. Borawp, Mr. CroONIN,
Ms. Grasso, Mr. CoTTER, Mr, BURKE
of Massachusetts, Mr. Kvros, Mry
HarrINGTON, Mr. MoaKLEY, Mr.
TiErRNAN, Mr. CoHEN, Mr. CLEVE-
LAND, Mr, CoNTE, Mr. SARASIN, Mr,
DoNOoHUE, Mr. McEKINNEY, Mr. ST
GERMAIN, Ms, HeckLER of Massachu-
setts, Mr. STEELE, Mr. MACDONALD,
and Mr. STupDs) :

H.R. 9132, A bill to create a Marine Re-
sources Conservation and Development
Fund, to provide for the distribution of
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revenues from outer Continental Shelf
lands; and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary,

By Mr, PICELE (for himself, Mr. BELL,
Mr. BrownN of California, Mr. Cro-
NIN, Mr. GUNTER, Mr. MarTIN of
North Carolina, Mr. Ror, Mr,
THORNTON, and Mr, WINN):

H.R. 9133, A bill to authorize the Na-
tional Seience Foundation to designate cer-
tain institutions of higher education as na-
tional energy research centers; to the Com-
mittee on Science and Astronautics.

By Mr. PRICE of Texas:

H.R. 9134. A bill to amend the Economiec
Stabilization Act of 1970; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. SEIBERLING:

H.R. 9135, A bill to provide for the regula-
tion of surface coal mining for the
conservation, acquisition, and reclamation of
surface areas affected by the coal mining
activities, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. STUDDS (for himself, Mr,
O'NEmLL, Mr. CoHEN, Mr. FORSYTHE,
Mr. KEvyros, Mr. RooNEY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. SareaNEs, Mr. Younc of
Alaska, Mr. Burke of Massachusetts,
Mr. BoLaNDp, Mr. CONTE, Mr. CRONIN,
Mr. pE Luco; Mr. DErRwWINSKI, Mr.
DonoHUE, Mr. DRINAN, Mr. EILBERG,
Mrs. Grasso, Mrs. HANSEN of Wash-
ington, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mrs. HECK~
LErR of Massachusetts, Mr. HEiNgz, Mr.
Howarp, Mr. LemMaN, and Mr.
LENT) :

H.R. 9136. A bill to extend on an interim
basis the jurisdiction of the United States
over certain ocean areas and fish in order to
protect the domestic fishing industry, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. STUDDS (for himself, Mr. Mc-
CorRMACK, Mr. McKINNEY, Mr, Mac-
poNALD, Mr. MoaxLEY, Mr. REes, Mr.
RiNarpo, Mr, Rose, Mr. STaRk, Mr.
TIERNAN, Mr. WHITEHURST, and Mr.
Womn Pat):

H.R. 9137. A bill to extend on an interim
basis the jurisdiction of the United States
over certailn ocean areas and fish in order to
protect the domestic fishing industry, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr, YOUNG of South Carolina:

H.R. 9138. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to pro-
vide for emergency allotment lease and trans-
fer of certain tobacco allotments or quotas
in disaster areas; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. CLAY:

H.R. 9130. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to restore the survivor annuities
of certain remarried spouses whose remar-
riages have terminated. and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil SBervice.
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By Mr. CONTE:

H.R. 9140. A bill to divorce the businesses
of production, refining, and transporting of
petroleum products from that of marketing
petroleum products; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MACDONALD::

H.R. 9141. A bill to require the Secretary
of Transportation to prescribe regulations
governing the humane treatment of animals
transported in air commerce; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. SHOUF:

H.R. 9142, A bill to restore, support, and
maintain modern, efficlent, rail service in the
Northeast region of the United States, to
designate & system of essential rail lines in
the Northeast region, to provide financial
assistance to rail carriers in the Northeast
region, to improve competitive equity among
surface transportation modes, to improve the
process of Government regulation and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. ANNUNZIO.

H.J. Res. 648. Joint resolution to provide
for the issuance of a special postage stamp
in commemoration of Guglielmo Marconi;
to the Comumittee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. DRINAN (for himself, Mr.
AnpersoN of California, Mr. BRowN
of California, Mr. Green of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. MoaELEY, Mr. OWENS,
Mr.. PoweLL, Mr. RIEGLE, Mrs.
SCHROEDER, Mr. TiErNAN, Mr, Younc
of Georgia and Mr, KASTENMEIER)

H.J. Res. 650. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States lowering the age require-
ments for membership in the Houses of
Congress; to the Committee on the Judiei-
ary.

By Mr. FUQUA:

H.J. Res. 651, Joint resolution relating to
the taking of the 1974 Census of Agricul-
ture; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr, KEATING:

H.J. Res. 652. Joint resolution designat-
ing certaln election days as legal public
holidays, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ASPIN:

H. Con. Res. 261. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that a
moratorium be  declared on any further
abandonment of rail services or facilities
within the rural nonmetropolitan regions of
the United States until such time that ap-
propriate investigations can be conducted
to determine what might be done to con-
tinue such service where it is determined
to be essential to the continued growth and
development of communities and industries
located within such regions, This mora-
torium shall remain in effect until at least
June 30, 1974; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.
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FRANK KELLOGG RECEIVES
AWARD

HON. JOSHUA EILBERG

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, June 28, 1973

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, recently
the Honorable Francis L. Kellogg, Spe-
cial Assistant to the Secretary of State
for Refugee and Migration Affairs, was

awarded the medallion of the Hebrew
University. '

This presentation was made in recog-
nition of his work in helping Russian
Jews during their trip from the Soviet
Union to Israel.

I also believe that Frank Kellogg
deserves recognition for the help he gave
me in getting the funds appropriated by
Congress to help resettle Russian Jews in
Israel released and turned over to the
agencies which work with the emigrants.

At this time I enter into the Recorp
Mr. Kellogg’s acceptance speech:
REMARKS MADE BY THE HONORABLE

L. KELLOGG

Excellencies, President Harman, Distin-
guished Faculty and Staff, Friends new and
old: I am pleased and honored to accept this
award, the Medallion of the Hebrew Univer-
sity.

But, Mr. President, in accepting it, I receive
it not for myself but for the American people.
Our nation, like yours, has a time-honored
tradition of concern for immigrants and
refugees. Since our earliest history refugees

FraNCIS
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