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for not to exceed 15 minutes, and in the
order stated: Mr. TarFr, Mr. DOMINICE,
Mr. WEICKER, Mr, HuMPHREY, Mr. FuL-
BRIGHT, Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD,
Mr. MaNsSrFIELD, and Mr. BENTSEN.

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

AUTHORITY FOR THE TRANSAC-
TION OF ROUTINE MORNING
BUSINESS ON MONDAY OR TUES-
DAY NEXT, AS THE CASE MAY BE

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that, following
the recognition of Senators under the
aforementioned order on next Monday
or, in the alternative, next Tuesday, there
be a period for the transaction of routine
morning business of not to exceed 30
minutes, with statements therein limited
to 3 minutes.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
STeEVENSoON). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

———

VACATING OF ORDER FOR PRO
FORMA SESSION ON FRIDAY NEXT
AND ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT
TO FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 9, AT
11 AM.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the pre-
vious order, providing for a pro forma
session on Friday next, be vacated and
that the Senate, when it completes its
business today, stand in adjournment
until Friday next at 11 a.m.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATORS ON FRIDAY NEXT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the list of
speakers previously entered for Monday
or Tuesday of next week be recognized
on Friday next, immediately after the
two leaders or their designees have been
recognized under the standing order.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU-
TINE MORNING BUSINESS ON FRI-
DAY NEXT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on Friday
next, after the orders for the recognition
of Senators have been completed, there
be a period for the transaction of routine
morning business of not to exceed 15
minutes, with statements therein limited
to 3 minutes.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the Senate will convene on Friday, No-
vember 9, 1973, at 11 a.m. After the two
leaders or their designees have been rec-
ognized under the standing order, the
following Senators will be recognized,
each for not to exceed 15 minutes and
in the order stated: Senators TaFt, DoM-
INICK, WEICKER, HUMPHREY, FULBRIGHT,
GRIFFIN, ROBERT C. BYRD, MANSFIELD, and
BenTsen; after which there will be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business for not to exceed 15
minutes, with statements therein limited
to 3 minutes.

Mr. President, I know of no business
that will be transacted on Friday other
than unanimous-consent measures which
may have been cleared for action, with
the possible exception of any conference
reports which may at that time be ready
to be called up.

In that regard, it may very well be
that the conference report on the District
of Columbia home rule bill will be ready
for Senate action in the event the House,
whieh is required to act first on that con-
ference report, has acted by that time.

Other than that, the Senate will be
awaiting action on other conference re-
ports, one of which it had been antici-
pated would be acted on by the House
today and then, subsequent thereto, by
the Senate, that being the Alaska pipe-
line conference report. It is the leader-
ship’s understanding now that that con-
ference report will not be acted on by
the House before Monday next.

Also, it is the leadership’s understand-
ing, after having entered into discussions
with the leadership in the House, that
the conference reports on the State-Jus-
tice appropriation bill and the HEW ap-
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propriation bill will likely be acted on
early next week in the House. The House
will have to act first. This would mean,
then, that both of those conference re-
ports could subsequently be taken up in
the Senate and acted on early next week,
and rollealls would probably occur on one
or both.

If the District of Columbia home rule
conference report is acted on on Friday, I
am in no position to say that there would
be no yea-and-nay vote cn that confer-
ence report, but I would hope not. I sup-
pose we shall have to wait and see.

ADJOURNMENT TO FRIDAY AT
11 A M.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
if there be no further business to come
before the Senate, I move, in accordance
with the previous order, that the Senate
stand in adjournment until 11 am. on
Friday next.

The motion was agreed to, and at 6:08
p.m., the Senate adjourned until Friday,
November 9, 1973, at 11 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate November 7, 1973:
INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION

Charles L. Clapp, of Massachusetts to be
an Interstate Commerce Commissioner for
the remainder of the term expiring December
31, 1973, vice Chester M. Wiggin, Jr., de-
ceased.

Charles L. Clapp, of Massachusetts, to be
an Interstate Commerce Commissioner for
the term of 7 years expiring December 31,
1980. (Reappointment)

In THE Navy

Vice Adm. Means Johnston, Jr., U.S. Navy,
having been designated for commands and
other duties of great importance and respon-
sibility commensurate with the grade of ad-
miral within the contemplation of title 10,
United States Code, section 5231, for ap-
pointment to the grade of admiral while so
serving.

WITHDRAWAL

Executive nomination withdrawn from
the Senate November 7, 1973:
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Joseph 8. Farland, of West Virginia, to be
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten-
tiary of the United States of America to New
Zealand, and to serve concurrently and with-
out additional compensation as Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to Fiji, to Western
Samoa, and to the Eingdom of Tonga, which
was sent to the Senate on October 11, 1973.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, November 7, 1973

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

This is the word of the Lord—Not by
might, nor by power, but by my spirit,
saith the Lord of hosts.—Zechariah 4: 6.

Father of Mercies, in whose presence
our restless souls find peace and by whose
spirit we are led in right ways, in the
tumult of a troubled world we turn to
Thee that we may face our demand-
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ing duties with strong spirits, wise minds,
and quiet hearts.

In this dear land we love and for
which we pray, may we close our national
ranks in a new unity of spirit and with
a true greatness of heart, forgiving when
we ought to forgive, being gracious when
we ought to be gracious, and through it
all ever be loyal to the royal within our-
selves.

To this end keep us falthful to our
tasks, true to Thee, and friendly to all.

In the spirit of Him who is the Light of
the World, we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAEER. The Chair has
examined the Journal of the last day’s

proceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.
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Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.
There was no objection.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered. :

The call was taken by electronic _de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:

[Roll No. 562]
Annunzio Edwards, Ala.
Badillo Ford,
Bell william D.
Biaggl Hébert
Blatnik Holifield
Burke, Calif. Jones, Tenn.
Chisholm Lott
Clark Mahon
Clay Mills, Ark.
Conyers Moss
Coughlin Murphy, I11.
Daniels, Nichols

Dominick V. O'Hara
Davis, Wis, Patman
Dellums Reid
Diggs Ruppe

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 393
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a gquorum.

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

Sandman
Sebelius
Sikes
Skubitza
St Germain
Stanton,
James V.
Steiger, Wis.
Teague, Tex.
Wilson,
Charles H,,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

WAR POWERS RESOLUTION—VETO
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER. The unfinished busi-
ness is the further consideration of the
veto message of the President on Hopse
Joint Resolution 542, an act concerning
the war powers of Congress and the Pres-
ident.

The question is: Will the House, on
reconsideration, pass the joint resolution,
the objections of the President to the
contrary notwithstanding?

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. Zasrocki) for 1
hour. :

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. Ropino).

(By unanimous consent, Mr. RopiNo
was allowed to speak out of order.)

HEARING ON THE NOMINATION OF
GERALD R. FORD

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to announce that at 10 a.m. on
Thursday, November 15, the Commiitee
on the Judiciary will begin public hear-
ings on the nomination of GeEraLd R. Forp
to be Vice President. Mr. Forp is sched-
uled to appear before the committee as
its first witness on November 15 and No-
vember 16 and on November 19, if nec-
essary.

The provisions of the 25th amendment
charge the Congress with the high re-
sponsibility of confirming the President’s
nominee to fill this critical vacancy. In
order to proceed expeditiously with the
exercise of this responsibility, the com-
mittee intends to sit while the full House
is in recess for the Thanksgiving holi-
day. It is my understanding that that
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recess will commence at the close of busi-
ness on the 15th. The committee, how-
ever, will hear Mr. GEraLD R. Forp for the
full balance of that week and into the
following week if necessary. The hearings
will continue on Monday, November 19,
Tuesday, November 20, and Wednesday,
November 21, with the committee pre-
pared to meet in evening session if cir-
cumstances dictate.

It is important for the committee to
move forward with this matter and it
intends to do so. We will move with dis-
patch, but only to the extent consistent
with the thorough inguiry that the Con-
stitution demands. To that end we will
continue to give judicious consideration
of Mr. Forp's qualifications and fitness
to hold high office.

Any parties wishing to present testi-
mony to the committee or to file a writ-
ten statement with regard to the nomi-
nation should contact the Committee
on the Judiciary at 2137 Rayburn House
Office Building.

All hearings will be before the full
committee in room 2141, Rayburn House
Office Building.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 4 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the House of Representa-
tives has the historic opportunity to re-
assert its constitutionally mandated ob-
ligation in the area of war powers.

The question whether to override the
President’s veto of the war powers res-
olution, House Joint Resolution 542, is a
decision that requires thoughtful and
soul-searching consideration by each
Member.

The President's veto of this measure
is disappointing. Particularly since the
President recently called for *“national
leadership that recognizes that we must
maintain in this country a balance of
power between the legislative and the
judicial and the executive branches of
the Government.”

If the President truly believed in such
balance he would not have vetoed this
resolution. Above all, he would not have
offered the many unfounded assertions
as he did in his veto message.

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

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ilinois.

Mr. FINDLEY. Several Members have
asked me if this resolution would have
altered the authority of the President
to act in the recent crisis in the Middle
East. Let me illustrate their concern.

At one point, the Soviet Union was
reported on the verge of sending troops
into the area of hostilities. Some observ-
ers forecast that this might cause the
President to send U.S. troops. This, of
course, was a prospect that alarmed
many citizens,

Would any part of this resolution give
the President any authority whatever to
send troops in such circumstances?

Mr. ZABLOCKI. The answer is an un-
equivocal “No.”

The resolution does not directly or by
implication authorize the President to
employ, commit, or introduce U.5. Armed
Forces into areas of hostilities. Section
8(d) (2) is clear in this matter. It is im-
portant to note, however, that by its pro-
visions the resolution recognizes the
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President’s power fo respond to an emer-
genzy—to permit the President to deal
with a erisis—as Commander in Chief to
defend and act when our Nation’s safety
and security are endangered.

Specifically, during the recent Middle
East crisis the President used his au-
thority as Commander in Chief to order
the Armed Forces to a higher level of
alert than normal. The enlargement of
the 3th Fleet in the Mediterranean and
the relocation of some ships were in-
tended to improve general readiness. All
these actions on the part of the Presi-
dent woulc not be denied him under the
resolution. Indeed only if the President
had made the ultimate decision to intro-
duce U.S. Armed Forces into hostilities in
the Middle East would the termination
provisions—within 60 days—of the reso-
lution apply.

Mr. Speaker, it is not my intention
at this time to again refute the mis-
leading and specious assertions. That
effort of setting the record straight was
made by Chairman MorcaN and myself
in a detailed reply sent to all Members
on November 1, and itserted in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD on November 2.

Further, and &s you also know, Mr.
Speaker, since the veto message nu-
merous articles, editorials, and various
statements have appeared in the Rec-
orD and the media. Of particular signif-
icance, for example, was the November
2 Senate floor statement of the respected
and distinguished senior Senator from
Mississippi, the Honorable JoHN STEN-
nis, chairman of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee.

While urging a decisive override vote,
Senator STENNIS made emphatically
clear that the war powers resolution
would not have hinderec or impaired the
President’s flexibility to act decisively
and convincingly in the current Mideast
crisis.

In view of the discussions, debate,
and comment on the war powers legis-
lation there is no need for belaboring
the issue at this time with lengthy
speeches or further explanations.

The war powers resolution is purely
and simply a legitimate effort by Con-
gress to restore its rigutful and respon-
gible role under the Constitution. It
is an honest and sincere expression of
Congress desire to insure that the col-
lective judgment of the Congress and the
President will prevail in the awesome
decision of sending Americans to war.

The issue is clear.

Do we in Congress believ: in the Con-
stitution ?

Do we believe in the balance of powers
intended by the Founding Fathers?

Do we in Congress believe in ourselves
and in our oath of office?

Do we believe in the urgent necessity
of restoring public confidence in gov-
ernment?

If our answers to these questions is the
resounding “yes,” it should and must
be, then this House will vote overwhelm-
ingly to override and thereby send to the
White House a clear and unmistakable
message that we are partners in the
qur “tion of peace and war,

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

Mr. ZABLOCKI, I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.
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Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
urge the House to vote to override the
President’s veto of the war powers bill.

This historic legislation will, if en-
acted into law, reestablish once and for
all the traditional warmaking respon-
sibilities which the framers of the Con-
stitution assigned to Congress 200 years
ago.

I am deeply disappointed that the
President saw fit to reject this measure.
As a cosponsor of the war powers bill
and as a member of the conference com-
mittee which hammered out a com-
promise between our version and the
Senate'’s, I can assure you that this bill
not only is constitutional, it is fair and
practical as well.

The President claims that this bill
would tie his hands in times of inter-
national crisis. He points to the Berlin
crisis of 1961, the Cuban missile crisis
of 1962, the Jordanian crisis of 1970 and
the still-smoldering Mideast problem as
instances where swift and determined
Presidential action would have been pre-
vented by this measure.

Those arguments do an injustice to
even the most cursory reading of the bill.
The fact is the President would be
allowed as he is today to respond to emer-
gency situations, including the commit-
ment of troops.

‘What is new is that he would have to
report to Congress within 48 hours to ex-
plain the extent of the crisis and why he
had to aect without first consulting Con-
gress.

In other words, if this bill were law
during the flare-up in the Middle East
last month, the President could have
taken exactly the same course that he
followed with such success,

I would think that any President of the
United States would feel obligated to
report to Congress in the event that he
had to send our troops into combat.
What, then is wrong with stipulating
that this be done, not simply as a
courtesy, but as a matter of law?

Ever since the dawn of the atomic
age, it has been popular to suggest that
Congress is outmoded and too dis-
organized to respond swiftly in times of
national emergency.

Even Congress began to believe its
critics and gradually abdicated its war-
making powers to the sole judgment of
one individual, the President.

Then we professed to wash our hands
of our constitutional duties.

In tampering with our time-proven
system of shared warmaking responsi-
bilities, we got off the tract and short-
circuited the entire system.

Much of the polarization, the dissen-
sion and the downright frustration that
this country suffered during the Vietnam
confiict can be attributed to the fact that
Congress was ignored by a series of
Presidents and refused to assert itself.

The people looked to their elected
Representatives to take a stand or to
assist in the formulation of our foreign
policy and they found that Congress was
either unwilling or incapable of doing so.

This bill, if we vote to override today,
will put an end to that nonsense once and
for all,

Critics of the bill charge that it winl
shackle the President, or destroy his
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mobility and independence in times of
national emergency.

That, Mr. Speaker, is not true.

In fact, this bill brings us back to the
Constitution, it brings us back to the
basic principles of joint warmaking
powers that have stood us in good stead
for 200 years.

This joint partnership between the
President and the Congress in times of
war traditionally has been our greatest
strength. It was that unique partnership
which cemented our national unity in
times of war. It was the bankruptcy of
this shared responsibility which cast the
first doubts during the Vietnam conflict
and generated the domestic division
which still plagues us.

That is why it is so vitally important
that any long-term military engagement,
in this case in excess of 60 days, must
receive the approval of Congress to con-
tinue.

Mr. Speaker, in the second half of the
20th century Congress cannot afford to
continue to default its constitutional
duties to the Executive. It is time to
turn the tide, to balance the scales of
responsibilities. Commonsense and the
American people demand it.

Giving Congress an equal voice in the
forging and direction of American war-
making policies is not just another new-
fangled idea. It is an idea that has
worked in the past but has been ignored
in the present. We have a chance to dust
it off and put it back into use by over-
riding the President’s veto.

Mr. Speaker, the war powers bill, if
enacted, will define more clearly than
at any time since the signing of the
Constitution the obligations and duties
of Congress and the President in times
of war.

I hope the House will not let this his-
toric opportunity slip through its fingers.
I urge my colleagues to vote to override.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes’ time, for the purpose of de-
bate only, to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MAILLIARD).

Mr., MATLLIARD. Mr. Speaker, my
remarks today will be brief. We have
all heard the arguments, pro and con,
offered with regard to this war powers
resolution.

But I would be remiss if I did not em-
phasize in the strongest terms possible
that the resolution as modified in con-
ference, still includes the section that
would permit the Congress—through its
failure to act—to force the President to
halt the use of our Armed Forces. I do
not believe we as elected Members of
the Ceongress can meet our responsibility
on the issue of war and peace unless we
are willing to insist that this legislation
provide for the Congress to either ap-
prove or disapprove the President’s
action.

I am also concerned over the apparent
ambiguity of this legislation. The point
has been made in the debate that this
resolution would, in fact, give the Presi-
dent statutory authority—that he does
not now have—to take the country to
War ;‘or at least 60 days without con-
gressional approval. If this is correct,
then the legislation is a definite expan-
sion of the President’s warmaking au-
thority. Yet, others have emphasized the
restriction the resolution would place
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upon the President. Obviously, the legis-
lation is inconsistent and ambiguous.
Who knows what it really means?

In my opinion the principal objectives
of this resolution can be accomplished
only through a constitutional amend-
ment. The war powers resolution itself
should be limited to the reporting and
consulting provisions.

I belleve we should sustain the veto
of House Joint Resolution 542, and then
move forward with the constitutional
amendment needed to create a more rea-
sonable balance between the Congress
and the President in the exercise of the
War powers.

Mr, Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
WHALEN) .

Mr. WHALEN, Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of overriding the President's
veto of House Joint Resolution 542.

In presenting my views coneerning
this legislation, I would like to comment
on two points.

First, you may recall that when this
measure was originally considered on the
House floor, I offered an amendment to
require a “yes” or ‘“no” vote when the
President commits troops to hostile ae-
tion, Despite the defeat of this amend-
ment, I supported House Joint Resolu-
fion 542 on final passage and voted af-
firmatively for the conference repert. I
did so because I am convinced that this
measure, as written, practically guar-
antees that a vote will be taken. Since
time precludes my putting my reasons
for this conclusion, I incorporated them
in a colleague letter which you received
this morning.

Second, I am disturbed by the reason-
ing which states that this resolution
grants the President certain rights
which he does not now possess. This is a
fiction. This resolution extends to the
President no powers which he has not
already assumed. I repeat—this resolu-
tion extends to the President no powers
which he has already assumed. In no in-
stance in our Nation's history has as-
sumption of war powers by the President
been declared unconstitutional. What
House Joint Resolution 542 does is to es-
tablish procedures to be fcllowed both
by the executive and legislative branches
in instances when troops, witheut a
declaration of war, are committed to
hostile action.

I hope that my colleagues will joirz me
in voting to override the President’s veto
of House Joint Resolution 542,

Mr. ZABLOCKI, Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. FASCcELL).

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
Zaprockr) for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, this is the fourth year
in which we have discussed and debated
this very important issue. We have
reached a point where both Houses have,
by an overwhelming majority, approved
this bill.

‘We have known all along, in ferms of
the Executive, that in all probability, no
matter who the Executive was, we would
have a difficult time in obtaining Execu-
tive agreement to this tvpe of legislation.
So we are today faced with a veto by
the President.

First, let me say to those who argue
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that this bill gives the President power
he does not now have, that from a prag-
matic view, I doubt that the Executive
would have vetoed a measure—and I am
speaking of any Executive—which would
have in any way added to his claim for
constitutional authority to act. Be that
as it may, I do think it is extremely vital
that we write into the law of this coun-
try a consensus arrived at by representa-
tives of the people on institutionalizing
those matters which are in this bill. All
of which seeks to reestablish, reassert,
and reaffirm the necessity for the Con-
gress to act in the vital decisions that
would affect our country as to peace or
war.

Mr. Speaker, I do not want to rehash
all the legal arguments. I will restate
only one fundamental principle, namely,
that we cannot in any way, even though
some say it might be desirable to do so,
in which we can by law or legislation
amend the Constitution.

There has been a great deal of seri-
ous thought and effort given to this
whole issue. We have had ample discus-
sion in depth on the matter. What it
boils down to really is whether we are
going to lay down the guidelines for the
future of this country at this point and
declare firmly that the Congress of the
United States insists on being involved
directly at the beginning and even ahead
of time, if that is at all possible, in those
vital decisions which no one man should
make by himself, even if he is President
of the United States.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GREEN) .

Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I have twice voted against
House Joint Resolution 542, the so-called
war powers bill recently vetoed by Presi-
dent Nixon. Since this resolution has
popularly been interpreted as limiting
the President’s power to engage our
troops in a war, and because of my con-
sistent record in opposition to such uni-
lateral Presidential action, I wish fo ex-
plain my votes. I believe a careful read-
ing of the bill indicates that, despite
Presidential and some press interpreta-
tions, it is actually an expansion of Presi-
dential warmaking power, rather than a
limitation.

In its important specifics, the bill in-
terprets the Constitution as permitting
the President to engage troops when
there is an attack upon the TUnited
States, its territories or possessions, or
its Armed Forces. Second, it permits a
commitment of U.S. forces into hostili-
ties for 60 days, unless the Congress
directs earlier termination by econcur-
rent resolution. Indeed, it is only after,
not before, such a commiftment that the
President is required to report his ac-
tions to the Congress. The 60-day period
may be extended for an additional 30
days upon Presidential certification that
unavoidable military necessity so re-
quires. Finally, the resolution clearly
states that nothing in the bill is intended
to alter the constitutional authority of
the Congress or the President.

It should be noted, first, that the Con-
gress, in the language of its definition of
the President’s powers, is interpreting the
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Constitution. Of course, the Executive
could interpret the Constitution differ-
ently. Indeed, the bill's expressed intent
not to alter constitutional authorities
could be read to invite a broader Presi-
dential interpretation of his war making
power. Thus, the net result could be abso-
lutely no legislative constraint on the
Presdent’s claims to constitutional war-
making authority.

Furthermore, as a practical matter,
authorization of Presidential action in
cases of attack on the United States, its
territories or Armed Forces is both too
broad and too narrow. It is too broad, be-
cause it would justify the Gulf of Tonkin
reprisal raids and all they led to, with-
out advance congressional participation
in the decision. It is too narrow, because
it would not extend to imminent or po-
tentially imminent attacks on U.S. cities.
Therefore, response in emergency situa-
tions, such as the Cuban missile erisis,
would apparently not be permitted.

Furthermore, the bill employs a con-
current resolution as the device enabling
Congress to unilaterally terminate any
Presidential action taken prior to the 60-
day limit. It does so because a concurrent
resolution is not subject to a Presidential
veto.  Legally, this mechanism can only
be used to veto Presidential action taken
pursuant to a congressional delegation of

power. Congress, in effect, takes back

part of that which it delegated. In all
other cases, the President must have the

opportunity to veto congressional legisla-

tion. Thus, it is my contention that the
Congress, by employing this mechanism,
is enabling the President for 60 days to
make use not of his own power to make
war, but the Congress. I believe it is most
unwise for Congress to delegate its war
power in this manner.

This bill then would put a 60 to 90 day
congressional “stamp of approval” on
such gquestionable Presidential military
actions as the 1970 Cambodia invasion.
I believe that such unilateral Presiden-
tial action should not be so lightly au-
thorized. The war powers granted the
President are not conditioned upon an
emergency that precludes prior congres-
sional approval, or even the allegation
that such an emergency exists. It merely
authorizes the President to initiate a
war, provided he reports to Congress
within 48 hours. The report may even
be unverified. The Congress would, no
doubt, be under the pressure of the pub-
lic’s sincere patriotic passions, aroused
by the President’s announcement of his
military action and the “dastardly deeds”
justifying it. This is the Gulf of Tonkin
and Cambodia revisited—and legitima-
tized. I am opposed to that.

Unfortunately, many have portrayed
the upcoming vote on the President’s
veto as one part of the ongoing power
struggle between the Congress and the
President over war powers. In the heat
of this confrontation, the merits of the
war powers bill have been overshadowed.
It has been too easily presumed that,
because the intentions were good, the
conclusions reached were wise. I believe
Congress must seek solutions that do
justice to good motivations, and this bill
fails that test.

I want to emphasize that my vote to
sustain the President’s veto will not be
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an endorsement of his veto message,
which I believe has simply added to the
confusion.

If the Congress cannot define the
President’s constitutional war powers,
and it cannot; and if it is unwise to
grant congressional warmaking power
to the President, and it is, then what
can Congress do? First, it can defeat
Gulf of Tonkin resolutions. Second, it
can muster the courage to cut all fund-
ing for military action taken by the
President with which it disagrees. Third,
it can impeach a President who usurps
congressional warmaking power.

Mr, MAILLIARD. Mr, Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished minority
leader, the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. GErRALD R. FORD).

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
everybody, whether they are on one side
of this issue or the other, wants to main-
tain the peace now and in the future,
but whether we can or cannot may de-
pend upon whether we sustain this veto
or not.

In these last 10 days or 2 weeks we have
had a very serious crisis in the Middle
East, probably more serious than what
has appeared in the news media, but the
President, without this kind of legisla-
tion, was able to avoid a military con-
flict. He was able to work out with the
parties directly concerned and the Soviet
Union, that had an interest, a way so
that instead of the fighting that we had
had for a period of time, we now have a
very tenuous cease-fire. That was ac-
complished and achieved without this
legislation.

We are not out of the woods yet. We
may be a long ways from being out of
the woods. I am very, very concerned that
the approval of this legislation over the
President’s veto could affect the Presi-
dent’s capability to move forward from
the cease-fire and to achieve a perma-
nent peace, and his credibility to work
with the Arabs on the one hand, and the
Israeli on the other, and also with the
Soviet Union. This legislation has a po-
tential of disaster for us at this juncture
to take away from the President in any
way the backing of the Congress as he
works day and night with the Secretary
of State to move forward down the road
of permanent peace in the Middle East.
‘ One other point, Mr. Speaker: The
President indicated in a telegram to me
several months ago when we were dis-
cussing this bill in the first instance, that
although he could not accept the kind of
legislation that is before us, that he does
want to work with the Congress in the
designing and approval of a constructive
war powers bill, one where there is a
closer working relationship and a part-
nership between the President, the Com-
mander in Chief, on the one hand, and
the Congress on the other.

We cannot deny that this bill does not
really fashion a partnership. It makes us,
the Congress, a partner by inaction. If
the Congress wants to assume a role that
is essential for that partnership, we have
to redesign this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I urge that we sustain
the President’s veto.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yleld
1 minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. LoNG).

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker,
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I should like to ask two questions of the
distinguished minority leader, the gen-
tleman from Michigan. First, could not
the President do exactly what he did, in
calling the alert in the Middle East crisis,
cven if this war powers legislation were
on the books?

Second, assuming that the President
ielt he had to order combat troops into
the Middle East, would the minority
leader want the President to be allowed
to keep our combat troops in the Mid-
dle East against the will of the American
people as reflected by the wishes of the
Congress of the United States?

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

Mr. LONG of Maryland., I yield fo
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. In the first
place, it is crystal clear that the Presi-
dent had no intention of sending Amer-
ican troops there, and he has no inten-
tion today.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Then why ob-
ject to this?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. The point I
was trying to make is that we achieved
a cease-fire in a very difficult time with-
out being handicapped by this kind of
legislation, so why change the power and
authority of the President when the
other procedure worked?

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Because this
bill is aimed at all kinds of problems
beyond this particular case.

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

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. HANLEY) .

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, today’s
vote on the war powers veto could con-
ceivably prove the most important vote
in the entire 93d Congress. In my judg-
ment it is unfortunate that the President
vetoed the bill, thus making today’s ac-
tion necessary.

Motivation for the bill stems from the
controversial Vietnam war which unfor-
tunately divided the American people,
which in turn and justifiably so pro-
duced overwhelming public demand that
the Congress reassert itself in the all-
important matter of war and peace.

I must remind that Presidential per-
sonality is not at all involved in this
consideration, regardless of who the
President might be. It is not even a part
of the issue.

In the event of emergency, the Presi-
dent is not restricted from taking the
initiative. What possibly could be wrong
with the requirement that within 60
days be provided the Congress, as rep-
resentatives of the people, with the ra-
tionale for his action, which in turn
would consider its merit. I strongly urge
the Congress to fulfill its responsibility to
the people and vote to override this veto.

Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
. minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) ,

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, few in
this Chamber have a higher record of
support for the President than I, and if
this were a vote of confidence of Presi-
dent Nixon's handling of international
affairs, I would vote to sustain this veto.
If I could be sure that in our lifetime the
White House would be occupied by a man
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who, like President Nixon, has demon-
strated his ability to get us out of war
rather than into it, perhaps I could vote
to sustain this veto. Whatever else the
history books may say, President Nixon
shall be known as a great peacemaker.

Unfortunately, he will not be President
after 1976. Unfortunately, history tells
us that meost rulers, whether they be
called Presidents, kings, or princes, are
better warmakers than peacemakers. It
is the people who bleed and die, and what
affects the lives of the people should be
decided by representatives of the people.

I consider this the single most impor-
tant vote I have faced in this Chamber.

I shall vote to override this veto as a
matter of conscience and only wish that
this bill were even stronger in protecting
the American people from future wars.

Mr. MARTIN of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. MARTIN of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of House Joint
Resolution 542, the War Powers Act of
1973, and urge that it be passed, not-
withstanding the objections of the Presi-
dent,

Mr. Speaker, I also want to express
those sentiments that the gentleman has
just expressed, and I think that more of
us should make clear that our support for
this bill is based entirely on the issues of
the bill itself and has nothing whatsoever
to do with extraneous matters before
the public at the present time.

I voted for this legislation when it first
was acted upon by the House and also
voted for the conference report. This
position is absclutely consistent with the
position I took in the last election cam-
paign, during which I stated my support
for legislation of this very sort. Thus it is
clear that my support of the war powers
bill has nothing whatsoever to do with
the current difficulties of the President.

My support of this resolution arose
rather out of the urgent need that I see
to clear up a vague area of constitutional
law—the hazy distinctions between the
role of the President as Commander in
Chief and the role of the Congress in
raising the Armed Forces and declaring
war. This resolution sets the ground
rules. It allows quick, unencumbered
Presidential response to crisis situations,
but mandates congressional concurrence
within a reasonable period of time,

Frankly, I would have preferred a res-
olution requiring the Congress to have to
act affirmatively to terminate a Presi-
dentially ordered military commitment.
To permit that termination to occur
in the event of congressional inaction on
the matter does tempt parliamentary ob-
structionism. Yet, in spite of all the eriti-
cism aimed at the Congress—justified,
allowing itself to act by inaction.

I urge my colleagues to support the war
powers resolution, not in a reaction to
the tumult of today, but as a method of
dealing with situations that may arise 5,
10, or 50 years down the road.

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

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, this is
probably the most difficult time for us to
debate a measure of this significance, be-
cause what is involved here is not what

36205

we may happen to think of Richard
Nixen or the Watergate or the special
prosecutor, or what took place in the
events of a week or so ago. We are pass-
ing legislation here that is geing to have
an effect on future Presidents of the
United States and on future problems
that may confront us around the world.
So we ought to be thinking about them
and not about the immediate oceupant
of the White House.

Mr. Speaker, I think we ought to vote
to sustain this veto because this legisia-
tion shows how foolish it is to try to write
into legislation words that will anticipate
every conceivable situation that might
ocecur in the future. The fact of the mat-
ter is that this legislation, had it been
on the books, would really have had no
bearing whatsoever on the developments
that took place in the Middle East just
a few days ago. I fully supported the
President’s efforts, and I have in fact
been pushing for a long time for aid to
Israel. But there are people who have
written to me, as I am sure to other
Members, and said: “Don’'t send any
weapons over there; we do not want to
get mixed up in another Vietnam.”

American planes have been flying into
Israel and American war materiel has
been landed there and American tech-
niecians are on the ground uniloading that
materiel, and yet this bill would not have
prevented that situation any more than
it would prevent the President of the
United States from pushing the nuclear
button any time he might want to push
) 177

Yet it is also true that the wording of
this language could seriously hamper
some future President of the United
States in a very difficult situation. It
could destroy the credibility of the Presi-
dent of the United States. For example,
it would have impaired President Ken-
nedy when he threatened to invade Cuba
unless Khrushchev would pull back his
missiles from Cuba. And it would surely
have prevented Franklin Roosevelt from
sending out destroyers like the Greer
into the North Atlantic before this coun-
try was actually at war in order to back
up our Atlantic allies in their struggle
against the Nazi tyranny.

These are the kinds of limiting, dam-
aging restrictions we might well be
placing on some new President, yes on
even some Democratic President, and I
think we ought not to enact ill-thought-
out limitation of this sort on the ability
of our country to defend itself success-
fully, as it has done so for almost 200
yvears.

Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Dela-
ware (Mr. pv PONT).

Mr. pu PONT. Mr. Speaker, I urge
that we override this veto today for one
reason only, and that is that it is the
right thing to do. It is the right thing to
do on the merits because under article
I, section 8 of the Constitution Congress
has the war power and not the Execu-
tive. It is the right thing to do philosoph-
ically because if there was ever a time
in Government when we needed to
broaden the basis of consultation, and to
broaden the number of people involved
in important decisions, it is right now.

Make no mistake about it, in terms of
strengthening the Congress this is the
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one vote that is going to be remembered
of the 93d Congress. If Members have
come out in favor of a stronger Congress
and of increasing our responsibility, this
is the vote on which they are going to be
judged.

There is no guestion that this bill does
not tie the hands of the President. It
does not try to limit the defense of the
United States. It does not prevent the
President from acting in an emergency.

What it does do is two things. One, it
requires the President to keep us in-
formed, and how can we be against
that? Second, it requires that the Con-
gress be a participant in a decision to
send America to war. We already supply
the men, We vote the money. We supply
the equipment. Why in logic should we
not also have a voice in deciding whether
we go to war or not?

Do we overreach in asking to be in-
formed? Do we overreach in asking to
have a voice? I do not think we do.

I think if we do not override this veto
today, if we do not insist on the pro-
visions of this joint resolution, that we
will not only be failing the spirit of the
Constitution but also a great many of
the people in the United States of Amer-
ica who believe that the Congress ought
to have a greater role in Government.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Florida
({Mr. PEPPER)

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this joint resolution, the veto
of the President notwithstanding.

After the trauma of two wars in less
than 25 years in which this country sus-
tained - casualties of several hundred
thousands and spent several hundreds
of billions of dollars and suffered a dan-
gerous division of the country without
a declaration of war by the Congress,
at long last, after more than 3 years of
consultation and dedicated effort, the
Congress in this resolution has set forth
in formal declaration two things.

First, it has declared its cpinion of
the prerogative of the President, with-
out the concurrence of the Congress, in
committing the Armed Forces of the
United States to hostilities abroad. I say
“our opinion.” What is unconstitutional
about that?

We have also given public notice to
the President—all Presidents—and to
the country, as to what the attitude of
Congress in future instances where the
President commits our Armed Forces
abroad without the concurrence of the
Congress shall be.

We say to the President, “Mr. Presi-
dent, do not depend upon us doing what
we did in the Korean war, in the South
Vietnam war, in going along, stumbling
along, sliding into concurrence. We are
telling you, Mr. President, we are fell-
ing our fellow citizens, that if we do have
to enter into the agony of war, we will
do it not indirectly, but after solemn and
prayerful decision by the Congress fully
aware of what the terrible consequences
of such action may be to the American
people.”

So we say first, “Mr. President, if you
commit our Armed Forces to hostilities
abroad without a declaration of war, we
inform you now that at any time after
you notify us that you have done so, we
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may by concurrent resolution, simply by
formal notic:, advise you that we are
not going to concur. Therefore, you can-
not either constitutionally or effectively
proceed.

“Second, we say to the President if
we do not give you by 60 days, or at the
outside 90 days, an affirmative commit-
ment of concurrence, we will never there-
after give it o you, sir.

“Therefore, you cannot, in our opin-
ion, either constitutionally or practically
continue to carry on such hostilities.”

Is there anything wrong about our tell-
ing the President in advance that that
is what we would do under such circum-
stances if we so elected at the time?

Mr. Speaker, we all know the agony
we went through in the South Vietnam
war. When we talked about cutting off
money, which we had the power to do,
they said we would be letting our troops
down; that we would not be carrying
our part of the burden. It was made to
appear that to do that would embarrass
us before the country. It would seem
that we were running away from our
responsibility.

Senator Stewnis rightly, in my opin-
ion, calis this measure a declaration of
respongibility on the part of the Con-
gress ol the United States. We do not
want the Vietnam trauma again. We
want to let everybody understand that if
the President undertakes engagement in
hostilities abroad without a declaration
of war he does so at his own peril con-
stitutionally and at the ris.. of our exer-
cising the authority that we say in this
resolution we reserve the right of exer-
cising of saying, “Mr. President, we will
not go along with that.”

Mr. MAILLTARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr, FINDLEY).

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I once
heard our esteemed colleague, RICHARD
BoLuinG of Missouri, observe that funda-
mental legislation should never be en-
acted in gquick reaction to a particular
event or personality.

The process which brings this final
House step on war powers before us to-
day has been deliberate, thoughtful, and
protracted. The bill deserves to be con-
sidered on its own merit—separated from
the emotionalism surrounding a partic-
ular event or a particular personality.

I hope this separation of issues can be
achieved today. The vote should not be
viewed by us, or anyone, as a test of
popularity of the President, or of the
popularity of the man who has been
nominated to be Vice President and
whom we all respect and admire so much.

Votes for the motion to override, cer-
tainly my own, should not be taken as
votes of no confidence in either the Presi-
dent or the man we trust will soon be
installed as Vice President.

Nor is this bill a reaction to a par-
ticular event. It has nothing to do with
Watergate. Its genesis came during the
Vietnam war, but it was actually brought
into being by events stretching back
through history—and it seeks to influ-
ence events that will stretch far into
the future. Crises in the Dominican Re-
publiec, Cuba, and Korea had as much
to do with this measure as Vietnam.,

Nor is this bill a vote of no confi-
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dence in the Presidency. Some observers
fear the effect of Watergate may be to
lay low the institution of the Presidency
itself. This bill will not contribute to that
effect. Nather than expressing a lack of
confidence in the Presidency, it asserts
confidence in the ability of the Congress
to discharge its constitutional responsi-
bility in the realm of war powers.

One of my close friends in this Cham-
ber sees my support for this bill as add-
ing new burdens to an already belea-
guered President. It is nothing of the
kind. Indeed the procedures set forth
in this bill will increase the effectiveness
of the President in the conduct of foreign
policy. It will not tie his hands. Had this
resolution been law, the President could
have followed exactly the same course he
undertook in the Middle East recently. It
would have made his position stronger,
as other parties would know he came
to those acts only after taking into ac-
count the important role the resolution
prescribes for the Congress in the deci-
sionmaking process.

If the veto is overridden, as I hope
will be the case, the action will not be
a defeat for the President, it will be a
victory for the American people in the
prudent management of war powers.

Does this resolution contain language
which a President can seize upon as
Jjustification for the use of Armed Forces
abroad whick, in the absence cf this res-
olution, he could not justify?

The only language in the resolution
which describes Presidential war powers
appears in section 2(c) as follows:

The constitutional powers of the President
as Commander in Chief to introduce United
States Armed Forces into hostilities, or into
situations where imminent involvement in
hostilities is clearly indicated by the cir-
cumstances, are exercised only pursuant to
(1) a declaration of war, (2) specific statu-
tory authorization, or (3) a national emer-
gency created by attack upon the United
States, its territories or possessions or its
armed forces.

This language was carefully drafted
so it could not conceivably be interpreted
by a President as congressional sanction
for the introduction of Armed Forces
into hostilities abroad. Of course, Presi-
dents have made such introductions in
the past, and Presidents in the future
may do the same. But no future Presi-
dent can cite this language as the au-
thority for such action.

In the absence of a declaration of war
or other specific authority by Congress,
only one use of Armed Forces in con-
flict abroad is recognized. That lone ex-
ception is a national emergency created
by an attack on our Armed Forces or
upon our own territory.

Is there other language a President can
cite as authority ?

Someone stated the other day that the
60-day cutoff provision amounted to a
blank check to the President during the
60-day period. Read the language. It
gives no sanction, direct or implied. It
says only that after 60 days—

The President shall terminate any use of
United States armed forces. . . .

It does not say the authority of the
President shall terminate.

The best answer to this contention, of
course, is the President’s veto message,




November 7, 1973

He sees in this bill no enlargement of his
authority. Quite the contrary.

Not one syllable in this resolution can
be cited as conveying warmaking au-
thority to the President.

Is this bill a copout for the Congress?
Again, read the bill.

Does the Congress cop out when it
gives any Member the privilege to force
an up-or-dewn vote within 60 days on
a President's use of Armed Forces
abroad?

Is it a copout when the Congress pro-
vides that a majority of both Houses can
at any time order a President to with-
draw forces from conflicts abroad?

This is a reasonable, practical bil}
which over the long reach of history will,
I fervently believe, reduce the frequency
and duration of Presidential wars with-
out restricting the ability of a President
to react properly to any emergency.

Mr. MATLLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. THOMSON) .

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, contrary to the views of many
of its proponents, in its present form
House Joint Resolution 542 is likely to
enhance the war powers of the President
and to encourage their freer use, rather
than to reassert the exercise of collective
Jjudgment of the Congress and the exec-
utive branch as intended by the drafters
of our Constitution.

Article I of the U.S. Constitution gives
Congress alone the power to declare war.
If that power is not to be considered
meaningless, it surely must require con-
gressional consent before the American
people can be committed to bear the
burdens and risk the dangers of war.
However, House Joint Resolution 542
would for the first time codify what can
only be considered as a congressional
grant of authority to the President at
any time in the future to involve the
country in armed hostilities for up to 60
and in some cases 90 days without an-
other word from Congress. In one sense
House Joint Resolution 542 could be
viewed as a standing if conditional dec-
laration of war to be used by the Presi-
dent in whatever instances and against
whatever party he sees fit.

For example, when read in conjunc-
tion with section 4(a), section 5(b)
would clearly authorize the President for
a period of 60 days and without further
congressional action.

First, to introduce our Armed Forces
into hostilities or situations where they
appear likely;

Second, to introduce combat ready
troops into the territory, airspace, or
waters of a foreign nation; and

Third, to enlarge substantially the
number of U.S. troops equipped for com-
bat already stationed in a foreign
country.

This resolution clearly implies that
these actions are authorized so long as
the President simply reports them to the
Congress within 48 hours. Because under
certain conditions any of these actions
might commit the United States irrevo-
cably to war, House Joint Resolution 542
can be read either as congressional ab-
dication of its power to declare war, or as
an open ended exercise of that power to
be used whenever and wherever the
President may choose.
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The President certainly was not given
such authority by the Constitution, and
it is with some irony that he may be
given such authority as a result of a
legislative effort to strike a more proper
balance of the exercise of the war powers.

This joint resolution will be interpreted
primarily on the basis of the clear mean-
ing of the words and phrases used in it,
not primarily on the basis of explana-
tory comments by its supporters about
what they hoped it would mean. The
clear meaning of the words certainly
points to a diminution rather than an en-
hancement of the role of Congress in the
critical decisions whether the country
will or will not go to war.

I also find it appalling that the Con-
gress can duck such a critical issue as war
and peace. House Joint Resolution 542
allows the Congress to negate an Execu-
tive initiative through failure to consider.
Proponents argue that some vote will un-
doubtedly be taken on related questions,
so failure to consider really is not failure
to consider at all. But why should pro-
ponents be afraid to vote directly on war
and peace? Why should the Congress not
be forced to stand up and be counted?
‘Where are those who for years bitterly
complained there was never a direct vote
on Vietnam?

Mr. BucHANAN and Mr. WHALEN offered
an amendment during the House debate
to provide a direct vote. Yet it was de-
feated. While I normally can understand
the logic behind views differing from my
own, I fail to see any reason whatever for
the lack of a direct vote.

This House Joint Resolution 542 allows
the Congress to avoid its responsibilities
on two counts. It gives the Executive un-
precedented power to enter into hostil-
ities, then permits the Congress to cower
in a corner causing action through in-
action. This is legislative abdication at
its worst and I urge the veto of House
Joint Resolution 542 be sustained.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. DrinaN).

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, I voted
originally against House Joint Resolu-
tion 542.

I felt that it eroded the powers of this
House. I felt so strongly that I voted
against the conference report.

However, today, in view of the mes-
sage sent by the President, I shall vote
to override.

Today we are confronted by incredible
claims to powers by the President, pow-
ers that belong to the Congress and not
to the White House. It is absolutely er-
roneous to assert, as the President does
in his message, that—

Our recent actions to bring about a peace-
ful settlement of the hostilities in the Middle
East would have been serlously impaired if
this resolution had been in force.

The President’s commendable actions
in the Middle East were mandated by
legislation of this Congress and would
not have been interfered with if this res-
olution had been the law.

This resolution will prevent any Tonkin
Gulf resolution; it will prevent any de
facto declaration of a war by the fund-
ing of a war.

The entire peace community has come
to the conclusion that, despite imperfec-
tions in this bill, it is better that the
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Congress assert its power now. Americans
for Democratic Action, Common Cause,
SANE, and other groups have said that
this is constitutional and it should be en-
acted.

Prof. Raoul Berger, the eminent con-
stitutional authority, phoned me, indicat-
ing that his judgment is that this resolu-
tion does not yield any powers to the
President.

Mr. Speaker, it is an imperfect bill—
I voted twice against it already on that
basis—but it is a bill that can be im-
proved in the days and months to come.
It is a better solution than to have a
situation in which Presidents to come
will continue to claim powers which un-
der the Constitution belong to this Con-
gress and not to the President.

Mr. MATLIJARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
Hampshire (Mr, WYMAN) .

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of overriding the veto of this
war powers legislation. I believe that
Congress should have the power of limi-
tation which is provided in this bill. I
wish we would get off the “kick” that
in some way this is a diminution of the
powers of the President or an insult to
the administration that happens to be in
control of the country at this time.

It is not. Nor is a vote to override an
anti-Nixon vote. The principle of re-
quired congressional approval applies to
any President.

The fact that Congress does not have
to vote affirmatively is not a fatal objec-
tion, because every Member of this House
can record himself under the circum-
stances that exist at that time.

The cutoff is automatic after a period
of 60 days and it should be.

There is no offense to the President in-
tended by this legislation, nor is there
any offense intended to our beloved mi-
nority leader, who wishes us to sustain
this veto.

The people of this country want this
limitation, after the bitter experience of
Vietnam. It should be clearly understood
that the American people do not want
any President, whatever his political
party, to be able to involve the United
States in another war without a declara-
tion of war from the Congress of the
United States.

In short, Mr. Speaker, to involve us
in protracted war overseas a Commander
in Chief should be required to obtain the
approval of the people's representatives
in the Congress. This is right and proper.

Mr. MAILLTARD, Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr, DICKINSON) .

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, no
Member in this House is more reluctant
to vote to override the veto of the Pres-
ident than the one in the well at this
moment.

No Member can doubt my support of
the President in times past when we
have been asked and have, in fact, bitten
the bullet. I have voted this year to sus-
tain all eight vetoes.

To enhance the argument to support
the veto, some have made the spurious
assertion that this is in some way a vote
of loyalty for the President and this ad-
ministration. This is just not the fact.

The genesis of this legislation was in
an administration prior to this one, and
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its effect will be felt in succeeding ad-
ministrations and, hopefully, not in this
present administration.

As a matter of fact, I would say to my
colleagues on my side of the aisle, that if
vou would be introspective and honestly
examine your own feelings, you would
find that if there were a Democrat in the
White House, you would be voting to
override today instead of the other way.

It has been said today that this bill
would inhibit the President in some way.
If, by passing this bill today, we can in-
hibit any President from taking us into
armed combat on foreign seoil, then I
pray to God that it is so; I want it to
inhibit him. No one man should ever
have the power to commit us to another
Vietnam. This is not the best bill pos-
sible.

I would prefer something else. I voted
previously for the amendment that re-
quired the affirmative act of the Congress
in 60 days, but it did not pass, so we do
not have that choice. The choice before
us today is do we have this bill with an
automatic cut-off in 60 days or nothing.
Well, I prefer this to nothing.

The point is, IAr. Speaker, that we can
be, without our participation in any
degree, committed to combat in some
foreign country under certain circum-
stances. This bill says that even though
we have no part in the decisionmaking,
once committed that action is automati-
cally terminsted if the President cannot
come back to this body and convinee you
and me that what has happened is right
and is in the best interests of this coun-
try. The President, whoever he may be,
must also convince this body that the
situation is so serious and so dangerous
and such a threat to this country that it
should be continued. If whoever occupies
the White House cannot convince you
and me of these things, then the order
committing troops should be terminated.

Mr. FLOWERS. Will the gentleman
yield to me?

Mr. DICKINSON. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. FLOWERS, Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate my distinguished colleague from
Alabama yielding to me, and I want to
endorse his position on this matter.

Our Constitution says in article 1, sec-
tion 8 that “the Congress shall have
power to declare war” among other pow-
ers such as “raise and support armies.”
But in recent years, we have seen this
provision eroded, partly by circumstances
and necessity and partly by abdication of
legislative responsibility.

This action by the House may be inter-
preted by some as a slap at this particu-
lar administration by a Congress con-
trolled by the other party. Let me say
emphatically that this was not the case.
Along with many others who supported
the measure, I have fairly consistently
supported the President’s policy of with-
drawal from our involvement in South-
east Asia.

I believe that we as a Nation should
have learned some valuable lessons from
our long and terrible experience in Viet-
nam., And it is of the greatest importance
that we prepare now the legislative
framework to guard against any future
“Vietnams.” Otherwise, the passage of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

time will dim our vivid picture now of the
gradual involvement and escalation that
brought us to that point in 1968 and 1969
when over 500,000 Americans were serv-
ing, fighting, and dying in that far cor-
ner of the world at an annual cost of
about $21.5 billion to the U.S. taxpayer.

The main thing about this particular
legislation is the reqguirement of con-
scious action on the part of the people’s
representatives before American involve-
ment could become anywhere near per-
manent. The support of the people is
essential and would be more or less as-
sured under the bill. Another essential
as far as I am concerned is that we do not
ever again go to war unless we intend to
gain a i ilitary victory.

Mr. Speaker, I have supported this bill
from the beginning and shall vote to
override the veto today.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ECKHARDT) .

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, this is
a bill which I have agonized a great deal
over.

I must say when I read the President’s
veto message it moved me far toward the
Zablocki position. The same I think was
true of the statement by Mr. STRATTON.

I do not agree with either statement.
I feel, as I have said in the well before,
that by formalizing Presidential engage-
ment of U.S. troops in hostilities for up
to 90 days the Congress provides the
color of authority to the President to ex-
ercise a warmaking power which I find
the Constitution has exclusively assigned
to the Congress.

So when the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr, FinpLEY) made his statement he
rather reinforced my position, which is
that this bill will not restrict in any
material way the exercise of the Presi-
dent’s unwarranted authority.

This bill, it seems to me, would encour-
age adventurism in international affairs.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Hawaiil (Mr. MATSUNAGA) .

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, when
we raised our hands here in this Cham-
ber on the opening day of this session
we swore, each and every one of us, that
we would uphold the Constitution of the
United States. Here is the opportunity
to prove that we meant what we said
when we took that pledge.

The pending legislation takes nothing
away from the President, nothing which
is rightfully his. It merely enunciates a
procedure by which we in the Congress
may assert that sole power vested in the
Congress, the power to declare war, Here,
my friends, is that opportunity to prove
to the American people that we in the
House, regardless of party affiliation,
firmly believe that the Congress is an in-
dependent branch of our Government,
coequal to the Executive.

There are those who will say—and it
has been said on the floor today—that
the hands of the President will be tied
by this legislation. There is no truth to
that allegation.

The President may exercise, as he may
rightfully exercise under the Constitu-
tion, that power which he is granted as
Commander in Chief of our Armed
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Forces. In urging an “aye” vote to over-
ride the President’s veto in this instance,
we are merely asking the Members of the
Congress to reassert their power, that
power to declare war which is granted
solely to the Congress by the Constitu-
tion of the UnitecC States. I strongly urge
an “aye” vote to override the veto.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BINGHAM) .

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, Presi-
dent Nixon does not want a majority of
both Houses of the Congress to be able
to stop him from making war on his own.
He insists that he must be free to act
s0 long as one-third plus one of either
House agrees with him. Such is the
essence of Mr. Nixon's veto message
rejecting the war powers bill, a bill which
was agreed to by large majorities in both
Houses after months of labor.

Most of the Members who will vote
today to sustain the President’s veto are
Republicans or conservative Democrats
who agree with Mr. Nixon’s position that
the bill represents a dangerous and im-
proper interference with the President's
authority. Iromically, however, if the
veto is sustained, the margin of his vie-
tory may be supplied by a few liberal
Democrats who are convinced that the
bill somehow gives a kind of theoretical
sanction to Presidential warmaking.

President Nixon's position is easy tc
explain. Although he says he would have
no objection to a bill calling for in-
creased consultation, essentially he
wants to preserve the status quo so far
as the President’s war powers are con-
cerned. And the status guo is that,
although the Constitution gave the power
to declare war to the Congress, our Presi-
dents have over the years committed
American forces to combat without
congressional approval on more than a
hundred occasions.

Those who defend this status quo
argue that a President cannot make war
on his own if a majority of the Congress
is opposed because the Congress can re-
fuse to appropriate the necessary funds.
But this “power of the purse” is a clumsy
instrument and normally cannot be used
speedily. The Armed Forces typically
can operate for months on prior appro-
priations. While the Congress can pass
a law prohibiting previously appropri-
ated funds from being used for a speci-
fied purpose, such a law can usually be
vetoed by the President. The exception
is when such a provision is tacked on to
a bill which the President needs to have
enacted and therefore cannot veto. This
was the case last July 1 when the Presi-
dent was forced to accept & congressional
cutoff of funds for the war in Indochina
effective August 15. But such a legislative
vehicle is not often immediately avail-
able, so that normally the President can-
not be stopped by the Congress irom
carrying on a war unless the antiwar
forces can command two-thirds of the
votes in both Houses.

It was to correct this situation that
bills were developed in the Senate and
in the House providing the Congress with
new tools for effectively exercising its
constitutional responsibility with respect
to wars. In the Foreign Affairs Subcom-
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mittee on National Security, where the
House bill was drafted, members with
initially differing points of view arrived
at agreement after days of constructive
discussion; as a member of this sub-
committee, I found these meetings a
heartening example of the democratic
legislative process at its best, and I know
other Members felt the same way.

Probably the most important provi-
sion of the House bill, not found in the
Senate version, was to the effect that
the Congress could at any time stop a
Presidential war by “concurrent resolu-
tion”; that is, a resolution which is
adopted by majority vote in each House
and does not have to go to the President
for approval and hence is not subject to
veto. This provision was accepted by the
Senate conferees and remained in the
bill as finally passed.

The final bill also contained a second
or back-up method of congressional con-
trol over Presidential wars: It provided
that, unless the Congress gives explicit
approval to the war within 60 days—or
in a specified case 90 days—the President
must automatically bring the operation
to an end. In his veto message the Presi-
dent complained that under this proce-
dure the Congress might be able to avoid
voting on the issue, but this would be
so only if the President could not find
a single member of either House to intro-
duce a resolution supporting his action.
For the bill contains elaborate filibuster-
proof provisions so that, once a resolu-
tion is introduced by any Member, it must
be brought to a vote within the required
time.

The President also complained in his
veto message that the bill would weaken
his position in negotiations and in inter-
national crises. But this would be so only
if he feared that a majority of the Con-
gress would be opposed to a war. Which
brings us back to the essence of Mr. Nix-
on’s position: He wants to be free to
operate—to threaten war and, if need
be, to engage in war—so long as he is
not opposed by two-thirds of both
Houses.

I has been argued here this afternoon
that President Nixon could not have
taken the actions he did with respect to
the recent Middle East war if the war
powers bill had been in effect. This is to-
tally untrue. There is nothing in House
Joint Resolution 542 that would have
hampered the President in any way.

In view of the strong feelings of the
President and of many Members of Con-
gress that the bill unduly restricts the
President’s warmaking authority, how
is it that a group of liberal Democrats
have voted against it on an opposite
ground? The essence of their objection
seems to be that the 60-day—90-day—
provision implies that the President has
authority to make war during this pe-
riod, even though the bill expressly states
that it shall not be so construed: the
bill specifies that it is not intended to
alter the President’s constitutional au-
thority in any way and that it does not
grant the President any authority with
respect to the use of the Armed Forces
that he does not already have,

The view that the bill somehow gives
respectability to the Presidential capac-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ity to make war seems to me to reflect a
mistaken misunderstanding of the objec-
tive of this legislation. The objective is
not to delimit the Presidential power to
make war or to reduce—or expand—the
possible excuses that a President may
make for engaging in hostilities on his
own—Presidents have never lacked for
such excuses—rather, recognizing that
Presidential wars have occurred in the
past and no doubt will again, the objec-
tive is to provide the Congress with effec-
tive ways of calling a halt by majority
vote.

The vetoed bill is not perfect. More-
over, if enacted into law, it will be of no
use unless future congressional majori-
ties have the will to say no to Presidential
military adventures. But it does repre-
sent an unprecedented and historic con-
gressional effort to close a loophole in the
Constitution, the loophole of the unde-
clared war. And it would be a pity if the
effort should fail because the bill may be
criticized on subtle and sophisticated
theoretical grounds.

Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. DENNIS) .

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, I am sym-
pathetic to the idea of war power legis-
lation, but I submit there are at least two
fatal defects in the vetoed bill. The first
is the attempt to bypass the normal con-
stitutional legislative process by the use
of a concurrent resolution, an effort
which I predict will never be sustained.
The second, and the most important, is
that whereas we should have specific
statutory authority, which we do not
now have, to call off military action, we
ought not to be given the authority to do
that by simple congressional inaction, as
this bill does.

I would say to the Members of the
House that we live in a real world, and as
a practical proposition it is my judgment
that a great power cannot really work
and operate if both the President of the
United States and the heads of foreign
governments know that vital national
policy can be changed at any moment,
not be an act of Congress, but by a
failure of the Congress to act.

For these reasons the veto ought to
be sustained.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CAREY).

Mr. CAREY of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I voted for this legislation in its original
form, and I am going to vote to override
the veto because I believe this will resolve
a great many confusions and difficulties
that have developed because of the lack
of understanding of the congressional
powers in the Constitution.

We are simply restating and making
more explicit what is our constitutional
function with regard to peace-keeping,
and with regard to the powers to make
war. Decisions have been handed down
in the courts that are most confusing be-
cause it was implied that our failure to
act has been giving indorsement to the
President’s decision to use war powers
and enter into war at his own option.

Further, it will resolve those difficulties
we face where many bills coming to the
floor, almost without exception such as—
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the debt limit, appropriations bill, even
health and welfare bills—a variety of
bills have been used—without effect I
might add—to spell out what we now
seek to do in this resolution.

As a percentage of the world popula-
tion we Americans are becoming a
smaller minority. We have fewer men
and women to send to foreign conflicts
now and we can ill afford to consider our-
selves any longer as the world police
force to enter combat.

The Constitution is a living document
to protect the lives of living Americans
in each generation. As such this resolu-
tion will tend to keep more of America’s
Young people alive to work for peace
rather than being called upon to die for
the failure of our leaders to plan for
peace.

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

Mr. MATILLTARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN).

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr, Speaker,
much of the debate today is somewhat
repetitious of previous discussions on this
bill, I should like to begin by saying that
everything that has been said today
underlines my own conviction that the
bill is unwise. It is almost surely uncon-
stitutional in part. It is, in faet, un-
necessary in a major part, and quite pos-
sibility it could be dangerous to our
national interests.

Mr. Speaker, I should like to state that
in my opinion this resolution is not what
some proponents have asserted. It is not
simply a reassertion of congressional
authority and a reiteration of what is al-
ready in the Constitution; nor does it
leave untouched presidential responsibili-
ties.

As an example, without any question in
my mind, section 5(c), which attempts
by a concurrent resolution to take away
what the resolution itself describes in
section 2(¢) as the constitutional powers
of the President as Commander in Chief
is an unconstitutional act.

Senator STeENNIS, who is an acknowl-
edged authority on the Constitution, said
in hearings in the other body, and I
quote:

« « « regardless of whether you called it a
concurrent resolution or a joint resolution—
no resolution of the two Houses can be given
any legislative effect if it has not been ap-
proved by the President or passed by the re-
gquired majority over his veto.

Mr. Speaker, let me say that there is
no need to underline the fact that we in
Congress want to play a role. There is
broad agreement on that point. Quite
obviously, Congress has a role to play.
However, this resolution does not rep-
resent simply an effort to declare that
Congress can declare a war. This is our
inescapable duty under the Constitution.

This resolution seems to admit that the
President has certain authority—but we
try arbitrarily to limit his powers to a
60-day period. I should think there would
be Members who would continue to have
honest reservations about whether this
does not constitute a blank check, in
statutory form, of powers which the
President has assumed under the Con-
stitution.

I should feel less sensitive about the
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arbitrary cutting off of a President’s
powers if within the 60-day period there
were some compulsion on Congress to
take affirmative action. What is provided,
however, is a change in national policy
even if Congress takes no action either
in support or in opposition to the Presi-
dent’s position. This does not strike me as
a reasonable way for Congress to assert,
or reassert, its warmaking authority.

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

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

Mr. KEMP. I appreciate the gentle-
man's yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I should like to agree with
the gentleman’s assessment of this legis-
lation and say that not only is it uncon-
stitutional but it would be extremely
dangerous in this still dangerous world.
Just as Soviet Russia was tempted to test
the United States under President Ken-
nedy during the Cuban missile crisis,
again today in the Middle East the
United States under President Nixon is
being tested. I think this legislation
would only serve to tempt the Soviet
Union even further to probe and pry to
test the flexibility of this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, the events of the past few
weeks have added graphically new time-
liness and significance to this debate.

In the current Arab-Israeli conflict
and the attempts now Yeing made to con-
tain and resolve it, we see new evidence
of the importance of preserving the Chief
Executive's ability to respond quickly
and flexibly to international crises in the
interest of peace and stability.

In order to insure such response, the
President must have not only the explicit
authority to take immediate action, but
enough implicit authority to convince
foreign powers that actions taken today
will not be reversed or rendered mean-
ingless tomorrow. If this ever happens,
then future Presidents—of either
party—will be crippled in their dealings
with other nations, especially in those
high-pressure, “eyeball-to-eyeball,” sit-
uations when credibility alone is the
strongest deterrent to foreign aggression.
Shorn of the power to act decisively, the
Presidency and the foreign policy he
constitutionally directs would be incapa-
ble of playing their crucial, stabilizing
roles in the world—roles which have
achieved so much for peace over the
years.

Consider, for a moment, some of the
specific impacts that the war powers
resolution would have made on the Mid-
dle East situation—as an example—in
recent days if it had, in fact, become law.
First, in deciding how far it could go in
backing the Arab attack on Israel, the
Soviets had to assess America’s ability to
respond.

The more limited America’s range and
flexibility and response, the greater the
temptation for the Soviets to go all the
way—rto throw restraint to the winds and
take advantage of the United States
new-found paralysis. Instead of repre-
senting a forceful, credible gesture, the
President’s troop alert would have been
taken as an empty feint and, as such,
ignored. Second, even the actual com-
mitment of troops might not have acted
as a restraint on the Soviets since they
could count on the 60-day rule to make
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any effective, sustained American role
impossible. Third, under the terms of the
war powers resolution, resupplying of
American forces if they were committed,
would present a legal problem.

In other words, in the case of any
confrontation, the other side would be
strongly tempted to overplay its hand
and the United States would have a hard
time responding promptly with an
acceptable measure of credibility. The
result would be an unstable world situa-
tion—one in which the risk of an uncon-
trolled flareup could push us all over the
brink into a third world war.

I do not believe for a moment that this
is an acceptable price for the Congress
to pay in return for a short-term legis-
lative victory over the executive branch.
I am confident that most thinking Amer-
icans would agree.

There are, additionally, a number of
constitutional arguments to be made
against the war powers resolution. For
200 years the war powers curtailed by the
resolution have been an accepted part of
government, and they have never been
adjudged unconstitutional. In fact, it
seems clear to me that the Founding
Fathers made their intent obvious by
implicitly allotting to the Presidency the
foreign policy leeway that has been a
part of that office since its creation.

By forcing an automatic cutoff of cer-
tain Presidential authorities after 60 days
in the absence of a special congressional
extension, and by allowing the Congress
to eliminate other Presidential authori-
ties by simple passage of a concurrent
resolution, this measure places itself
beyond the pale of constitutionality.
Changes this drastic—changes which
destroy certain constitutional preroga-
tives of the executive branch—cannot
legitimately be made by resolution. They
must take the form of constitutional
amendments.

But of far more immediate concern—
and of much greater long-range interest
not only to the American people but to
people everywhere who want to see the
specter of war banished forever—is the
practical impact of the war powers reso-
lution. Even if it were perfectly consti-
tutional, which it is not, it would be
wrong. Worse than that, it would be dan-
gerous.

Far from discouraging American ad-
venturism abroad, it would be a green
light to aggressive acts on the part of
foreign powers—aggressive acts that
the President could not respond to
with flexibility or credibility. That would
mean a world in greater, not lesser, dan-
ger of conflagration; that would mean &
global tinderbox constantly in danger of
bursting into flames.

For some time now, we in the Congress
have been lecturing the executive branch
about the need for self-restraint—often
with considerable justification. The time
has come, in the consideration of this
matter, to exercise similar restraint. This
point was recently underscored by an
editorial in the Buffalo Courier-Express
of October 28, 1973, when it stated.

Whichever way Congress moves, we hope
it won't be in haste but with cool delibera-
tion and a long view of our history.

It is, here, our branch, not the execu-
tive, which appears to be toying with
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thebidea of an unconstitutional power
grab.

I urge my colleagues not to yield to
the temptation. I urge them to place the
cause of peace and a sound foreign policy
higher than the desire to inflict a de-
feat on the Nixon administration. I urge
them to vote to sustain the veto of the
war powers resolution.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in support of the President’s veto
of House Joint Resolution 542, the war
powers bill. This legislation does not, as
its supporters claim, limit the warmak-
ing powers of the President. Instead,
House Joint Resolution 542 allows the
President unlimited warmaking powers
for up fo 60 days in the absence of a
congressional declaration of war. Despite
arguments to the contrary, when studied
closely, the language of House Joint
Resolution 542 actually is the implied
consent of Congress for the conduct of
Presidential wars so long as their dura-
tion is limited.

Clearly this is an even greater dele-
gational of congressional responsibilities
to the Executive than ever before in our
history. How can the Congress meet its
responsibility on the issue of war and
peace through sheer inaction?

At the time the House considered
House Joint Resolution 542, I offered a
substitute bill to protect the President’s
constitutional authority as Commander
in Chief, but also prohibit any future
commitment of U.S. troops to hostilities
not so authorized without prior con-
gressional approval. My bill, the war
powers resolution of 1973, specifically
defined the President’s constitutional
authority to commit U.S. troops in case
of an attack or threatened attack on the
United States or any of its possessions
or territories. It also provided a means
for expeditious congressional action on
troops committed pursuant to a treaty
obligation. Finally, it specifically pro-
hibited any other type of troop commit-
ment without the prior consent of
Congress.

My war powers resolution was intend-
ed to rectify two critical failures of
House Joint Resolution 542, the restric-
tions on the President’s power as Com-
mander in Chief, and the ability to com-~
mit troops for up to 60 days without con-
gressional approval. My bill protected
the President’s constitutional mandate
to protect this country and its territories
from attack. It would have prevented,
however, any commitment of U.S. troops
to either direct attacks upon another
nation or to ‘“third-party” hostilities
without a specific prior authorization by
the U.S. Congress.

As now constituted, House Joint Res-
olution 542 would not prevent another
Vietnam from getting started. Once a
President commits troops, even in a
small “brush fire” war, the conflagration
has heen started and could burn without
check until everything in its path has
been consumed. The lessons of history
have taught us that we cannot commit
troops to a conflict and then arbitrarily
and abruptly withdraw them without
damaging our national interest and
jeopardizing the safety of the troops
themselves. Once the commitment is
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made, the tendency is to continue on the
deadly course of conflict.

The constitutional mandates are clear.
The President must have the power to
protect the United States and to honor
our treaty obligations. Beyond that, the
Congress must be invested with a
mechanism for prior approval of “third-
party” involvements of U.S. troops, and
a clear requirement for positive approval
of treaty requirements. House Joint Res-
olution 542 does not meet these impera-
tive criteria, and while my reasons may
be different from those of the President,
I urge my colleagues to support his veto
of the bill.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. REID).

Mr. REID. Mr. Speaker, the subject of
the Near East has entered this debate,
and I find nothing in this resolution,
this war powers bill, that in any way
would have inhibited the actions of the
President in the recent crizis in the Near
East. Indeed, Senator STEwNIS has
pointed out he could have done every-
thing he did, plus taken additional ac-
tions.

Second, it is clear that a President can
take whatever steps that he normally
could take under the Constitution as
Commander in Chief. Section 8(d) of
the bill, in fact, states that:

Nothing in this joint resolution is in-
tended to alter the Constitlonal authority of
the Congress, or of the President . . .” and
nothing “shall be construed as granting any
authority to the President . . . which he
would not have had in the a%sence of this
Joint resolution.

Third, I do not believe the President
is correct when he says that this legis-
lation would in some way affect his
diplomatic opportunities for quiet di-
plomacy. This is not, in my judgment.
true.

Moreover I think, to the extent that
at some point under this legislation we
would have the power to act under a
concurrent resolution, not subject to a
Presidential veto, we could force with-
drawal of U.S. troops in 18 days or less.

Finally, I believe that the joint deci-
sion mandated by this bill of both the
President and the Congress, backed by
the American people, will carry more
weight overseas than a unilateral act of
a President which is not necessarily sup-
ported by the people or than the act of
an isolated President. I have had some
contact with the Soviets in the field of
diplomacy, and they are a very good
judge of power; they are fully sensitive,
for instance, to the distinction between
a broad national mandate and a decision
that does not imply broad support.

Hence, the consultation, reporting,
and other requirements in the bill would
tend to strengthen our foreign policy
and respect for it, rather than the re-
verse.

I strongly urge the Members to vote
to override the President’s veto of House
Joint Resolution 542, the War Powers
Act.

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

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SYMINGTON) .
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Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr. Speaker, some
argue the bill extends a 60-day warmak-
ing authority to the President which un-
der the Constitution he does not have.
Others, including the President himself,
and the minority leader, his nominee for
Vice President, strenously assert it dan-
gerously impairs the President’s capacity
to act in emergencies. It does neither.

First, the President has written us that
had this bill been in force it would have
seriously impaired our “recent actions”
to bring about a peaceful settlement of
hostilities in the Middle East.

What actions that we know about could
this bill possibly have impaired? Cer-
tainly not the alert, and certainly not
the standdown of the alert, the arms
assistance to Israel, or the discussions
with the Soviets.

What is suggested is that the President
might not have been sure of the steel of
the Congress or of the resolve of the
Congress had his action taken us closer
to a brink history required us to ap-
proach. Well, it seems to me that the
Congress can meet its responsibility in
this regard, and the President, no Presi-
dent, must think of himself as the sole
repository of America’s honor or Amer-
ica's understanding of what ougth to be
done in time of stress and danger.

N¢, by this bill we neither impair con-
stitutional action nor confer unconsti-
tutional power. There is nothing in the
bill which confers upon the President
powers not specifically provided in the
Constitution. Presidents have always had
the “power” to make a full explanation
of a military adventure within 48 hours,
or to cease such adventure in the ab-
sence of congressional approval in 2
months. All this bill does is to make such
obvious “powers” duties! And these du-
ties are over and above those which the
Constitution already requires namely,
that a President secure congressional ap-
proval either before or very quickly af-
ter action of this kind. The bill does not
remove that duty. It does not water it
down. It merely reminds any President,
should circumstances make it incon-
venient to meet that duty in a timely
fashion, he will have to account for that
neglect or oversight.

The horses of war should not be re-
leased from the stall without the turn-
ing of a congressional key. Yet history
is replete with executive slidings of the
latch, followed by whatever appeals to
conscience and honor, or sleight of hand,
or happenstance, or patriotic impulse, or
chauvinist persuasion has proven nec-
essary to impose and maintain congres-
sional concurrence. Such concurrence has
generally come in the form of ratifica-
tion by silence. Under this bill such si-
lence works to the disadvantage of a war-
minded President rather than to his ad-
vantage. Yet there is nothing in it to
prevent very loud and instantaneous
congressional assertions of approval or
disapproval should Members be so moved.
In fact, it is more likely that such asser-
tions would settle the matter before the
time ran out.

Under this bill, then, the horses of
war, if unleashed, are on a tether. And
knowing that, Presidents will be more
inelined to ponder the wisdom of un-
leashing them; to consider and meet the

36211

original constitutional mandate, before
testing the mood, resolve, and patience of
the Congress in ways that could prove
awkward, and properly so. For what can
there be in the argument that suggests
the President is the sole repository of the
national honor, or the national safety?
Nothing is in that argument except an
unwise and unwarranted distrust in Con-
gress itself, And what is this other than
a reflection of distrust in the people
whose votes established it. It is the peo-
ple whec provide the blood and treasure
for the Nation’s wars. And the decision
to do so should be theirs as well.

It was this fundamental truth that in-
spirad the relevant sections of the Con-
stitution itself. But simple, observable
experience has shown that Presidents,
for reasons defensible or not, initiate
military actions without congressional
consultation, and that Congresses for a
variety of reasons have allowed them to
do so, All this bill really does is to hold
both bkranches of Government to their
respective responsibilities in ways the
Constitution, itself, standing alone, has
lacked the power to do. The Constitution
is not a self-executing instrument. It sets
forth in broad terms the respective duties
of the several branches it established.
The Congress makes the laws. And the
life of the law, being not logic, but ex-
perience. as Holmes reminded us, we are
called upon from time to time to trans-
late experience into law, not to avoid,
but to meet the requirements of the Con-
stitution. This is such a time, and I urge
the House to override ti:is veto.

Mr, ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, the distinguished chairman of
the House Foreign Affairs Committee
(Mr. MORGAN) .

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I shall
not try to prolong this debate. It has
lasted long enough—nearly 200 years.

This is the first time in our history
that the Congress stands on the thres-
hold of requiring the President to follow
the Constitution—and bring in the Con-
gress as a full partner on issues of peace
and war.

The House has spoken twice on this
issue in recent months—on both occa-
sions, sustaining the war powers resolu-
tion by overwhelming majorities: 244 to
170, and 238 to 123,

It is time for us to speak again.

It is time for us to override the veto.

Mr, MAILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the remaining time on this side, 3 min-
utes, to the gentleman from Arizona (Mr,
RHODES) .

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

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of sustaining the veto of the
President on House Joint Resolution 542.

In my judgment, it is wrong to provide
for legislation through inaction, partic-
ularly on a subject of major importance
to the Nation. The Constitution man-
dates the Congress to act and the peo-
ple have a right to expect it on issues
of this magnitude.

Further, if the war powers of Congress
and of the President are to be more
clearly spelled out, this can only with
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certainity be done through the pass-
age of a constitutional amendment.

I, for one, would not challenge the
fact that President Truman in Korea
and President Johnson in Vietnam went
beyvond the powers envisioned by our
Founding Fathers in committing massive
American forces to direct military action
without a declaration of war by the
Congress.

I share the conyiction that Congress
itself must act to endorse or forbid such
involvement.

This can, however, be done without
the passage of House Joint Resolution
542 as was illustrated in the vote of the
Congress through the appropriations
process to cut off the bombing in Cam-
bodia by August 15, 1973, which did, in
fact, accomplish this result.

The constitutionality of spelling out
war powers by a simple resolution can
and will be challenged. Hence, overriding
the veto will add only to the confusion
of the situation, not solve the problem
of the war powers of the President or of
Congress.

In all candor, I am also concerned
about the effect on the ability of the
President to meet such crises as the pre-
sent Middle East situation.

In my judgment, the President’s hand
would have been considerably weakened
in his recent dealings with the Soviet
Union over the unilateral introduction of
troops into the Middle East had this
legislation been in effect at that time.
While it may have had no effect on his
ability to act in this situation, it may
well have had a substantial effect on the

Soviet Union’s response to his action.

Mr. Speaker, in a time of crisis, the
Congress should act rather than evade
action. I consequently urge a negative
vote on the motion to override the veto.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. BROWN of Michigan, Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from Arizona for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I find myself in an al-
most impossible position and my voting
record on this legislation reflects the
same. I wholeheartedly concur in the
concept of an effective and workable
recitation and limitation of the authority
and prerogatives of the President and
the Congress concerning the exercise of
“war power” or, as I believe better stated,
the authority to involve this country in
military hostilities or commit its mili-
tary forces.

At the same time, I have serious con-
cern about certain of the provisions of
this legislation, feeling that in its pres-
ent form it does not do that which I con-
ceptually believe should be done. This
is not a late-blooming concern and di-
lemma. The record will show that I orig-
inally voted against this legislation when
it passed the House of Representatives,
yet supported the conference report when
it was before the House for a vote im-
mediately prior to its transmittal to the
President for his signature or veto.

I intend to vote to sustain the Presi-
dent’s veto not because of any extraneous
influence, but rather I will vote to su-
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stain the veto having reached the con-
clusion that the defects in the legisla-
tion outweigh my support of the concept
embodied in the legislation.

Mr. Speaker, although there may be
much merit in many of the constitutional
and other arguments which have been
made in opposition to this legislation,
my decision to sustain the President’s
veto is based upon my sincere concern
over two aspects of the resolution which
have not been thoroughly debated or
considered, I believe, they are:

First. Just as this legislation is sup-
ported by those who fear for the action
of a President contrary to congressional
intent and desire, I fear the possibility
that a President, faced with the 90-day
cutoff date and feeling in his own mind
that the national purpose would be best
served by whatever action he contem-
plates, would excessively commit our mil-
itary forces and weaponry so as fto ac-
complish that national purpose whatever
it might, in his opinion, require prior to
being faced with such cutoff date; there-
by possibly subjecting this Nation to mil-
itary reaction by other nations observ-
ing this excessive commitment which
would not have resulted had a more lim-
ited, albeit longer in timeframe, military
commitment been made.

Second. Although the resolution at-
tempts to deal with the procedural prob-
lem of inaction by either or both Houses
of the Congress through the requiring
of a vote in either House within 3 days
of the offering of a resolution extending
the President’s authority to commit our
military forces, I am not satisfied that
the language of the resolution which per-
mits either House to delay such a vote
would not result in the anomaly of the
will of a substantial majority in each of
the bodies being stymied by a minority
of dissidents. To explain, I am not satis-
fied the resolution precludes the opera-
tion of the rules of the other body which
require a two-thirds vote for cloture, and
in the event the resolution is defective in
this regard, one-third of the Members
of the other body could not only subvert
the will of even a unanimous House, but
also the will of just less than two-thirds
of the Members of the other body.

So long as it is not clear that this
resolution would not prompt or permit
either of the foregoing concerns I have
expressed, and when such concerns are
viewed in the context of the other argu-
ments which have been made against it,
I am unable to give it my support.

Congressional participation connotes,
in my mind, affirmative action. This res-
olution, upon the further examination I
have now been able to give it, contem-
plates, even suggests, participation
through no action at all even though
affirmative action might be the will of
all but a small minority.

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

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

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, I shall
vote to sustain the President’s veto.

In my opinion war powers legislation
probably should be adopted by the Con-
gress of the United States, but this is a
bad bill. All it does is remove the flexibil-
ity from the Congress to act at a time
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when it should act to either allow the
use of American troops or not to allow
such use. I think Congress should retain
that flexibility. This is really a continu-
ing Gulf of Tonkin resolution, giving the
President power to commit troops legal-
ly—a power he does not now have.

Imagine this scenario. Assume that this
bill had been law at the time of our
supplying the Israelis, at the time of the
Middle East crisis. In my opinion, it
would have beeen necessary for the Presi-
dent of the United States, before any
C-5A's could land in Israel, to notify the
Congress, because it was a situation in
which the planes could have been shot
at. At that time of course every other
interested nation, including Soviet Rus-
sia, would have to react to the situation
and we could actually be in a position
of causing an international conflagration
instead of stopping it.

In international diplomacy you can
quite often get by without confronta-
tion if you do not make an issue of
what you are doing.

Also I would like to give the Members
this little scenario. Assume that a Presi-
dent of the United States in the future
had committed American troops and that
90 days later those troops were still com-
mitted and the Congress was debating a
resolution. I understand that you have
tried to make it necessary to bring a res-
olution on this subject up in either body
within 3 calendar days. But I submit to
each of the Members that this Congress
cannot bind a future Congress insofar
as matters like this are concerned. So it
is entirely possible in the future that we
would find a situation in which a Presi-
dent had committed troops and at the
end of 90 days he could not militarily
get them out safely, and the Congress
had not acted, one way or the other,
What a pretty mess that would be.

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, let me point
out the fact that in this troubled world
sometimes the important thing is not
what the law says but what the rest
of the world thinks it might say, I say
to the Members at this time of crisis this
is no time for the Congress of the United
States to give the least appearance of
not standing behind the President who
by his actions whicnn were both bold and
imaginative has been able to stave off
a real crisis in the Middle East.

I hope the Congress will vote to sus-
tain the President’s veto.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Massachusetts, (Mr. O'NemLL),
the majority leader.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, earlier I
listened to the eloquent statement of the
minority leader. There is nothing in this
resolution before us which in any way
reduces or damages the President’s
ability to act in a constitutional manner
in the meeting of the Middle East crisis.

The war powers resolution has noth-
ing to do with the Middle East. It neither
takes away nor increases the President’s
constitutional authority to deal with
overseas crises. It simply provides that
when the President acts, he must consult
with the Congress and seek its concur-
rence before committing our country to
war. That is the basic fact of this legis-
lation.
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The gentleman from Michigan knows
well that when we were at the White
House the other day discussing the Mid-
dle East crisis with the President and Dr.
Kissinger—the House leaders of both
sides of the aisle and the leadership of
the Senate were there as well—the Presi-
dent said—

Gentlemen, you appreciate the crisis we
have and let me say this, before I take any
further action of any type I will call back
the leadership of the Congress.

Now, that is what the President said
that night. I think that he should not
only call back the leadership, I believe
he should come to the Congress of the
United States. That is what, in my opin-
ion, the Constitution originally meant.
And that is what I believe the President
should do today-

If the President can deal with the
Arabs, and if he can deal with the
Israelis, and if he can deal with the So-
viets, then he ought to be able and will-
ing to deal with the U.S. Congress. That
is all we ask of him. I hope we override
his veto.

Mr. FROEHLICH. Mr, Speaker, today
the House of Representatives is being
called upon to consider the President’s
veto of legislation to define Presidential
and congressional war powers. The de-
cision, of course, is whether to override
or to sustain this veto. In my view, the
sound position, the sensible position,
and, in fact the only rational position is
to vote to override the veto.

The war powers resolution cleared by
both Houses of Congress last month pro-
vides a historical opportunity for the
Congress to renew and reassert its
powers and prerogatives in this area and
to delineate the authority of the separate
but equal branches of Government in
declaring and conducting a war. We have
here an opportunity to turn the night-
mare of our past into a clearly defined
set of ground rules for the future, an op-
portunity to assure that Congress will be
able to carry out its duties with respect
to war powers, and an opportunity to let
the people of this great democracy be
Jjustly heard and represented, in the de-
cisionmaking process.

Under the Constitution the Congress
is given the authority not only to declare
war, but to provide for the common de-
fense, to raise and support armies, to
provide and maintain a navy, to make
rules for the Government in regulating
land and naval forces, to provide for
the calling forth of the Militia to exe-
cute the laws of the Union, to suppress
insurrections and repel invasions, and to
provide for organizing, arming, and dis-
ciplining the Militia. In addition to these
enumerated war powers, the Congress is
granted the authority by the Constitu-
tion to—
make all laws which shall be necessary and
proper for carrying into execution the fore-
going powers, and all other powers vested by
this Constitution in the Government of the
It:lhnitec’nr States, or in any Department or office

erecl.

The legislation before us today is de-
signed to carry these powers into execu-
tion. It is an attempt to clarify and
codify the roles of the Congress and the
Commander in Chief.
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Mr. Speaker, if our future foreign
commitments are to be credible ones,
they must have the active and continu-
ing support of the Congress and the
American people. The legislation be-
fore us today is an attempt to achieve
this consensus, cooperation, and mutual
reinforcement. As such, it makes an in-
estimable contribution to the cause of
unity. As such, it deserves our full sup-
port.

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, the House
today has the opportunity to reaffirm
the Constitution as the law of the land.
The war powers resolution is an emi-
nently practical measure, which gives
the President the ability to act in emer-
gency situation, while acknowledging
the constitutionally mandated duty of
the Congress to declare war.

This country suffered through more
than a decade of involvement in Viet-
nam. We lost more than 55,000 American
men to an undeclared war. The total
number of Vietnamese casualties may
never be known. The United States went
through a terrible period of dissension,
with riots and hombings, and a further
loss of life among our own civilians.

The key to our constitutional system
is its separation of powers. The duties
and responsibilities of each branch of
Government are clearly delineated, so
that our Government officials know what
they can and cannot do. The entire Indo-
china situation was a prime example of
lawlessness by the Executive, and acqui-
escence by the Congress. We must never
allow this to happen again.

This resolution is very generously
drawn, It expands the President’s con-
stitutional power to commit our troops
without congressional approval, thereby
providing the Executive with the neces-
sary latitude to act in an emergency.
However, it restores the restraints en-
visioned by the framers of the Constitu-
tion to prevent unilateral warmaking
on the part of the President.

The events of this century have shown
this legislation to be tragically neces-
sary. We must never again allow our-
selves by default to become involved in
an unwanted, unnecessary, and unwise
war.

Congress has determined to act in this
maftter, to restore the power given to it
by the Constitution and co-opted by the
President. If we fail to override this veto,
we may be viewed as granting the Execu-
tive an unlimited license to wage unde-
clared war. This would be a total abroga-
tion of our responsibilities, and we will
have failed our people by default. Mr.
Speaker, we must override this veto, or
we will be one step further down the road
to one-man rule.

Mr. HUDNUT. Mr. Speaker, while I
am in accord with the desire to assure
Congress its proper role in naticnal deci-
sions of war and peace, it is my view that
House Joint Resolution 542 will impede,
rather than help, achieve this objective.
Therefore, I shall vote to sustain the
veto.

The underlying philosophy of support
for this measure is a belief that it would
reduce the chances of future wars. In
my view it would not. On the contrary,
the existence of the resolution’s limita-
tions on the President’s use of the Armed
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Forces might well tempt some future
aggressor to embark on a military colli-
sion course on a belief that the United
States would be paralyzed and unable
to respond. The provision automatically
cutting off certain authorities after 60
days unless they are extended by the
Congress could work to prolong or in-
tensify a crisis.

Until the Congress suspended the
deadline, there would be at least a chance
of U.S, withdrawal and an adversary
would be tempted, therefore, to postpone
serious negotiations until the 60 day-
were up. Only after the Congress acted
would there be a strong incentive for an
adversary to negotiate. In addition, the
very existence of a deadline could lead
to an escalation of hostilities in order
to achieve certain objectives before the
60 days expired.

Furthermore, this effort to limit the
President’s power by the failure of Con-
gress to take affirmative action seems
highly dangerous and inappropriate. For
example, suppose the President were to
commit troops in Europe in order to de-
fend our own country? That he has such
power as Commander in Chief is not
challenged, but the limitation of 60 or
90 days might make it necessary for him
to withdraw troops fully committed to
combat. Proponents might argue that if
the situation justified such action Con-
gress would recognize the necessity of
declaring war or of specifically author-
izing the use of troops. As a practical
matter, however, Congress does not al-
ways move quickly and a legislative
deadlock might develop. Moreover, in my
opinion, it is highly undesirable for Con-
gress, through its own inaction, to be
able to determine whether a course of
Presidential action should be continued.

The KEremlin is not limited by the So-
viet legislative assembly on how it may
throw its strategic weight around. Rus-
sia does not make these decisions in
committee. Russia can move quickly
when she wishes. Knowing that, why
should we deliberately throw away the
ability to respond immediately?

British journalists are fond of saying
that it is “not only important that jus-
tice be done, but also that justice appear
to be done.” Let us paraphrase that to fit
this situation in this way, “It is not only
important that America be strong, but
also that America appear to be strong.
Otherwise, who will listen when America
speaks?”

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, in voting
today to sustain the President’s veto of
House Joint Resolution 542 concerning
the respective war powers of the Con-
gress and the President, I am doing so
on the basis of the President’s veto mes-
sage which expresses his support and
commitment fo the appropriate role of
the Congress in connection with the use
of our Armed Forces in military conflict.

Mr. Speaker, the President has stated
quite forthrighfly that in order for the
Congress to be a true partner in the con-
stitutional authority respecting the use
of our Armed Forces we should be will-
ing to take “positive action” by calling
for a withdrawal of or for the continued
use of our Armed Forces where deemed
essential by the President as Commander
in Chief.
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The Congress as well as the President
are bound by the treaty commitments
and obligations of our Nation. It is not
possible for us to repudiate such obliga-
tions through a House joint resolution.
The President has cited a number of ex-
amples where the use of Armed Forces
have contributed to world peace—and
where our ability for effective military
action may be employed in the best in-
terests of our national security.

Mr. Speaker, I am confident that a
very small change in the language of
House Joint Resolution 542—to require
positive action by the House and Senate
in connection with any commitment or
use of American Armed Forces—would
receive the prompt approval of the
President. It would seem to me impor-
tant in connection with our responsible
exercise of legislative authority that we
should be willing to act positively and
deliberately on a subject of such vital
significance as the use of American
Armed Forces abroad. To restrict the
President’s action by mere silence or in-
action appears to me to be quite incon-
sistent with a responsible legislative role.

Mr. Speaker, in voting today to sus-
tain the President’s veto I am hopeful
that a modified measure may be brought
promptly to the floor of this House for
the kind of overwhelming support which
a measure of this character deserves.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
state that I, for one, will vote to sustain
the veto of this measure. I do not vote
to sustain because I oppose limitations on
the President’s warmaking powers—on
the contrary, I believe that the Congress
must limit the abuse of Presidential war
powers, and do so in much the same
fashion as is provided in parts of this
bill.

But this measure, as I see it, has one
major flaw: It does not require the Con-
gress to pass judgment, one way or the
other, on any military initiatives in
which the President may involve U.S.
Armed Forces. To be sure, a tacit veto
of the President’s involvement is pro-
vided, for if Congress does not act within
60 days of the military action in ques-
tion, the President must call it to a halt.
But such a scheme is inadequate, and
provides more than ample opportunity
for abuse by any President.

If this bill becomes law, a congres-
sional committee which merely decides
to take its time, a filibuster in the other
body, a recalcitrant committee chairman
who declines to bring the measure up for
action, in short, any of a series of delay-
ing tactics, could easily countermand the
intent of a war powers limitation: The
need to involve the Congress in the deci-
gion to commit American troops to battle.

This bill does not require the Congress
to participate in that decision, except in
a backhanded way, a way in which it
may not be the Congress doing the decid-
ing at all, but merely a few key Members
of Congress, This is avoidance of con-
gressional responsibility at its worst. I
believe that every Member of Congress
should be required to stand up and be
counted on the issue of war and peace
and this bill creates a convenient loop-
hole for those who wish to avoid that
recorded decision.

One other possibility could arise: that
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the majority party whichever it may
happen to be at the time, could in caucus
decide not to bring the issue of military
commitment by the President to a vote.
Thus, the responsibility of Congress to
go on record, as individuals, by a re-
corded vote, would be conveniently and
politically ignored. A major, perhaps
crucial, decision would be made simply
by inaction on the part of Congress.

I do not believe that this is a sensible
way to limit the warmaking powers of
the President. Abrogation of congres-
sional responsibility is not the way to go
about limiting the responsibilities of the
executive.

I would vote for this measure and to
override a Presidential veto of it, if it is
redrafted to include a provision requir-
ing a yes-or-no vote by the Congress on
any Executive commitment of American
Armed Forces. If such a provision were
included, we would once again have the
opportunity to consider a true war pow-
ers bill. There is a need for such legisla-
tion. But we must not pass any such hill
if it allows the Congress to avoid its re-
sponsibility. In my judgment, that, un-
fortunately, is what this bill does, and I
must therefore vote to sustain the veto.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to urge the House to override the
President’s veto of the war powers reso-
lution.

President Nixon's veto of House Joint
Resolution 542 is the latest step in the
erosion of congressional authority with
regard to issues of war and peace. For
the last 10 years, the American people
have witnessed the unilateral commit-
ment of American military forces to hos-
tilities abroad by the President without
prior consultation with, or authorization
by, the Congress. This expansion of Pres-
idential warmaking power has markedly
increased in recent years and is reaching
dangerous heights, threatening to under-
mine the system of checks and balances
essential to our constitutional system of
government. The time has come for the
Congress to reassert its prerogatives and
responsibilities to restore the intended
balance provided for by the Constitution.

I am alarmed at the growing number of
assertions of Presidential authority, both
in foreign and domestic affairs. The mag-
nitude of the coverups of illicit military
activities in Laos and Cambodia, cloaked
and spuriously justified in the name of
national security, should impel Con-
gress to assert its legitimate constitu-
tional authority.

It seems to me that some clarification
of the implied powers of the President
must be made in the area of warmaking
powers. The Founding Fathers were
keenly aware of the warmaking powers
of the British monarchs and the abuses
which stemmed from them. They were
explicit in their intent that the power
to declare war and to raise armies be left
to the legislature; the President would
act only as Commander in Chief after
hostilities began. The commitment of
American forces—except in the most
critical situations which directly threaten
national survival-—should be taken only
after full congressional and public dis-
cussion. Only through such debate can
the national unity necessary to support
such commitments be attained.

Mr. Speaker, the war powers resolu-
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tion would do three things. First, it di-
rects the President to consult with the
Congress before and during commitment
of American forces to hostilities or to
situations in which hostilities may arise,
and requires submission of a formal re-
port to Congress when such actions are
taken without a declaration of war.
Second, the resolution denies the Presi-
dent authority to commit forces for more
than 60 days without specific congres-
sional approval, and permits the Con-
gress to order the President to disengage
from combat actions any time in the
initial 60-day period. Legislation relating
to such actions would be entitled to pri-
ority congressional consideration. Third,
the resolution makes clear that it is not
intended to alter the constitutional au-
thority of either the Congress or the
President, or to alter existing treaties.
The reporting requirements of the reso-
lution would take effect at the time of
enactment.

Contrary to the President’s position as
enunciated in his veto message, I believe
that this resolution is constitutional.
Rather than taking away from the Presi-
dent’'s authority which is alleged to be
his alone, Congress would be reasserting
its intended share of its authority over
the warmaking powers of the National
Government. Under the Constitution,
both the collective judgment of the Con-
gress and that of the President apply to
the introduction of American Armed
Forces into hostilities, or into situations
where there is a clear indication of im-
minent involvement. As stated in the
preamble of the resolution:

The constitutional powers of the President
as Commander-in-Chief to introduce United
States Armed Forces into hostilities or into
situations where imminent involvement in
hostilities is clearly indicated by the circum-
stances, are exercised only pursuant to (1)
a declaration of war, (2) specific statutory
authorization, or (3) a national emergency
created by attack upon the United States, its
territories or possessions, or its armed forces.

Neither do I believe the resolution
would undermine the foreign policy of
the United States. The executive branch
does not have a monopoly on wisdom in
matters affecting national security, and
the accumulated experience of Members
of Congress should be brought directly to
bear on decisions affecting war and peace.
By restraining irresponsible executive
action, House Joint Resolution 542 is en-
tirely consistent with the Nixon doctrine,
which would help foreign nations defend
themselves with supporting military aid,
but reserve the commitment of American
forces only when our national interests
are genuinely threatened. The resolution
provides the necessary flexibility for
Presidential action in the advent of un-
foreseen circumstances, while assuring
that Congress maintains its warmaking
authority over the unchecked, unilateral
decision of the executive branch.

Each of us has taken an oath to uphold
the Constitution. Overriding this veto
would help restore the lawful authority
of Congress in the process of committing
our Nation to war, and in that sense, up-
hold this oath which we have all taken.
As many of our citizens continue to lose
faith in our govermmental institutions,
we in the House must prove ourselves
worthy of the trust placed in us by the
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people. That will require that we assume
our responsibilities. For this reason, I
urge each of my colleagues to join me in
voting to override the President’s veto.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I have
in my hand President Nixon’s veto mes-
sage on the war powers resolution. It is
an astounding document. You can find
the words “Constitution,” “constitu-
tional,” and “unconstitutional” cited a
full 13 times in the course of its 3
pages, but there are zero direct quotes
from the Constitution, and only 1
specific indirect reference, which I will
discuss shortly.

This is reminiscent of the pseudo-
constitutional arguments we have been
hearing from the President’s lawyers on
the subject of executive privilege, where
everything the President favors is au-
tomatically judged “constitutional” and
everything he opposes is “unconstitu-
tional.” It has been years since we have
heard the White House call for “strict
construction” of the Constitution. I sus-
pect that at some point somebody over
there actually sat down and read the
thing, discovering to his horror that it
established a Republic rather than a
monarchy. From that point on, they de-
cided that the looser the construction
of the Constitution, the better; certainly
that is the principle on which Mr. Buz-
hart seems to operate.

I am only half joking. Consider the
lone reference in this message to a spe-
cific section of the Constitution. Mr.
Nixon says,

I am particularly disturbed by the fact
that certain of the President's constitutional
powers as Commander in Chief of the Armed
Forces would automatically terminate under
this resolution 60 days after they were
invoked.

To what “powers” does he refer? He
must be saying that article II, section 2,
“The President shall be Commander in
Chief of the Army anc Navy of the
United States,” somehow gives him the
power to commit troops to combat with-
out congressional authorization. He must
be saying that as Commander in Chief
he has the authority to treat the Armed
Forces as his own private palace guard,
to do with what he will.

Hogwash, The Armed Forces belong to
the people of America, and exist only to
serve the people. Article I, section 8 of
the Constitution gives the people, acting
through their elected Congress the
power—

To declare war . . . to raise and support
armies . . . to provide and maintain a navy . , .
to make rules for the government and Tegu-
lation of the land and naval forces

As Commander in Chief, the President
is superior to all generals and admirals,
but he is absolutely subject to the direc-
tion of Congress. In recognition of our
own unwieldiness and of the fast-moving
nature of international crisis, we delegate
to the President the power to act in the
short term without explicit congressional
direction. But his every act as Com-
mander in Chief is based on implicit con-
zressional approval; if we deny him this
approval by any means we choose—in-
cluding the passive means prescribed in
the war powers resolution—he has no au-
thority to act. If the opponents of this
resolution can cite any specific constitu-
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tional authority for unauthorized mili-
tary action by the President, I will be
happy to reconsider my position.

In addition to his pseudo-constitu-
tional argument, Mr. Nixon makes a
pragmatic argument. He says:

If this resolution had been in operation,
America’s effective response to a variety of
challenges in recent years would have been
vastly complicated or even made impossible.
We may well have been unable to respond
in the way we did during the Berlin crisis of
1961, the Cuban missile crisis of 1962, the
Congo rescue operation in 1964, and the
Jordanian crisis of 1970—to mention just a
few examples. In addition, our recent actions
to bring about a peaceful settlement of the
hostilities In the Middle East would have
been seriously impaired if this resolution
had been in force.

How this impairment would have oc-
curred, since all of these incidents were
completed in well under 60 days, is not
explained. /

He then goes on to hypothesize various
situations in which the war powers reso-
lution would “undercut the ability of the
United States to act as an effective influ-
ence for peace.” All these situations have
one thing in common: They involve the
President committing American troops
despite the disapproval of Congress, since
the bill will have no effect when Congress
and the President are in agreement.

The committing of troops to combat
is not something to be done as lightly
as redecorating the Presidential aircraft.
It involves subjecting American citizens
to possible injury and death. It must
never be done without the full support
of the American people, and congres-
sional disapproval is incontrovertible
proof of the lack of such support. We
cannot wait, as Mr. Nixon somewhat
patronizingly suggests, for the next an-
nual authorization or appropriations bill
before expressing our disapproval. By
that time our casualties could be in five
figures.

We must have a vehicle whereby we
can promptly express our approval or
disapproval. The war powers resolution
is such a vehicle, and for this among
many other reasons I hope the House
will override this veto.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of overriding the President's
veto of the war powers resolution, House
Joint Resolution 542,

Having sponsored one of the strongest
war powers bills introduced in this Con-
gress and in the last Congress, and hav-
ing testified in favor of these measures on
three occasions, my support of this legis-
lation is unequivocal. I regret that Con-
gress must seek to fulfill our determined
ob;'ect-ive in what has become a test of
will.

The ecarefully drawn provisions of
House Joint Resolution 542 have been
discussed at length. Their purpose is
clear: No President can wage war with-
out the concurrence of Congress. The
Constitution assigns to Congress alone
power to declare war. The President
serves as Commander in Chief to execute
those hostilities to which Congress com-
mits the Nation.

It is important to emphasize that this
measure would not restrict the legitimate
authority of the President to respond to
crises. The recent handling of the Middle
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East crisis is a case in point. Had this
measure been law, it would not have
hindered the President from following
the precise course he pursued. It merely
provides that if the President commits
our Armed Forces to hostilities, he may
do so for a maximum of 60 days and must
have congressional approval to extend
ths commitment beyond that period.

Mr. Speaker, hour upon hour of debate
in this Chamber has centered on the
erosion of congressional power to the
executive branch. Today, we address the
most critical of those concerns—our role
in war and peace. If we succeed in restor-
ing balance to war powers, we will give
the American people new faith in Gov-
ernment and, most assuredly, new con-
fidence in the Congress.

Mr. MARAZITI. Mr. Speaker, I pre-
viously voted against the war powers bill,
House Joint Resolution 542, mainly on
the ground that the bill did not require
Congress to effectively act and take a
position either for or against continued
hostilities.

I felt that if Congress wished to assert
its right “to declare war” or “not to de-
clare war” then it should have the in-
testinal fortitude to speak up and pass
legislation either declaring war or re-
quiring the cessation of hostilities.

The war powers bill in its present form
does not require this action by Congress.
It merely permits this action and states
that if Congress does not act within 60
days of the report by the President, the
hostilities shall cease.

There are other technical defects to
the bill.

However, notwithstanding this lack of
required action and notwithstanding
other defects, the bill does provide some
mechanism for Congress to immediately
assert itself if it so desires, which ap-
parently does not currently exist,

Recent events have concerned me to
such an extent that I have reason to be-
lieve that the executive branch of Gov-
ernment could draw us into a war in-
cluding the two major nuclear powers.

I am impelled to support legislation as
imperfect as it may be, that would give
Congress the mechanism to immediately
stop that confrontation and bring an end
to a holocaust that would destroy man-
kind.

It is hoped that in the months that lie
ahead we can further amend this bill to
correct the imperfections.

Therefore, I have decided to vote to
override the President’s veto of House
Joint Resolution 542.

Mr. GROVER. Mr. Speaker, I am vot-
ing today to sustain the President’s veto
of House Joint Resolution 542, commonly
known as the war powers bill, just as
I voted against the bill several weeks
ago.

My vote, however, should not be mis-
construed. While I find laudable the ef-
fort to clarify the constitutional author-
ity of Congress to be heard in matters
involving the commitment of U.S. mili-
tary forces in combat, my objection is
not that the legislation unduly hampers
the President, but rather that it gives
him too much power.

The so-called war powers bill, in per-
mitting a 2-month troop commitment
to combat before congressional action or
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inaction to support or reject it, is a per-
manent Gulf of Tonkin resolution, a
blank check for future Presidents to in-
volve us in future Vietnams and Koreas.

I will support a war powers bill which
fully restores to the Congress the au-
thority of an equal partner as intended
by the framers of our Constitution.

If the President can call the National
Security Council to Washington on a
few hours’ notice, he can comply with
a strict war powers bill which requires
him to go immediately to the Congress
for permission to commit troops. House
Joint Resolution 542 does not require
that, but rather gives a dangerous carte
blanche to the Chief Executive. Should
it become law I am sure it will prove
an unsatisfactory effort to restore to the
Congress powers arrogated by and to
the Presidency over the years.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
strongly urge my colleagues to override
President Nixon's veto of the war pow-
ers resolution which restores balance to
the partnership between the Congress
and the Executive in national security
affairs.

Events through the Viet Nam war pe-
riod make it clear that Congress should
exercise its constitutional power when it
comes to a decision committing U.S.
forces to combat.

This resolution provides clearcut
guidelines consistent with the Constitu-
tion that prescribe executive and legis-
lative authority in this crucial policy
area.

Congress must meet ils responsibility
to the American people. They are weary
of the crises-ridden nature of the pres-
ent administration. They are looking for
integrity and a return to the rule of
law. By overriding the President's veto,
we can help restore public confidence in
Government.

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate this opportunity to discuss House
Joint Rescolution 542, the war powers
resolution.

Out in Kansas in my congressional dis-
trict, most folks want to see Congress
take some appropriate action so that we
will not again become inveolved in an-
other limited, political conflict similar
to Korea and Vietnam. After our tragic
and long involvement in Southeast Asia,
I have said repeatedly I would not sup-
port any proposed action that would send
American forces overseas unless they
had the full support of the Congress and
the American people.

The frustration that has followed our
involvement both in Korea and South-
east Asia is understandable and we must
find the means to keep from repeating
our past mistakes.

In short, I am saying the citizens of
my congressional district want Congress
to meet its responsibility on the issue of
war and peace.

However, the guestion in my mind is
whether or not this bill does the job. I
do not consider myself an expert on con-
stitutional law nor do I consider myself
having great expertise in the field of for-
eign relations. I would like to think, how-
ever, that I do know something about
commonsense and commonsense tells
me we are trying to say more about the
conduct of our foreign policy but we may
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be saying the wrong thing and at the
wrong time.

Back in the 1930’s, Congress passed a
number of neutrality acts all designed
to keep us out of foreign involvement and
war. The net result was that we simply
encouraged our enemies to become more
aggressive. I cannot help but think that
if we pass this resolution we will be send-
ing a signal of indecision to our poten-
tial foes and allies alike.

In addition, my personal feeling is that
we have a lot of folks who would like to
have more of a say in our foreign policy
but very few who seem to want to take
on the responsibility of making a de-
cision.

If I understand this resolution correct-
ly, it would permit the Congress through
inaction to force the President to termi-
nate the use of U.S. Armed Forces. In
other words, if Congress fails to act, our
Armed Forces must be withdrawn. In my
opinion, this simply amounts to passing
the buck. We cannot meet our respon-
sibility on the issue of war and peace
without taking positive action to approve
or disapprove the President’s action.

Another objection that I feel merits
consideration is that by enacting this
resolution, we may be giving statutory
approval to unilateral warmaking powers
that the President does not now have. It
seems to me this is precisely the thing we
are trying to avoid.

I would like to reiterate that I feel Con-
gress should exercise a greater voice in
the conduct of our foreign policy and the
use of our military forces overseas. How-
ever, this bill reminds me of a youngster
who keeps getting his nose bloodied by
getting involved with his older brother's
trouble. Sconer or later that young man
will have to make a decision on his own.
That is what I think we in the Congress
should do and why I will vote to sustain
the President’s veto.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I will
vote in opposition to this legislation to-
day, as I have in the past, because I think
it gives a power to the President to start
a war without previous action by the
Congress. Cur forefathers wisely pro-
vided in the Constitution that only Con-
gress can start a war. Yet, in the meas-
ure before us, its provisions will give
Presidents in the future a standing power
to be used at any time to start a war.
The benefits listed for the legislation in
requiring reports by the President and
then disapproval power by the Congress,
are benefits that can be achieved with-
out the passage of this measure. But,
even if that were not so, the delegation
of such power as given by this measure
to the President should not be approved.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I feel that it is of the utmost
importance that the House vote today
to override the President’s veto of war
powers legislation.

For years, a succession of Presidents
carried on a full-scale conflict in South-
east Asia, committing thousands of
American troops and billions of U.S. dol-
lars to a struggle that never became a
“declared war.” The results of this trag-
edy are deep and long lasting. Thousands
of young men lost their lives, and count-
less others their faith in the American
system. Members of Congress struggled
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with their consciences while the country
as a whole experienced bitter divisive-
ness and polarization. Student unrest
grew increasingly desperate and turned
violent, causing the senseless, needless
deaths of youths at Xent and Jackson
State Universities. A President's dream
of a “Great Society” that reached out
to the poor, minorities, older Americans,
was compromised and clouded and fi-
nally pushed aside. The economy pulled
and stretched, leaving the Nation after
the war with ever higher prices and
rampant inflation. Years from now we
will still be bearing the scars and feeling
the repercussions of the Vietnam war.

The legislation we are considering to-
day could have prevented the protracted
involvement of the Vietnam war, forcing
the President to seek formal authority
from Congress for continued U.S. mili-
tary actions and allowing Congress to put
a halt at any time to American com-
mitment by a concurrent resolution. In
addition, it would require the Chief Ex-
ecutive/Commander in Chief to report
to Congress what his plans and objectives
were for authorized involvement. It
would not prevent the President from
acting expeditiously in emergency situa-
tions, allowing him 60 days, with the pos-
sibility of extension to 90 days, to act
without congressional approval. At the
same time, it insures against broadening
of constitutional Presidential warmak-
ing powers by specifically stipulating
that it is not to be construed to grant
any authority to the President he would
not otherwise have.

The events of the past few weeks seem
to underline the need to override the
President’s veto of this legislation. To
restore the confidence of the electorate
in the power of Congress to act and serve
as their representatives, a veto override
would indicate our resolve to restore the
balance between legislative and executive
powers. It would also reassure the Amer-
jcan people that, regardless of the de-
mands of the oil industry and pres-
sures of diplomatic “brinkmanship,” the
United States will not become involved in
the Middle East or anywhere else without
requiring specific congressional approval
of military commitments.

The Nation cannot afford another Viet-
nam. We cannot afford another presi-
dential refusal to recognize congressional
and public will. Therefore, I strongly urge
my colleagues to vote to override the veto
of the war powers resolution.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois, Mr.
Speaker, I rise to urge my colleagues to
vote to override the veto of the President
of House Joint Resolution 542, “The Wal
Powers Resolution.” I do so because I
think the time has clearly come for the
Congress to squarely confront the ques-
tion of ‘“whose power is the war power”
and recognize the central role the Found-
ing Fathers intended for the Congress
to play in this vital area. We are all of
differing views as to the wisdom of war
powers legislation and the form this
should take. Like many of my colleagues,
1 had introduced my own war powers bill;
and like many of my colleagues, I sup-
ported certain amendments to the reso-
lution which originally passed this body.
But I voted for that resolution on final
passage, despite the rejection of those
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amendments, and I voted for the confer-
ence report which I felt was an excellent
compromise between the two bodies.

I regret that the President did veto
this resolution and that he cited consti-
tutional grounds for doing so. I welcpme
the President’s support for those portions
of the resolution which would require
prior consultation with the Congress in
emergency situations and regular report-
ing to the Congress once American troops
are committed. But this alone, in my
opinion, is not enough, and I think the
procedures and requirements of the reso-
lution for the termination or extension
of a unilateral Presidential commitment
of troops in certain circumstances are
both necessary and constitutional if we
in the Congress are to fulfill our respon-
sibilities under the Constitution.

There can be no question that the Con-
stitution clearly provides that the Con-
gress and only the Congress shall have
the power to declare war, to provide for
the common defense, raise and support
armies, provide and maintain a navy,
and make rules for the regulation of our
land and naval forces. And there can be
no question that the Congress is given
the authority under the Constitution to
make all laws which shall be necessary
and proper for carrying into execution
these powers,

The Constitution provides, on the other
hand, that the President shall be the
Commander in Chief of the Army and
Navy of the United States, “when called
into the actual service of the United
States.”

The resolution which is before us to-
day under a veto is clearly on all fours
with those constitutional authorities and
requirements. The President, in his veto
message, objects to this resolution on the
grounds that the 60-day automatic ter-
mination provision is unconstitutional.
This would seem to indicate that the
President thinks the Congress is consti-
tutionally obliged to take action to half
a Presidentially declared war. My read-
ing of the Constitution, on the other
hand, is that the Congress must take af-
firmative action to initiate a prolonged
war, and is under no obligation to have
to act each time a war is initiated by
a President. This resolution does rec-
ognize that it is sometimes necessary for
the President to act swiftly in emergency
situations, without the prior consent of
the Congress. It does permit him the
flexibility needed to react swiftly and
decisively in these rare situations.

Contrary to the contentions of the
President’s veto message I do not think
the President would have been precluded
from acting as past Presidents have in
such emergencies as the Berlin crisis, the
Cuban missile crisis and more recently,
the Middle East crisis.

I think this resolution clearly recog-
nizes that in these modern times, the
war powers must clearly be shared
powers between the President and the
Congress. But it is designed to insure that
we will never again be involved in a situa-
tion like the Vietnam War in which a
President alone can conduct a protracted
conflict without a specific authorization
from the Congress. We in the Congress
must, for constitutional and political
reasons, play a much greater role in in-
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volving our Nation in any such war in the
future.

While prior consultation and con-
tinued reporting to the Congress are es-
sential elements in such a shared power
arrangement, they do not alone consti-
tute real shared powers. The Congress is
rightfully demanding in this resolution a
restoration of our war powers under the
Constitution and a clear decisionmak-
ing role in involving this Nation in a
long-term commitment to hostilities.

The American people expect us to play
such an active role, and the Constitution
requires that we do. I strongly urge that
this veto be overridden.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, the 93d
Congress has labored in some very diffi-
cult times. Almost from the day we con-
vened, our country has been in a crisis
of confidence in its political leaders and
its political institutions.

Most of us know well our constituents’
desires to rebuild the people’s confidence
in its Government. We have had plenty
of opportunities this year to do so.

We have cried about election tactics,
but we have failed to respond with legis-
lation.

We have complained about the prinei-
ple uf executive privilege, but we have
been unwilling to consider legislation to
define it.

We have wailed over executive im-
poundment, but our reaction was a bill
to encourage overspending.

We have preached about overspending
but the Rules Committee has contained
a bill that might help us to control our
oWn' excesses.

In each of these cases, despite our talk,
the Congress has not met the test. We
have failed in impoundment; failed in
executive privilege; failed in election re-
form; failed to control our own spending.

But today we have a chance to make
up for some of those failures by voting
to override the veto of the War Powers
Act. The act is good policy that fairly
defines constitutional powers of both the
Congress and the President. It gives us
our first chance to show that we have
learned something from our experience
in Southeast Asia.

The War Powers Act is our own crea-
tion. We invented it. We improved it. We
compromised it. And we made it a pretty
good bill. It may not be perfect, but it
is our own, and represents our first real
effort to redefine powers and authorities
we have allowed to slip away.

I have supported most of the Presi-
dent's vetoes, both this year and in the
past because I thought most of them
were worth supporting. But, this one is
worth overriding, because in addition to
being good policy, the act is a vote of
confidence in ourselves. And I hope it
will be an encouragement to the Congress
in the future to build its legislation in
the same, constructive way.

This may be one of the most important
votes we have this year—or maybe in
any year. We have here an opportunity
to compensate for some other great
failures. I hope the veto will be over-
ridden.

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to express my vigorous opposition to the
legislation currently before us. The pas-
sage of House Joint Resolution 542, the
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war powers resolution is in my opinion,
both unwise and potentially dangerous.

The purpose of this resolution is to
clearly define Presidential authority and
congressional responsibility for the com-~
mitment of U.S. troops in combat situa-
tions., Though I fully support legislative
efforts to define such authority and re-
spoansibility, I strongly feel that the war
powers resolution does not achieve its
stated objectives.

The Constitution in article I, section 8,
directly places the power to declare war
with the legislative branch of Govern-
ment. If we are sincerely interested in
restraining the warmaking power of the
executive branch then it would seem fo
me that we should insist on a strict in-
terpretation rather than the unneeded
congressional definition of the Constitu-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I have no doubt that in
the long run, the implementation of
House Joint Resolution 542 will result in
an expansion rather than limitation of
executive power. In addition to the in-
consistency of this legislation, I also ob-
ject to it on the grounds that it permits
major policy deeisions to be affected by
congressional inaction. During this ses-
sion, we have continually discussed the
need for a reassertion of congressional
authority and responsibility, I support
such g reassertion, but it will only be ac-
complished by congressional action. The
adoption of this resolution will further
relegate us to a passive role in the devel-
opment and implementation of foreign
policy.

I urge my colleagues to join me in sus-
taining the veto of House Joint Resolu-
tion 542,

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
strongly urge my colleagues to override
the President’'s veto of House Joint Res-
olution 542. The sustaining of this irre-
sponsible action could have a profoundly
negative effect on the future foreign pol-
icy decisions of the United States.

The time is long overdue for the Con-
gress to reassert itself in the formation
and execution of major foreign policy
decisions. The Constitution clearly spells
out the fact that the Congress was to
be the premier body in the determination
of foreign policy, particularly in matters
of war and the committing of troops.
Yet during the last 20 years we have seen
a major usurpation of this power by the
Executive, with disastrous consequences.
Yet the President maintains that House
Joint Resolution 542 is unconstitutional,
However, a more accurate observation
would show that this legislation does not
propose to affect the President's legiti-
mate constitutional authority in matters
of foreign policy, rather it seeks to estab-
lish more effective procedures for its
legitimate exercise.

Inherent in the thinking of our
Founding Fathers as eloquently ex-
pressed in the Constitution was the be-
lief that an effective system of checks
and balances between the three major
branches of the Federal Government was
crucial for a stable democracy. This
legislation seeks to address itself to this
goal by providing means for increased
cooperation between the legislative and
executive branches in matters of foreign
policy.

Yet as important a goal as increased
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cooperation is, the debacle of Vietnam
was to be considered a reason for this
legislation. This conflict represented the
most flagrant abuse of Presidential
power ever experienced in the long his-
tory of the United States. By virtue of
the Presidential disregard for Congress,
this great body was rendered virtually
useless while three Presidents, citing
their constitutional authority under the
Commander in Chief clause, committed
over 500,000 American troops without a
declaration of war.

House Joint Resolution 542 would pre-
vent any reoccurrence of a Vietnam-type
war by virtue of the following provisions:
First, the President would be required to
submit a report to the Congress within
48 hours after committing U.S. Armed
Forces to a conflict anywhere in the
world, This report would have to be com-
prehensive and fully explain all reasons
for the action. Further, House Joint Res-
olution 542 would insure that the com-
mitting of troops could not be for a
period of more than 60 days without ex-
press congressional approval of an ex-
tension. Finally the resolution could re-
quire the President to disengage any
troops through the passage of a concur-
rent resolution.

Contrary to the President’s contention
to the contrary, this legislation will en-
hance the U.S. ability to act firmly and
decisively in times of international crisis.
In fact, nothing in this legislation would
have prevented the President from act-
ing as he did in the recent Middle East
crisis. The goal of this legislation is to
simply provide a system of joint par-
ticipation and decisionmaking between
the Congress and the President in mat-
ters of war and peace, so as to prevent
any tragic miscalculations which might
lead us into an unnecessary war.

Mr. Speaker, this vote today could be
one of the most important ones in the
Congress for many years. This vote
should not be viewed as a partisan issue,
rather it should be an issue we vote on
as concerned Americans, concerned and
dedicated to the goal of providing a more
effective method of promoting peace in
the world. House Joint Resolution 542
will help achieve this enviable goal.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, today we
must decide whether we should override
the President’s veto of House Joint Res-
olution 542, the war powers resolution.

In our examination we ought teo con-
centrate particularly on our own econ-
stitutional obligations.

Only Congress has the power—and
the obligation—to declare war.

The President, as Commander in
Chief, has the responsibility to recom-
mend a course of action to the Congress.

He is also responsible for the conduct
of any hostilities.

We, the Members of Congress, have
our own responsibility, that of deciding
if a commitment of U.S. Armed Forces
to a certain theater of conflict best
serves the interest of the American
people.

House Joint Resolution 542 reaffirms
that responsibility.

It does not, as the President has con-
tended in his veto message, impinge
upon the flexibility or constitutional
prerogatives of the President.
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Rather it reasserts the constitutional
warmaking power of the Congress.

It insures that congressional disap-
proval of Presidential initiatives involv-
ing our Armed Forces will prevent their
continued involvement beyond a rea-
sonable period of time.

Yet it offers no threat to Presidential
direction of foreign policy since it pro-
vides for constant and close cooperation
of both executive and legislative
branches in the arrival at basic foreign
policy objectives.

At the same time, the war powers res-
olution does not alter any of our exist-
ing treaties and security arrangements,
including NATO.

Mr. Speaker, the power of determining
war or peace rests with the Congress of
the United States.

Previous Congresses—as this one—
have allowed American Presidents to
conduct wars and commit troops for long
periods without congressional deter-
mination that such activities ought to
continue,

The President now claims—again in
his veto message—that House Joint Res-
olution 542 is unconstitutional, because it
abrogates “authorities which the Presi-
dent has properly exercised under the
Constitution for almost 200 years.”

In a sense it is understandable that
the President now in the White House
could feel this way, since his experience
as President would only reinforce the
view that a President can make any dis-
position of troops or military forces as
long as he does not call it “war.”

I believe that we have the obligation
to reassert—and firmly reassert—our
constitutional, historieal right to be the
decisiontakers when it is contemplated
that our Armed Forces shall be com-
mitted for long periods of time in any
war.

House Joint Resolution 542 would
place the warmaking hat squarely on
the head of this body, where it has be-
longed and will continue to belong until
our Constitution is changed.

I, therefore, urge all my colleagues in
the House to vote to override the Presi-
dent’s veto of this crucial legislation.

Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of House Joint Resolution 542
in the interests of reassertion of funda-
mental congressional warmaking powers
under the Constitution. I voted for the
original resolution as passed by this body
and the conference version. Moreover, 1
have voted for war powers legislation in
previous sessions and have been a co-
sponsor of such legislation.

Members who have followed the debate
and other discussion in the REcorp know
that I supported this particular bill with
some reservations. My comments on this
House joint resolution as it has evolved
are covered by statements in the ReEcorp
of March 29, at page 10558; May 24, at
page 16884 and October 12, af page 33874.

Partly, these reservations concern the
efficacy of mechanisms in the resolution
to provide for affirmative congressional
action, a vote up or down, in case a
President initiates an action and is faced
with a 60-day cutoff. And partly they
concern the ambiguity in the enumera-
tion of circumstances under which a
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President may initiate such action. I find
it disturbing that the legislative history
as reflected in the debate in both Houses
suggests that the President’s latitude is
unduly restricted—reflecting the position
of the veto message—and that the meas-
ure represents a 60-day blank check. The
debate today has done little to resolve
these uncertainties.

But the fundamental need for the Con-
gress to resume its constitutional role
transeends these reservations.

Indeed, much of what we do here to-
day will not have effect unless and until
this country and its will are tested. In
that sense, our action today means
nothing standing alone, in isolation.
Whether it will represent the great step
forward as sought by those of us who
have long called for this aspect of con-
gressional reform must await new chal-
lenges. In another sense, however, if this
move to override prevails and is fol-
lowed by similar action in the other body,
the Congress will be a very different place
indeed. Having seized the initiative, we
will have committed ourselves to a de-
gree of responsibility for which this body
has not distinguished itself notably in
recent years. This is particularly true in
view of the war-weariness and the trend
toward isolationism which I have dis-
cerned in the country.

This will place new demands on inde-
pendence of judgment and a willingness
to exercise leadership in the formula-
tion of informed public opinion as to the
true needs of our security during the
remainder of this century. It was in rec-
ognition of this that I originally co-
sponsored similar legislation, and it is in
the conviction that this body will re-
spond constructively that I support this
vote.

A concluding note: In the past, I have
taken some care to state my position on
vetoes, particularly when they have in-
volved programs which I have supported
as individual measures on their merits.
Those in this session have largely in-
volved domestic programs. In those cases
I have taken the position that a veto by
the President on grounds of economic
impact, absent the ability of Congress to
set our own priorities, injects a new ele-
ment. In exercising fiscal restraint, the
President has in effect been doing our
job for us.

An exception was the matter of Senate
confirmation of the Director of the Office
of Management and Budget. Again, in
the interests of congressional preroga-
tives, I had been inclined to vote to over-
ride in that instance, but was dissuaded
by the degree to which the issue was
cast by my friends on the Democratic
side as a vote for or against the Presi-
dent, a referendum on Watergate, and
the merits of the question were sub-
merged.

Similarly, I would not be surprised to
find some Watergate votes cast today,
with the outcome interpreted domestic-
ally and perhaps abroad as a reflection
on support for the President and his ca-
pacity to govern, particularly in the area
of foreign affairs. I wish to make clear
that my vote is not one of them, and
cite as evidence my long-term advocacy
of congressional reform and legislation
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similar to this. In fact, a primary moti-
vation for my support for this measure is
the conviction that Congress must share
in the consequences of decisions affecting
military policy. For too long, the Chief
Executive has borne the brunt of re-
sponsibility for the exercise of war pow-
ers. Thus it will be of benefit to the Con-
gress, the Presidency and the country
that henceforth, after a tough decision
by the President, this body will have to
do more than make Monday morning
speeches and make cheap shots from a
privileged sanctuary.

Mr. ROBISON of New York., Mr.
Speaker, much has happened during the
short space of time since our last debate
on House Joint Resolution 542. The in-
flammation of the “Watergate crisis” and
the swirling national debate over Presi-
dential impeachment threaten to add
new, and irrevelant, connotations to
previously stated arguments in support
of votes for and against this war powers
legislation. Specifically, today’'s vote to
override the President’s veto of this
measure could easily be interpreted out-
side of Congress to mean more than is
intended by it.

What has happened in recent days in
no way alters my own longstanding con-
viction that there is something very
wrong with the way our Government has
gone about committing U.S. troops dur-
ing the last 25 years. This is a matter of
concern which has caused me to spend
several years studying, drafting, and re-
vising war powers legislation; and it is
from arguments based on decades of
history—not weeks—that I am convinced
we must try to write the provisions of
this bill into the law of the land.

When we debated House Joint Resolu-
tion 542 last July, I stated to my col-
leagues that the pending war powers leg-
islation was preeminently a check on
human judgment in both the executive
and legislative branches of the Federal
Government, and that the war powers
bill was the best discernible approach to
set the standards for a truly careful and
conscientious judgment before the Presi-
dent and Congress would consider send-
ing this Nation’s young men to war.

Given the evolution of executive war
powers during this century, and given
the strong contention of many Presidents
that these powers must remain wholly
with the executive branch, I have long
assumed that my espousal of war powers
legislation might culminate in the vote
we must cast today. It has been my in-
tention to see this issue through to the
end, since that day months ago when I
joined my colleague from New York (Mr.
HorToN) in introducing one of the first
war powers bills in the House,

Since that time, I have been asked on
a number of occasions if I would support
a veto override on the war powers bill, if
it ever came to that. I have consistently
said I would, for reasons stated to this
body in several prior instances and, Mr.
Speaker, thus I will do so today. I do so,
because I find myself in basic agreement
with the thrust of this bill, and because
I think it imperative that, through House
Joint Resolution 542, Congress move to
right the checks and balances between
the legislative and executive branches in
this area of concern.
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We will do this by assuring that both
the President and the Congress have
available the best and fullest possible in-
formation before a decision is made to
commit American troops. We will further
contribute, through the mechanisms of
House Joint Resolution 542, to nation-
wide support for such a decision so that,
when this country must deploy its mili-
tary forces, it is clear to all other powers
that both the Government and the peo-
ple stand behind that deployment.

It is illustrative of this intent that the
bill before us is primarily concerned with
the steps Congress must take to carry out
its constitutional responsibilities to de-
clare war and to raise and support
armies. By directing the procedures for
committee action and floor consideration
and by specifying the time frames for
these actions, the war powers bill re-
quires that Congress now put its own
house in order, so that it can properly
carry out the exercise of its constitutional
WAl DOWers.

Since we must vote today to override
the President's rejection of this bill, there
is obviously still less than universal
agreement on the respective constitu-
tional duties of the President and the
Congress in committing U.S. troops. That
is an issue for debate over which re-
sponsible men will continue to have dif-
ferences. For instance. I had hoped that
Congress would have been forced, under
this legislation, to approve or disapprove
by its own vote, any emergency troop
commitments made by the President.

Yet, in the aftermath of decades of con-
gressional acquiescence, I think it im-
portant that Congress now seek to define
its own constitutional war powers, and
seek to do so in a manner which does
not inhibit the President’s ability to re-
spond quickly whenever our national
security is threatened. From my point of
view, this bill does accomplish this
objective..

The President’s recently demonstrated
ability to act guickly and convincingly in
response to a threatened escalation of the
Arab-Israeli war would not have been af-
fected in any way by the provisions of
this bill. However, had the President
moved to deploy U.S. troops to the battle-
field, he would have been required under
House Joint Resolution 542 to notify
Congress of the conditions which
occasioned that action, and the proce-
dures thereafter spelled out would be-
come applicable.

We can be thankful that, in this in-
stance, the President’s skillful diplomacy
quickly reduced the necessity for U.S.
military intervention. Yet, in no small
measure, the support evidenced for
this legislation in the Congress has re-
sulted from the public reaction to a
prolonged undeclared war in Indochina,
The message carried by this legislation is
clear—no more Vietnams.

It should also be clear that a nation
still reeling from the doubts and divisive-
ness of the Indochinese war would have
demanded the broadest possible con-
sensus before consenting to armed in-
volvement in the Arab-Israeli war.

The anfticipation of such a situation
continues to convince me that we must
have the working mechanisms of House
Joint Resolution 542 to assure that the
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President has the full support of the
Nation when he must engage the mii-
tary. That is why I will vote to override
the President’s veto, and that is why I
urge my colleagues to do the same,

Mr. RARICK. Mr, Speaker, Members
are being told in debate here on the floor
that we have only two alternatives: By
voting to sustain the veto, we are sup-
porting the President’s interpretation
that by implication he has unlimited war
powers; or, by voting to override, we are
supporting the argument that this legis-
lation is necessary to limit the President’s
“war powers” by establishing a specific
time limitation on his “powers.” Thus,
in effect, this legislation grants the Presi-
dent warmaking powers.

‘We must not be misled by this, There
is another alternative. A Member can
vote to sustain the President’s veto and
in so deing uphold the Constitution,
which gives to the Congress—and only
to the Congress—the power to declare
war. The President has no war powers,
express or implied, which are not ratified
or sanctioned by an act of Congress.

Article I, section 8, clause 11, clearly
gives the power to wage war to the Con-
gress. It reads:

The Congress shall have Power .. . To
declare War, grant Letters of Marque and
Reprisal, and make Rules concerning Cap-
tures on Land and Water.

There is mo mention whatsoever in
the Constitution of the United States
about any “war powers” of the President.

If there were only two alternatives, as
is being suggested by debate, the Presi-
dent would gain powers regardless of
the outcome. Regardless of the way this
vote goes, if these are the only two alter-
natives, he will be granted “war powers.”

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that the
Constitution of the United States can be
amended by legislative action such as
that proposed here, nor do I believe that
this Congress should attempt by legisla-
tive action to, in effect, justify our past
involvement in Korea or Vietnam. The
notion that the President has war powers
is erroneous; the Constitution is clear
on this. .

I took an oath to “bear true faith and
allegiance” to the Constitution. I can-
not, therefore, support this legislation
and will cast my people’s vote to sustain
the President’s veto.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I have
long had an intense interest in the issue
of war powers of Congress and the Presi-
dent. Five years ago I introduced a con-
stitutional amendment to limit the power
of a President to dispatch troops and
wage war. At that time I stated “few
issues concern the American people any
more than this whole matter of brush-
fire wars, escalation, and commitment of
troops to virtually every struggle
throughout the world.”

Again—in May of this year—I intro-
duced the Bricker amendment. This
constitutional amendment would help
restore a proper congressional role in
foreign affairs and prevent treaty wars
such as occurred in Southeast Asia.

The issue is not whether you are a
Republican or a Democrat or a hawk or
a dove. The issue is whether Congress
will act to repair the damage done to
our Constitution during the past 20 years
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and stop unnecessary and costly involve-
ment in every brushfire war in the world.
The time is long overdue for Congress
to restore proper constitutional processes
in the formulation and execution of our
Nation’s foreign policy.

Although I do not agree with every
provision in this bill, I do believe that it
offers a responsible, affirmative answer
to a recurring dilemma. There may be
some Republicans who are reluctant to
override the President's veto in light of
his current difficulties. However, the
need to get our Nation on a right course
and to restore basic constitutional prin-
ciples is far more important than our
personal sympathies. Therefore I will
vote to override the President's veto of
House Joint Resolution 542, the war
powers resolution, and I urge my col-
leagues to do the same.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, the House
today is faced with one of the most criti-
cal issues it has faced all year, an issue
that could possibly have the same kind
of consequences that flowed from the
Neutrality Acts passed by the Congress
of two generations ago.

The war powers resolution, which Pres-
ident Nixon vetoed and which we are
about to vote on again, may well have
g similar effect on international events
that the Neutrality Acts had.

The resolution is as poorly written as
it was unwisely conceived. The major sec-
tion of the resolution permits the Con-
gress, through sheer inaction, to force
the President to terminate the use of
American Armed Forces within 60 days
unless Congress declares war, extends the
deadline, or is physically unable to meet,
because of an armed attack in the mean-
time.

If the Congress fails to act, regardless
of the reason, our Armed Forces must
be withdrawn.

I believe the issue of war and peace
is much too important to be decided by
a failure to act. I believe our responsibil-
ity lies in a positive action to either en-
dorse or disagree with a President’s ini-
tiative in an emergency situation.

I have often spoken in the past of
several so-called end-of-war amend-
ments that would have tied the Presi-
dent’s hands if they had passed. The
resolution we are considering today puts
the President in a virtual straitjacket
that could leave this Nation in great peril
one day.

‘We need look no further than the Mid-
dle East situation as it exists today to
see that a crisis of dangerous propor-
tions could arise at any time, requiring
bold and immediate action by the Presi-
dent acting as Commander in Chief.

I am convinced that the President
must have a degree of flexibility and
latitude to meet any military crisis that
might arise. And I believe that to the
degree that flexibility is impaired, the
hope for stability is impaired as well.

There is no question that the Congress
has a constitutional role in the making
of foreign policy and in the waging of
war when necessary. But this legislative
attempt to define the role of the legisla-
tive branch has served instead to overly
confine the role of the Executive.
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I hope with every other American that
peace will someday reign throughout the
world, but the strongest hope for peace
in the world still remains with a strong
United States of America and a strong
and decisive Commander in Chief.

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I in-
tend to support the attempt to override
E‘Iit;sident Nixon's veto of the war powers

ill.

As 1 have stated before on the floor of
this House and elsewhere, I have had
enormous reservations about the propri-
ety and even the constitutionality of the
war powers bill. In particular, I was con-
cerned that the bill, instead of limiting
a President’s powers to comnit U.S. mili-
tary forces to hostilities in the absence of
congressional approval, would permit
him to commit troops for 60 days with-
out congressional approval.

The events that have occurred since
my first analysis of the bill have, how-
ever, caused me at this time to support
it against President Nixon's veto. I have
done so for the following reasons:

First, in vetoing the bill, President
Nixon stated that it was unconstitu-
tional, claiming essentially that he has
unlimited power to commence a war. The
President’s analysis of his constitutional
powers is completely and categorically
inaccurate. By sustaining the veto we
would be lending credence to his position.

Second, this is a time during which our
country is undergoing an extraordinary
crisis of confidence in our Government.
It is clear that Presidenval abuse of
powers must be corrected and limited if
we are fo restore the people’s faith in
our democratic system.

Third, because of the objection that I
previously raised that the bill improperly
adds to Presidential powers, sufficient
legislative history has now been created
in answer to those arguments to satisfy
my constitutional gualms. It is perfectly
clear from those who support the legis-
lation that this bill in no way adds to
the limited war powers that the Presi-
dent has under the Constitution. I think
the legislative history, at least, makes it
perfectly plain that the bill is not de-
signed to allow the President to place
troops abroad for 60 days if Congress
does not so approve it. I am pleased that
because of the position that I took the
legislative history of the bill has now
been clarified.

The major feature of the bill is its
requirement that the President withdraw
any troops from hostil’ty in the event
that Congress has not approved their use
within 60 days. This provision is ex-
tremely important. The automatic cutoff
will require a President to think out very
carefully his willingness to commit
American troops because he knows that
unless his action has the support of the
American people he will have to remove
the troops in 60 days.

The automatic 60-day troop with-
drawal provision is also important be-
cause there is no other institutional
mechanism for stopping an illegal war
once it has begun. We cannot rely on
the courts for an expeditious decision
striking down the constitutionality of
illegal Presidential warmaking powers.
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My experience in challenging the Cam-
bodia bombing in the courts demon-
strated that principle sadly but con-
clusively. Nor can we turn to the con-
gressional procedures for cutting off
appropriations or impeachment as
speedy alternative means to check an
illegal war. History has shown that im-
peachment is often impossible and cut-
ting off appropriations lengthy, time-
consuming and subject to a veto. Thus,
the autom-.tic 60-Cay cutoff in this bill
gives all of us at least a guarantee that
an illegal Presidential war cannot be
perpetrated forever.

I would be less than frank if I did not
say that I am still disturbed by this bill.
It is not the best bill we could have had
and it does not really address the prob-
lem of restoring congressional control
over the decision to commit American
lives and tax dollars to a war. Nonethe-
less, it is clear that this is the only bill
that we could have at this time and for
that reason and because I still believe
that the bill can be significantly im-
proved, I will support it and will reject
the President’s arugments that he has
unlimited power to commence and con-
tinue a war without congressional ap-
proval.

Mr, DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I opposed
this bill when it first came before the
House and also when the Senate-House
conference version was voted upon. I still
oppose it today, although this will be the
first time I have ever voted to sustain a
Presidential veto. The bill has not
changed any, and I see no reason to
change my mind just because Mr. Nixon,
for his own reasons, also opposes the bill.

I believe those liberal Congressmen
who are switching their vote today are a
victim of symbolic politics, where a sym-
bol of accomplishment is preferred to
the reality. Richard Nixon is not going
to be President forever. Although many
people will regard this as a victory
against the incumbent President, because
of his opposition, I am convinced it will
actually strengthen the position of future
Presidents,

These President-Congress confronta-
tions are not always what they seem. I
call my colleagues’ attention to wage-
price controls and also revenue sharing,
which were regarded at the time as lib-
eral victories, but were used by the Presi-
dent for his own purposes. I believe many
Congressmen will live to see the mistake
they made in allowing any President a
free hand for 60 days to commit troops
anywhere in the world for any reason,
with the same opportunity to put pres-
sure on Congress that we saw during the
Indochina war. The pious statement of
intention in the preamble changes noth-
ing. This is a very high price to pay for
the pleasure of shaking our fist at the
President. Mr. Speaker, I urge that this
bill be defeated.

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, I am today
again voting against the war powers con-
ference bill, not because I disagree with
its objectives, but because the means em-
ployed actually work against those ob-
jectives. The measure—an unsatisfac-
tory bargained compromise between two
clashing bills—would in my judgment
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weaken rather than strengthen con-
gressional participation in the momen-
tous decisions of war or peace. It would
do so by giving the President a blank
check to wage war anywhere in the
world for any reason of his choosing for
a period of 60 to 90 days. This is an ab-
dication of the responsibility squarely
placed on the Congress by the Constitu-
tion.

No one believes more strongly than I
do in the critical necessity to redress
constitutional imbalances in the alloca-
tion of power as between the Executive
and the Congress. President Nixon has
grievously abused his constitutional au-
thority in numerous fields, prominently
including war powers. I believe the strong
majorities in support of the war powers
legislation have clearly “sent him a mes-
sage” which I strongly join: Do not pre-
sume upon congressional acquiescence.

But the President’s abuse of the Con-
stitution should not be taken as an in-
vitation for us to do likewise. We are leg-
islating not just for today, but for the in-
definite future.

We should exercise great care if we
attempt to chart with statutory pre-
cision in areas of shared constitutional
authority and responsibility.

This is all the more true when we rec-
ognize that what we are presumably leg-
islating against derives in good part from
a failure of Congress to exercise vigilant-
ly the existing powers and remedies
which it clearly possesses.

I deeply respect the time and devotion
which so many members of both bodies
have given to this complex issue. But I
believe with equal force that we are not
fulfilling our fundamental obligations by
passing legislation which, however,
worthy its goal, only introduces new am-
biguities into our constitutional system
and into the proper conduct of foreign
policy.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, today’s vote
in the House is a vote of no confidence
in the President’s use of power.

I have criticized this bill in the past
and voted against it, because it gives
the President power that he does not now
have under the Constitution. It gives him
90 days in which to commit our forces
anywhere in the world, only requiring
that he report to the Congress within
48 hours on what he has done.

On the other hand, the President
claims that the bill does not give him
enough power. I only hope that it will
prove to be, in fact, limiting.

Until today, Congress has not been
able to override any Presidential veto in
this session. But today’s vote comes at
a time of revulsion of the people against
the crimes and corruption in this admin-
istration. The lack of confidence among
the people is reflected in this House,
which finally has mustered the strength
to override this ninth Presidential veto.

This could be a turning point in the
struggle to control an administration that
has run amuck. It could accelerate the
demand for the impeachment of the
President. On that basis, I will vote to
override the veto.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of House Joint
Resolution 542, the war powers legisla-

tion. I have supported this legislation
with certain reservations since it was
first discussed on the floor of the House
some months ago. I say certain reserva-
tions because I wanted to be sure that
any war powers legislation guaranteed as
a matter of law that any U.S. troop com-
mitments abroad would be voted on by
the whole membership of Congress. I did
not want, and would not support, any
legislation which would make it possible
for Congress to “take a walk” and fail to
exercise its proper leadership position in
such decisions.

The war powers bill that emerged from
conference incorporates the necessary
procedural safeguards fo insure a con-
gressional vote on issues involving U.S.
troop commitments abroad. Consequent-
ly, I can wholeheartedly endorse this bill.

The history of the past decade illus-
trates that present congressional mech-
anisms in respect to U.S. military in-
volvement abroad are clearly inadequate.
Short of declaring war, there is little
Congress can do to deal with situations
like Vietnam or the Middle East. A clear-
cut and well-defined congressional proce-
dure, such as that outlined in this legis-
lation, can prevent U.S. involvement in
future, no-win conflicts by an early state-
ment of the intentions and will of Con-
gress and the American people.

I would like to end my remarks with
a brief but stern warning to those in the
press and the Democratic party who have
tried to make this vote a pro-President
or anti-President vote. It is not.

My decision and the decision of many
of my Republican colleagues to vote to
override the Presidential veto of this
legislation is in no way a criticism of the
President or of his handling of the Middle
East crisis. Let it be clear that we support
the President on his handling of foreign
affairs from Vietnam to the Middle East.
But the recent international crisis has
served to highlight the need for a more
effective and positive congressional re-
sponse to situations involving U.S. troop
commitments abroad.

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will
the House, on reconsideration, pass the
joint resolution, the objections of the
Pregident to the contrary notwithstand-
ing?

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

The question was taken by electronic
device and there were—yeas 284, nays
135, not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 563]
YEAS—284

Abzug

Adams

Addabbo

Alexander

Anderson,
Calif.

Anderson, I11.

Andrews, N.C.

Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Bafalis
Barrett
Bergland
Bevill
Blaggi

Biester
Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif,

Broyhill, N.C.

Burke, Mass.

Burlison, Mo.

Burton
Byron

Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Chamberlain
Chappell

Chisholm
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collins, IIl.
Conlan
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Daniel, Dan
Daniels,
Dominick V.,
Danielson

Davis, S.C.
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de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dent
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan
du Font
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Ellberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fasceall
Findley
Fish
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Glaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Griffiths
Gross
Gude
Gunter
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson

Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.

Abdnor
Arends
Baker
Bauman
Beard
Bennett
Blackburn
Bolling

Bray

Breaux
Breckinridge
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler

Camp

Casey, Tex,
Cederberg
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable

Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla,
Jordan
Earth
Kastenmejer
Kazen
Kluezynski
Eoch
Kyros
Landrum
Lehman
Leggett
Litton
Long, Md.
Lott
McClogkey
MecCormack
McDade
McFall
McEay
McKinney
MceSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Mazallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Milford
Minish
Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nix
Obey
O’Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Podell
Preyer
Price, I11.
Pritchard
Quie
Railsback
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
NAYS—135
Conyers
Culver

Danlel, Robert
W.,Jdr

Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine

Ford, Gerald R.
Frelinghuysen
Gettys
Goldwater
Goodling
Green, Pa,
Grover
Gubser

Guyer
Hansen, Idaho
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan

Holt
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Rinaldo
Robison, N.¥.
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Rousselot
Roy
Runnels
Ruppe
Ryan
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Beiberling
Shipley
Shuster
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Jowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Staggers
Stanton,
J. William
Stark
Bteele
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stubblefield
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Thompson, N.J.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waldie
Whalen
White
Whitten
Widnall
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolft
Wright
Wyatt
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, 111,
Zablocki
Zwach

Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Keating
EKemp
Ketchum
King
Euykendall
Landgrebe
Latta

Lent

Long, La.
Lujan
McClory
MeCollister
McEwen
Madigan
Mailliard
Martin, Nebr,
Michel
Miller
Mitchell, N.X.
Mizell
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Moorhead,
Calif.

Myers

Nedzi

Nelsen

Nichols

O'Brien

Parris

Passman

Poage

Powell, Ohio

Rhodes

Roberts

Roncallo, N.X.

Roybal

Price, Tex.

Schneebell

Robinson, Va.

ck

Ruth
Satterfield
Scherle
Quillen
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes
Skubitz
Spence
Steed
Bteliger, Ariz.
Stratton
Stuckey
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.

NOT VOTING—14

Hébert Patman
Jones, Tenn, St Germain
Mahon Stanton,
Mills, Ark. James V.

Towell, Nev.
Treen
Vander Jagt
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whitehurst
Wiggins
‘Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wydler
Wylie
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, B.C.
Young, Tex.
Zion

Bell
Blatnik
Burke, Calif.

Moss
Murphy, Il

So, two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof, the joint resolution was passed,
the objections of the President to the
contrary notwithstanding.

The eclerk announced the following
pairs:

Mrs. Burke of California with Mr. Willlam
D. Ford.

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Jones of Tennessee.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Davis of Wisconsin.

Mr. James V., Stanton with Mr. Moss.

Mr. St Germain with Mr. Bell.

Mr, Murphy of Illinois with Mr, Mahon.

Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Patman.

The result of she vote was announced
as above recorded.

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

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to
state that the Chair will recognize Mem-
bers under the l-minute rule, and for
other unanimous-consent requests at this
time.

THE CASE OF ALEXANDER LERNER

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

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, as an Amer-
ican who is deeply committed to the at-
tainment of human rights for all people,
I feel compelled to emphasize that emi-
gration from the Soviet Union is restric-
tive and far from free.

Alexander Lerner, a leading Soviet sci-
entist in the field of cybernetics, and a
former member of the Communist Party,
believed that Jews would assimilate into
Soviet society. But the Soviet require-
ment to have a nationality listed on one’s
identity papers, the rise of discrimina-
tion against Jews in the academic field,
and the assertion of Jewish national con-
sciousnes displayed by defendants in the
Leningrad trials changed his mind.

In September 1971 Lerner applied for
an emigration permit to Israel. One
month later, he was dismissed from his
position at the Institute of Control Prob-
lems in Moscow. He was also expelled
from the Communist Party.

Alexander Lerner has been waiting for
an exit visa for 2 years. The reason given
for the delay is that he needs security
clearance. This rationale is rejected by
Lerner who asserts that the classified
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work he did 15 years is no longer secret.
Nor is Alexander Lerner intimidated by
authorities who say he will not get per-
mission to leave because he is a very
valuable scientist. His answer is:

But I am a free man. I am not a slave.

All the members of Alexander Lerner’s
family hope to emigrate from the Soviet
Union socon. These are: His wife, their
son Vladimir, their son-in-law Boris
Levin, both engineers and both now em-
ployed at unskilled work at a doll fac-
tory—and finally Boris’ wife, the former
Sonya Lerner, a brilliant mathematician.
She is an expectant mother and the
family hopes that the first Lerner grand-
child will be born in Israel.

Mr. Speaker, it is urgent that this ses-
sion of Congress demonstrate our sincere
commitment to the human right of free
emigration for all people.

PROPOSED CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF
CONGRESS THAT RICHARD M.
NIXON SHOULD RESIGN AS PRES-
IDENT

(Mr. LONG of Maryland asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extraneous
madterial.)

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker,
I am herewith today submitting the fol-
lowing concurrent resolution:

H. Coxn. REs. 376
Concurrent resolution expressing the sense
of Congress that Richard M. Nixon should
resign from the Office of President of the

United States.

Whereas numerous resclutions of impeach-
ment and censure against Richard M. Nixon,
President of the United States, are now being
consldered by the Congress; and

Whereas the process of impeachment and
trial would necessarily be protracted over &
period of months, if not years; and

Whereas during this extended period the
defense against these charges must inevit-
ably occupy most of the thoughts of the
President and the energiles of his advisers
to the exclusion of the proper considerations
of governing this nation; and

Whereas this country is now facing certain
severe domestic and international crises re-
quiring a President who can be free to de-
vote his entire time and energles to solving
them: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense
of Congress that for the good of our beloved
Nation Richard M. Nixon should resign from
the Office of President of the United States.

PERSONAL STATEMENT

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, on No-
vember 6, 1973, on rollecall No. 561, on
H.R. 10937, I was unavoidably absent
and, therefore, unrecorded.

If present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.”

ELECTION REFORM

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

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, for nearly
a year this Congress has been sharply
critical of the campaign tactics of 1972,
particularly those of the Committee to
Re-elect the President. On one hand the
Senate has backed up its talk with action
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by passing 8. 372, an election reform bill.
On the other hand, this House has as
vet failed to show that it has any more
than a ““talk interest” in this matter.

Election reform is the single most im-
portant way, and perhaps the only way,
we can show the people that our concern
for clean elections is more than talk.

Since we are all certified experts on
elections, we may all cheerfully disagree
on both the elements of election reform
and the priority of those elements, but
I believe that most of us agree that re-
form is needed, and needed right now.
We cannot afford to let this year slip by
or we will have lost the chance to affect
the elections of 1974.

The eyes of the public are on us. If
we do not pass an election reform bill this
year, we will have failed the test of
leadership.

THE EXPEDITIOUS CONFIRMATION
OF GERALD R. FORD AS VICE
PRESIDENT

(Mr. SISK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks, and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I simply de-
sire to take this time to commend our
colleague, the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on the Judiciary, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
Ropivo) for his announcement in con-
nection with proceeding expeditiously
with the confirmation of GErarp R. Forp
to be Vice President of the United States.
I think certainly that the country is de-
sirous that this matter be settled and be
settled quickly.

I, for one, have pledged my support
for the confirmation of Gerarp R. Forp,
assuming that the investigation proves
satisfactory, as certainly I would expect
it to do.

I want to commend and urge the com-
mittee to push forward with this action
as rapidly as possible.

RECOMMITTAL FOR TECHNICAL
CORRECTIONS OF CONFERENCE
REPORT ON S. 1081, AN ACT TO
GRANT RIGHTS-OF-WAY ACROSS
FEDERAL LANDS

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the conference
report on S. 1081, to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to grant rights-
of-way across Federal lands where the
use of such rights-of-way is in the pub-
lic interest and the applicant for the
right-of-way demonstrates the financial
and technical capability to use the
right-of-way in a manner which will pro-
tect the environment, be recommitted
to the committee of conference for the
purpose of directing the committee to
make technical corrections.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mon-
tana?

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREE ON S.
1081, GRANTING RIGHTS-OF-WAY
ACROSS FEDERAL LANDS
The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints as

4 conferee on the bill S, 1081, granting
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rights-of-way across Federal lands, the
gentleman from California, Mr. HOSMER,
to fill the existing vacancy.

ELECTRONIC SYSTEM NOT
INFALLIBLE

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, recent-
ly the Congressional Quarterly sent a
card asking me to report how I would
have voted if I had voted on rollcall 497,
on October 3, 1973, on the Big Cypress
National Preserve. I was puzzled because
I knew that I had been present and voted
every single time since the recess, and
that on this particular issue I had been
congratulated for my vote. I had voted
aye, had known and remember to have
known that I inserted my card twice as
I had been advised that this was the way
to double check the registration of my
vote electronically.

I then checked the record and the
Clerk and discovered that indeed I was
shown absent. The record shows I was
present that day for everything else, so
I knew a mistake had heen made, I was
told that a chance of a malfunction was
improbable; that maybe an error in the
printing shop could account for it. Ap-
parently, this was not the case. In any
event, I am told there is no recourse
from an electronically recorded vote. The
machine is infallible. I know now this
is a big mistake and that we, the Mem-
bers, are precluded from correcting er-
rors. I am therefore voting by card. I
trust and pray the cards are kept and not
destroyed, at least during the duration
of the session.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 11104, INCREASE OF TEM-
PORARY LIMIT ON PUBLIC DEBT

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 687 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 687

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
11104) to provide for a temporary increase
of $13,000,000,000 in the public debt limit
and to extend the period to which this tem-
porary limit applies to June 30, 1974, and all
points of order against said bill for failure
to comply with the provisions of clause 4,
rule XXI are hereby waived. After general
debate, which shall be confined to the bill
and shall continue not to exceed two hours,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Ways and Means, the bill
shall be read for amendment under the five-
minute rule. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the bill
and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit,
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. BoLLING) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Tennes-
see (Mr. QUILLEN), pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the Members might be in-
terested in hearing the explanation of
this rule. Last week the Committee on
Rules reported out of the Committee on
Rules a very unusual rule dealing with
the consideration of the debt limit.

It was a rule which would have pro-
vided for the consideration of the debt
limit under an open rule and for the con-
sideration without the intervention of
any point of order of one amendment
which would have included the texts of
two bills, HR. 11155 which dealt with
minimum tax and H.R. 11158 which
dealt with a social security increase.

The debt limit at the time was sched-
uled to be considered by the House of
Representatives on the next day. The
Committee on Ways and Means, which
of course has jurisdiction over the debt
limit, convened the next day and decided
not to bring up the debt limit under those
circumstances and announced that it in-
tended to proceed with considerable
speed on the matter of social security,
which was one of the matters which
would have been made in order, and it
has done so, today I believe reporting
out a social security proposal which I
will ask to be explained later when I
yield 10 minutes to the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means for that
purpose. I hope that at the same time
he will also convey to the House what-
ever plans the Committee on Ways and
Means may or may not have with re-
spect to the guestion of tax reform.

The reason for the rather unusual rule
was that a great many Members of the
Congress were concerned that there be
consideration given promptly to both
these matters, the matter of an increase
in social security, a prompt increase, and
the matter of prompt consideration of
the extraordinarily difficult problem of
tax reform.

There had been a rather strange rec-
ord, which perhaps was the result of the
illness of the chairman and of the enor-
mous burden on the committee, on the
subject of the consideration of tax re-
forms this year.

In any event there .7ere a great many
people who would have liked to have had
an opportunity and who would still like
to have an opportunity to vote on the
question of tax reform and also on the
question of social security. The Rules
Committee action was in the nature of an
indication to the Committee on Ways
and Means that there were more ways
to skin a cat than to start at the tail.

It is perfeectly possible for the House of
Representatives acting through its com-
mittees to achieve consideration of mat-
ters other than through the normal,
usual, and ordinarily wiser committee
process. The Rules Committee in the past
has exercised that option on a variety of
matters. The Rules Committee has on
occasion even brought up bills that had
never been introduced.

The Rules Committee made that deci-
sion last week, and a great manz things
happened, and now it is this week. Yes-
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terday the Rules Committee reconsidered
that rule, It was before the House by then
and theoretically I could have called it
up today if I had chosen if recognized for
that purpose. I did not choose to do so
because enough had happened to justify
in my judgment the passage of the rule
originally requested by the Committee on
Ways and Means.

I am well aware that some of those
who supported the original rule, who
supported the original proposition, who
are the authors of the two bills made in
order by the first rule, violently disagree
with the position that I am taking now,
so in order to be fair I propose to yield
10 minutes to the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means to dispose of
as he pleases, for debate of course, and
10 minutes to one of the authors of the
legislation made in order by the first
rule, so that the authors will have an op-
portunity to express their views on what
should be done now.

For myself I have come to the conclu-
sion that at least at this time, as a mem-
ber of the Committee on Rules, I intend
in this particular rule to support the rule
that I called up and to support the or-
dering of the previous question on that
rule. I believe that is the way in which
in the long run in this particular case we
will accomplish the most. I reserve the
balance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, the distinguished gentle-
man from Missouri (Mr. BoLLing), has
correctly described the situation dealing
with this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 687
provides for the consideration of H.R.
11104, to increase the temporary limit
on public debt. This is an open rule with
2 hours of general debate, and in addi-
tion, waives points of order for failure
to comply with clause 4, rule XXI, deal-
ing with appropriations on a legislative
bill.

The primary purpose of HR. 11104 is
to increase the overall public debt limit
from the present $465,000,000,000 to
$478,000,000,000.

Existing law provides for a permanent
debt limit of $400,000,000,000. Effective
through November 30, 1973, existing law
also provides a temporary additional
limit of $£65,000,000,000. This bill provides
for an increase in the temporary addi-
tional limit to $78,000,000,000. It also ex-
tends the temporary additional limit
from November 30, 1973, to June 30,
1974.

The administration has requested an
increase in the overall debt limit to
$480,000,000,000 through June 30, 1974.

The committee report also makes it
clear that the Committee on Ways and
Means intends that existing law be in-
terpreted to allow the interest rate on
U.S. savings bonds to be 6 percent in-
stead of 5% percent.

The Committee on Ways and Means
estimates that there will be no additional
cost to the Government, as a result of
this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
this rule in order that the House may
begin debate on this important legis-
lation.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr, Speaker, I yvield 10
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minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. REUSS).

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Missouri for his fairness.

In a sense, I rise in support of the
House Commitee on Rules—at least the
House Committee on Rules that had its
moment of greatness and truth a week
ago, when it decided we were all over
21 years old and that we were quite well
equipped here in the plenary session of
the House to determine whether some-
thing fair might not be done for the old
folks, and whether it would not be a good
jdea to inject a little fiseal responsibil-
ity into the tax deliberations of the
Mation.

The amendment which the then great
Committee on Rules promulgated a week
ago, and from which it has now unhap-
pily retrogressed, would have made in or-
der the amendment which I propose to
offer, if we can just get a little coopera-
tion in voting down the previous ques-
tion.

1t would give senior citizens a much
needed 7-percent social security increase
starting in January. It would pay for it
by tightening the minimum fax on loop-
hole income, rather than by further pil-
ing it on the moderate-income wage-
€earner.

Right after that superb rule was
handed down last week, things began to
happen. Just as in a Japanese Noh play,
the Ways and Means Committee recalled
the bill from the floor. Lobbyists for
every major tax loophole descended on
the Capitol. Finally, we saw the Commit-
tee on Rules reverse itself and tell us
that here on the floor we cannot have the
opportunity to do right by the old folks
in the next half of this fiscal year, and to
close loopholes in a responsible manner.

Fortunately, we do have the oppor-
tunity to back up today the original
Rules Committee rule. We can do that by
voting down the previous question on the
restrictive rule now before us, then voting
in favor of the amended rule, making in
order social security cum tax reform, and
then finally voting to attach that amend-
ment to the debt ceiling bill.

If we want to comfort the old folks and
afflict the tax avoiders, rather than the
other way around, the only way to do it
is by voting down the previous question
today.

Yesterday the Ways and Means Com-
mittee by a 13-to-12 vote barred an in-
crease in social security, not only for the
first 3 months of 1974 but for the entire
first 6 months, and proposes to pay for
the increase in social security after that
date not by tax reform, but by loading it
onto the average $13,000 a year truck-
driver or steelworker or autoworker,
who is going to have his social security
tax raised 22 percent next July 1 under
the proposal.

Here is the reason given by the Com-
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mittee on Ways and Means for its fail-
ure to do the right thing by the old folks,
to do the right thing by fiscal responsi-
bility. That is impossible, says the com-
mittee, because Mr. Nixon will not allow
it. He is going to veto such a bill.

It is about time that we cease living in
fear and trembling of the White House,
and undertake steps here on the floor of
the House so that the will of this body
may be properly reflected in finished
legislation.

The only way we are going to get social
security help in the fiscal year 1974, at
least in the first 3 months of it, because
I understand the Committee on Ways
ana Means has now done something
about the second 3 months, the only way
we are going to get started on tax reform,
is by attaching it to the veto-proof debt
ceiling bill before us.

It matters not how many worthwhile
pills with sensible social security provi-
sions we bring up next week that the
President is going to veto on the ground
that they are fiscally irresponsible. They
simply are never going to see the light of
day, because despite this afternoon’s
earlier superlative effort on the war
powers bill, the general record of this
Ht?(;se has been to sustain the President’s
veto.

Therefore, let us vote the previous
question down, so that we can strike a
blow for the old folks and for fiscal re-
sponsibility at one and the same time.

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

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman
irom Ohio.

Mr. VANIE. Mr. Speaker, I support the
effort of the gentleman from Wisconsin
to open up this hill to tax reform and
social security amendments. It certainly
seems to me that it is a legitimate func-
tion of the debt management to consider
the need for revenue raising tax reform.
If we had a little more revenue, the need
for new debt legislation would disappear.
It is also appropriate that this oppor-
tunity to provide a meaningful and im-
mediate social security increase be taken.

Frankly, we can be sure that the Presi-
dent will veto almost any tax reform leg-
islation. When the Secretary of the
Treasury was asked in the Ways and
Means Committee whether the President
would veto the weak minimum tax
amendments he proposed this spring, the
Secretary could not answer with immedi-
ate and definite certainty. We saw last
year how the President threatened to
veto the social security increase unless
it was scaled down—but later he took
credit for that same increase. Now that
he cannot stand for election, I believe
that he will veto any kind of social secu-
rity increase which occurs prior to July
1, 1974, the next fiscal year.

It is clear that if we really want tax
reform and adequate social security, we
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must attach those provisions to a veto-
proof bill such as this public debt ceil-
ing bill.

During the past week, I understand
that many Members have been deluged
with complaints from the oil industry
about the effect of this legislation on
their industry. It is time that we look at
the record of vhe oil industry. If an indus-
try is facing shortages, Government in-
vestigations, and possible antitrust suits
one would think that its profits would
go down. However, the reverse is true
with the oil industry. For the third quar-
ter of 1973, at the same time that the
petroleum industry was begging for price
inecreases from the Cost of Living Coun-
cil, the major oil companies were posting
profit increases of 59 to 91 percent over
the same quarter a year ago. This is not
a one-time phenomenon. Following is a
table showing the second guarter profits
of the Nation’s 10 largest oil companies
compared with their profits in 1972:

ED QUARTER PROFITS OF THE NATION'S 10 LARGEST OIL
COMPANIES

[Dollar amounts in millions]

Percent

change
Sales Profits  from 1952

$510.0
184.2
261.5
195.0

181.7
121.3

Texaco?. .

Gl o
Standard (California)_
Standard (Indiana)2_
SRelA - T dea i
Atlantic Richfield ¢ 3
Continental 2. v oo eeee
Occidental

1 Ranking based on 2d quarier sales in dollars.
* Sales include excise taxes and other income.
3 Sales include other income,

i Sales include excise taxes.

Source: Business Week; Aug. 11, 1973, p. 79.

The profit situation is obviously good.
One large oil magnate recently chartered
the Queen Elizabeth II to take over 1,000
of his guests to the dedication of a new
refinery in Maritime Canada. Presum-
ably this sea cruise, complete with caviar
and free bars, will be claimed as a tax
deduction by the oil company.

While the oil company profits are soar-
ing and they are living higher on the hog
than ever before, they are keeping their
taxes as low as ever. Yes, the minimum
tax we are proposing would result in
higher taxes for the oil industry—and
because they will have to pay a more re-
sponsible share, they are sguealing like
stuck pigs.

My analysis of the forms filed with the
SEC by the 18 largest oil companies il-
lustrates that the industry’s effective
Federal corporate tax rate in 1972 has
been reduced to 8.3 percent.

The following is a breakdown by com-
pany of the effective tax rate paid last
year:

Adjusted
net income
before

. Federal
income fax
(thousands)

Approximate
current
 Federal
income tax
(thousands)

Adjusted
net income
before
Federal
income tax
(thousands)

Approximate
current

_ Federal
income tax
(thousands)

Mobil Qil..-
Texaco Inc.
Gulf Oil

L
i
3.
LN

5. Standard 0il (Calilornia).
rd Oil (Ind

$19, 400
74, 682

6. Standard
7. Shell Oil

8. Atlantic Richfield

211, Sg
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Adjusted
net income
before

_ Federal
income tax
(thousands)

Approximate
current

_ Federal
income tax
{thousands)

Adjusted
nel income
belore

Approximate
current
Federal

income tax
(thousands)

Effective
rate
(percent)

Federal
income tax
(thousands)

o Continental 00l o - . . e cocveisbaprmninsnsanss

. Phillips Petroleum

. Occidental Petroleu

. Sun 0l Co.....

. Unijon Oil_ -

t The minority inlerest and/or the income or loss reported under the equity method was not separately disclosed. Data for this company, therefore, has been omitied.

According to economists James Cox and
Arthur Wright, the most significant fac-
tors leading to the industry’s deflated
tax burden is the operation of the for-
eign tax credit and the percentage de-
pletion deduction. By their calculations,
the foreign tax credit accounts for a 15-
percent deduction. The intangible dril-
ling expense deflates the effective tax
rate by about 2.1 percent. Other provi-
sions of the tax code operate to further
reduce the Federal tax burden by 8.3
percent. Depletion reduces the Lotal bur-
den by about 14.5 percent.

The amendment which we are offering
has the impact of reducing the deple-
tion allowance rate to 11 percent—half
the present rate. In general, this means
that the total effective tax rate of the
major oil companies might actually go
from about 8 percent to about 15 per-
cent.

Some would argue that this is a bad
time to reduce the amount of after tax
profits of the oil companies. Let me just
say that they always had high after tax
profits and have often avecided paying
taxes or paid almost no taxes—but that
did not prevent the energy crisis.

I would rather have the extra tax
money so that this Nation could begin a
true “Manhattan-type” crash energy re-
search and development project. We
could institute a governmeni corpora-
tion, a sort of TVA, to help develop the
3 trillion barrels of oil locked in the
Nation’s western oil shale lands.

The oil industry has not been able to
prevent the energy crisis; it will not be
able to solve the energy crisis.

It is time that the American Govern-
ment and the American people were
freed from the power of this industry.

Mr, REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman.

I would point out that a veto for
meaningful tax reform is almost assured.

In April 1972, at the then Treasury
Secretary John Connally’s ranch to
which the great tax avoiders of the Na-
tion were invited, the President solemn-
ly—and I am speaking from the White
House’'s own tapes on this—promised
them that the only thing wrong with the
oil depletion allowance and the rapid de-
preciation loophole was that they were
not big enough. With a White House at-
titude like that, the Members can see a
veto surely attending any serious efforts
by this body.

So, the way to achieve tax reform, and
the way to begin to plug loopholes, is by
voting down the previous question today,
and thus sending to the White House in
veto-proof shape a debt ceiling bill with
the responsible addition thereon of tax
reform, which is truly related to the debt
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ceiling, because the more we can make
tax avoiders pay at least a pittance to the
treasury, the less it is necessary to stand
still for these additional endless increases
in the national debt.

Therefore, I would urge Members who
are genuinely concerned with tax reform
to give us a break, and go along with us
on the motion on the previous question.

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

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

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to know what the gentleman’s
amendment does with respect to sup-
plemental security income under social
security provisions.

Mr,. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I am delight-
ed to say to the gentleman that they are
not guite as generous to the recipients in
supplemental social security income as
what I have been told the Ways and
Means Committee did this afternoon.
Thus, I will enthusiastically participate
with the gentleman next week when that
comes to the floor in tearing it down to a
measure just containing the social se-
curity income improvements, so that we
can see if we can get that one past the
President. He will have my unstinting
help.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I still
would like to know, what does the gen-
tleman's amendment do as far as social
security income reforms are concerned.
I find nothing in the report as to that.

Mr. REUSS. That is right. It does
nothing. It does nothing about social se-
curity income reforms, which is why the
gentleman will find this Member at his
side, not only for social security income,
but for the other fine and glorious things
which are unrelated to tax reform and
which the gentleman is interested in.

Mr, QUILLEN, Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distiLguished gentleman
from Illinois (My. COLLIER).

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, very
briefly, the fact of the matter is that
the amendment was proposed in a totally
disorderly manner before the Commit-
tee on Rules, Although the Committee on
Rules originally adopted it, the commit-
tee has now taken a different position,
and it did absolutely nothing for that
segment of the American people that ad-
mittedly were in need of the greatest
help.

It just seems to me that this points up
very clearly that when we attempt to
legislate this type of situation, we can
fire all the shotguns we want and we fail
to address ourselves to the problems in a
rightful manner, a manner that good
legislation demands.
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Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. COLLIER., I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. REUSS. Mr, Speaker, I will ask
the distinguished gentleman from Ii-
linois whether, if I give him the oppor-
tunity, after we vote down the previous
question, to amend my rule so as to per-
mit him, the gentleman from California
(Mr. Corman) and others to do those fine
things for the disabled that he has in
mind, he will take advantage of it.

I am all for him. I want to cooperate
with him.

Mr. COLLIER. I certainly will, be-
cause—we met as a task force in a
thoughtful manner—and I underline the
word, “thoughtful” and recognized the
gross inadequacy of the proposal and,
come up with a proposal in the committee
that addresses itself to the real problem.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I will be
delighted to accommodate the gentle-
man from Illinois if he chooses to make
a superb bill—that is, my kill—even
more excellent.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I do not
think we are ever going to get a superb
bill, any more than we got a superb pro-
posal for tax reform, but I will say it is
a vast improvement over what we were
faced with,

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. LaTTA) .

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I support
this rule, and I hope that the House will
have better judgment than the Commit-
tee on Rules did when it first considered
this piece of legislation.

The Committee on Rules listened with
interest to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin and the gentleman from Ohio on
their proposals and then voted to give
them the privilege of offering them
the debt ceiling bill. It soon became ap-
parent to the majority of the Rules Com-~
mittee that all of the proposed tax
changes were not adequately and com-
pletely explained by the sponsors when
they testified in support of them.

I might say that it did not take too
long thereafter for members of the Rules
Committee to become familiar with what
was being attempted. A reconsideration
of the vote soon followed.

Now, I would hope that the House
would not act in haste as the Committee
on Rules did and would require full and
complete hearings on these matters be-
fore taking action.

Everybody is for getting rid of tax in-
equities through tax reform and every-
body is for an increase in social security
benefits. We are all for these two pro-
posals, but we are not all for doing it in
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the dark on the spur of the moment in
order to grasp a few headlines.

The gentleman from Wisconsin is ask-
ing us to vote down the previous question
on this rule so that he can propose what
he calls tax reform legislation without
the benefit of committee hearings. Such
an action by this House would be com-
pletely irresponsible.

I hope that we will have the good judg-
ment to go along with the thinking of
the Committee on Rules and the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and permit
these measures to come to the floor in
proper form after proper hearings have
been held.

The SPEAKER. The time of
gentleman has expired.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I know the
Committee on Rules has been wrong in
the past, but in this instance I think its
action is correct and I support the com-
mittee.

Mr. REUSS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LATTA. I am happy to yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. REUSS. Let me say to the gentle-
man from Ohio I explained fully to the
Committee on Rules, as I have been ex-
plaining to everybody in the CoNGREs-
s1oNAL Recorp and in other forums for
a long time, precisely what the tighten-
ing of the Minimum Tax Act of 1969
involved. Of course, that involved a
tightening of the oil depletion allowance.
I simply cannot believe that those who
suddenly changed their minds on the
committee were unaware of the fact that
since 1969 we have had a minimum tax
on the oil depletion allowance, and there-
fore increasing the rate of that tax
would simply mean those who took
advantage of oil depletion would have
to pay a little more.

Mr. LATTA. In reply to the gentleman
from Wisconsin, let me say when he says
he explained it “fully” to the Committee
on Rules there appears to be a great
difference between what “fully” means to
him and what it means to the members
of the Committee on Rules.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to vote for the previous ques-
tion. This is no time to open up a bag
of worms.

I have no further requests for time but
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may use to the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON).

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the rule,
House Resolution 687. I urge my col-
leagues to substitute for it the rule
granted last week by this same Rules
Commiftee, House Resolution 672, which
makes in order the tax reform/social se-
curity amendment of which I am a spon-
gor. The Rules Committee recognized
last week the importance of a floor vote
on the amendment, it is just as impor-
tant to Congress and to the country this
week. I think that everyone knows, at
least everyone who reads the newspapers
knows, what happened to turn that rule
around.

Our amendment does two things. First,
it raises the social security benefits by 7
percent, effective January 1, 1974. The
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Social Security Administration has told
us that the checks with this increase
cannot be mailed out until March, at
which time the increase, retroactive to
the first of the year, will appear. This
will cost about $1.6 billion in fiscal year
1974, and will benefit 29 million people.
Second, our amendment raises money to
pay for this increase and for other things.
We would tighten the minimum tax on
preference income, which Congress en-
acted in 1969 at 10 percent but which
is working out at only 4 percent. This
would raise taxes on rich people and on
large corporations — among them oil
companies—who have large amounts of
preference income. The tax reform would
raise $3 billion a year and affect only
300,000 tax returns, of whom 100,000 are
already covered.

That is not a bad tradeoff: $3 billion
from a few hundred thousand taxpayers
of great wealth to benefit 29 million re-
tired workers.

There is another side to this amend-
ment: The fact that if we put it on the
debt ceiling, it is less likely to be vetoed
than if we passed it as a separate bill,
or two separate bills. We all know that
Mr. Nixon is not enthusiastic about tax
reform. And only this week, his spokes-
men have told the Ways and Means
Committee that he would veto any social
security increase during the current
fiscal year, despite the violent increase
in the Consumer Price Index. So if we
want to pass these measures, we are go-
ing to have to use the best tool available
to us constitutionally: a virtually veto-
proof bill.

Is there any question that we do want
to vote for tax reform and for a social
security increase? There is certainly none
in my mind. Many of us, if not most, on
both sides of the aisle ran for election
last November on promises of some kind
of tax reform. All of us have social se-
curity recipients in our districts unable
to get along on benefits, now that the
cost of essentials like food have gone up
so sharply. And all of us are to blame
when this Congress is called a do-noth-
ing Congress, too passive and timid to
to get even mildly controversial social
legislation to the White House. If we fail
to attach this amendment to the debt
ceiling bill, even if we act later on sepa-
rate social security or tax reform bills
and set up a Presidential veto, we are
going to have a lot of explaining to do in
our districts this Christmas.

I urge my colleagues to vote down the
previous question on the rule, vote for a
substitute rule making in order our tax
reform social security amendment, and
then to vote for the amendment to the
debt ceiling bill.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10
minutes to the distinguished acting
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means, the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. ULLMAN) .

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, first I want
to express my appreciation to the now
great Committee on Rules for bringing
us this rule which I was asked to request
from that committee by the Committee
on Ways and Means when we originally
appeared before them.

Let me say to the membership that
when I appeared before the Rules Com-
mittee I made it very clear in my state-
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ment—and I think they understood what
I was saying—that it was my intention
as the acting chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee expeditiously to bring
before the House a social security meas-
ure that would take care of the problem
of cost-of-living increases in an equitable
way and also to bring before the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means a tax reform
bill that would pick up some revenue and
close some loopholes.

Because of the time frame I did not
give them any assurances that this would
be an extensive tax reform package, but
I did say that it would be a responsible
one which would pick up at least $1.5
billion in revenue. That is my present
hope and intention.

Previously in open sessions in the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, I had an-
nounced essentially the same informa-
tion; namely, that it was my intention to
bring to the committee for consideration
before adjournment both the social se-
curity package and the tax reform pack-
age.

I want to reaffirm again to the mem-
bership of the House my intention to
seek action on these two measures. We
did vote out this morning, and we did
adopt, by a rather overwhelming ma-
jority a social security package that I
am going to, in a few minutes, ask the
gentleman from California (Mr. Cor-
MaAN) to explain to the Members.

One of the things that we try to do
in the Committee on Ways and Means
is be responsible in these most difficult
areas. The members of the Committee
on Ways and Means have difficult areas
of jurisdiction that was given us by the
Members of the House and by the rules
of the House. We try to protect the mem-
bership to the maximum of our ability
in these very difficult and controversial
areas.

In the field of tax reform I think it is
extremely important that we look care-
fully at the matter of equity, that we
look carefully at the impact upon the
economy, and that we look carefully at
the impact on one segment of the econ-
omy as against the impact on another
segment of the economy. These are
among the many considerations that we
have to take into account when we look
at tax reform.

I am disappointed, as I know all of the
members of the Committee on Ways and
Means are, that we have not proceeded
further with the basic tax reform pack-
age that we had talked to the House
about earlier this year. We held exten-
sive hearings during 2% months last
spring, and they were probably the most
thoroughgoing hearings on tax reform
that have ever been held. The stafl since
then has been working on an initial tax
package for the committee to consider
this year, and early next year it will pro-
ceed expeditiously with the development
of a broad-based tax reform package.
We are going to try to be responsible
both in the initial package and in the
ultimate package.

Mr. Speaker, just one more word be-
fore I yield to my friend, the gentleman
from California (Mr. Corman), and that
is to say that I hope the Members will not
seriously consider voting against the pre-
vious question. The Reuss proposal, well-
intentioned as it might be, has not had
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the opportunity for the theroughgoing
analysis and evaluation that we try to
give measures of this kind. For instance,
just as a mere beginning, and I would
point out that the staff had made an
analysis here of the Reuss-Vanik pro-
posal, but just, as an example, it would
increase taxes on mutual savings banks
by 37.9 percent, increase taxes on savings
and loans associations by 45.1 percent,
increase maximum capital gains tax rate
for individuals from 36.5 percent to 52.5
percent, and decrease the depletion rate
to 11 percent. These are basic matters
that involve fundamental national policy
and national priorities: How do they
dovetail with the fuel crisis and our need
to expand our production of petroleum
at this critieal time? How do they dove-
tail with our problem on getting credit
and capital into our society in view of
a probable turndown next year in the
economy? These are the matters that
we need to take up.

I assure the Members that as we go for-
ward on this subject that the Committee
on Ways and Means will attempt to be
responsible in these matters and to bring
the Members real tax reform, tax reform
that is wisely considered and responsible
and equitable, and will plug the loopholes
and spread the tax base as widely as is
possible and is in the interest of the peo-
ple of our country.

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

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I would ask
the gentleman from Oregon how much
additional revenue was expected to be

raised by the tax bill that was prepared
to be attached to this debt ceiling bill?

Mr. ULLMAN. Somewhere in the
neighborhood of $2.5 billion, of which
I think $1.6 billion would affect individ-
ual tax liabilities and the rest would be
raised in the corporate sector.

Mr. GROSS. Was it provided that $2.5
billion would be used to reduce the Fed-
eral debt?

Mr. ULLMAN. No, there was ne such
provision, according to my understand-
ing.

Mr. GROSS. In other words, this would
be more money to be spent around at
home, and particularly abroad?

Mr. ULLMAN. It could very well be.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. Cor-
MaAN) to explain the social security pro-
vision that we have adopted.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
additional minutes to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I may say
all I knew in 2 minutes, but I appreciate
the gentleman’s yielding time.

The effort of the committee was to get
dollars as quickly as possible to the poor-
est people among us. They are the people
who suffer most from inflation, the peo-
ple who spend all of their budget for
food, and for rent. Those are the costs
that have gene up meost rapidly. This
package provides an increase in the SSI
or public assistance portion of social
security by $10 for an individual end $15
for a couple, commencing January 1,
with an additional increase of $6 and $9
commencing in July.

CXIX——2282—Part 28

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

There are some 6 million people in this
Nation who draw less social seeurity than
the minimum public assistance payment
and those 6 million people are the ones
to whom we address ourselves in that
portion of this package.

Second, we asked the administration
how long it would take fo make adjust-
ments within the social security checks
themselves. We can provide for a flat
percentage increase for the March pay-
ment that would be paid in April and we
can provide what is called a refined pay-
ment, in July. We decided to give during
the next calendar year an 11-percent in-
crease since that is the amount that it
is anticipated will be the increase in the
cost of living by January 1975. That
moves up by some 6 months the first of
what would have been an automatic
cost-of-living increase.

We provided further that cost-of-
living increases in the future would be
given in July instead of the following
January, so that those increases would
come more nearly to the time the cost
of living goes up.

No one pretends that people who live
on public assistance or people who live
only on social security live very well in
this country. It is difficult for them to get
by, but we do have restraints on our as-
sistance. First of all, we have consistently
said that the social security system itself
must be actuarially sound. That does not
mean that we pay the public assistance
portion out of the social security trust
funds. That is paid from general funds.
But insofar as the social security bene-
fits themselves are concerned, they have
always been actuarially sound, and they
are in the committee’s propesal.

We further wanted to avoid a social
security ftax rate increase, because ad-
mittedly social security taxes are regres-
sive. They fall heaviest on those people
who are in the lower income brackets.
So rather than adjust the tax rate, we
adjusted the tax base to $13,200. This
will give an 11-percent social security in-
crease during calendar year 1974 and
provide for a cost-of-living increase
starting in July of 1975 and for every
year thereafter without jeopardizing the
soundness of the fund. From general
funds it will provide an additional $16
and $24 per month for the poorest indi-
viduals and poorest couples during that
calendar year.

That is as fast as the adjustments ean
be made. It keeps within actuarial sound-
ness without having to change the tax
rate, and I believe it is a defensible
package.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. LATTA) .

(Mr. LATTA asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LaTTta
was permitted to speak out of order.)
WHERE 1S WATERGATE IN TERMS OF GLOBAL WAR?

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
share an editorial given by WSPD-TV,
Toledo, Okio, on November 6, 1973, with
my colleagues. It seems to put Watergate
lin proper perspective. The editorial fol-
OWS:
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W THiNK It Boris DowN To THis: BAD as
WATERGATE MaY Be, WHERE Is IT 1¥ TeErMS
OF AvOIDING GLOBAL WaAR?

WSFD hopes FPresident Nixon does not
resign. In saying this, we are not ignoring
the long and torturous trail of events which
have prompted calls for resignation er im-
peachment. We share fully in the concern
reflected in those calls.

But, even allowing for the very worst of
suspicion surrounding Watergate and its
constantly unfolding aftermath, in our opin-
ion they pale to relative insignificance be-
side the nightmarish realities of the Middle
East and its potential for war between the
super-powers . . . which could mean the last
war for all of humanity.

In this brutal context, we believe the
avoidance to date of a direct confrontation
between the Soviet Union and the United
States is largely traceable to President Nix-
on’s diplomatic spadework.

Had it not been for the Russian thaw he
initiated last year, we're only left to shudder
over what might have happened within the
past couple of weeks. Again, we're not mini-
mizing the domestic traumas, but we do
wonder, with unabashed fear, over what
might transpire on the literal life or death
issue of war or peace if the man and his
team who materialized the detente with the
Communist powers were suddenly replaced
by quantities unknown to those powers.

To WSPD, this is the priority fact . . .
the reality which impels us to hope that Mr.
Nixon, in this his final term in office, will
continue to hold down the prospects of an
fnternational Armageddon. His resignation
would pose a gamble we don't think the world
is prepared to take.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to the rule for con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 11104, the debt
ceiling increase. Adoption of this rule
will represent an inexcusable disregard
by the Congress of the needs of millions
of elderly and poor Americans.

Adoption of this rule will preclude any
introduction of a comprehensive social
security and tax reform amendment.

If this rule is passed, an urgently need-
ed T-percent social security increase for
our elderly Americans will be postponed
from January 1, 1974, until at least July
of 1974. This postponement will serve to
perpetuate the tragic economic plight of
our elderly citizens, who are forced o
rely exclusively on social security for
their economic well-being. Based on the
steady bombardment of unfavorable
economic statistics issued monthly by
the Cost of Living Council, by the time
July 1974 rolls around, the cost of living
will rise by more than 10 percent. Yet,
for 29 million older Americans they will
face the prospects of keeping pace with
this increase without the benefit of a rise
in their social security payments. Simple
mathematies would show that their eco-
nomic survival woulG be in definite jeop-
ardy. Moreover, these Americans spend
most of their funds on food, clothing and
shelter, sectors of the economy that have
risen at a higher than average rate.

However, if this rule is defeated, and
this amendment adopted, these same
Americans would see an increase of be-
tween $12 and $30 in their monthly
social security checks as early as January
of 1974.

Ironically, the House has seen to it to
provide other groups in this country with
assistance in their efforts to combat the
high cost of living. An example are the
Federal retirees who received a 6-percent
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increase in pension payments automati-
cally last July, and will receive another
increase in excess of that in January.
If social security recipients had this pro-
gram in operation for them, the in-
creases we seek today would have been
automatically provided for.

These older Americans on social secu-
rity are not looking for handouts. They
have worked many long hours and have
contributed faithfully to insure that
their elderly years would be comfortable.
Yet now, many of these same individuals
are at the brink of poverty, and look to
Congress for assistance. Yet, what is our
answer, wait another 8 months?

Adoption of this rule will also prevent
consideration of an amendment to
tighten the minimum income tax. There
is no doubt that congressional action on
tax reform is long overdue.

I have long been an advocate of tax re-
form. Again as in the social security is-
sue, the cost-of-living increase gives rise
to the need for effective tax reform. Some
examples of the inherent inadequacies of
our present tax system can be seen in the
fact that in 1973 alone, 276 people with
incomes over $100,000 paid no tax at all.
Tax reform such as we propose today
would raise up to 3 billion dollars in an-
nual revenue, more than enough to
budgetarily balance off the aforemen-
tioned social security increase as well as
maintain overall fiscal responsibility.

Some of the provisions of the tax re-
form amendment include the replace-
ment of the $30,000 exemption with a
$10,000 exemption; removing deductions
for other Federal taxes paid on nonpref-
erence incomes, and the replacing of the
flat 10-percent rate to one-half the nor-
mal tax schedules.

Most importantly under this amend-
ment over 90 percent of the minimum
tax yield would come from individuals
with incomes in excess of $50.000, yet
those with incomes of less than $10,000
would not be required to file minimum
tax forms.

Yet all these worthwhile and desper-
ately needed improvements stand to be
shelved by the adoption of this rule. The
poor and elderly in America today are
tired of postponements and idle prom-
ises, they want and deserve action. We in
the Congress today have the opportunity
to answer this urgent plea. We can pro-
vide our beleaguered poor and elderly
with immediate relief, we can assure
them of their economic survival, and we
can show them that no longer will they
have to shoulder the tax burden in this
country. But above all, we will demon-
strate to them that their welfare is in-
deed our concern. I urge the defeat of this
rule, and the adoption of a rule that will
permit consideration of the social secu-
rity increase and tax reform amendment
I and others are supporting.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman from Missouri has no further
request for time, I have no further re-
quest for time.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I would
merely like to congratulate the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means on its prompt
and humanitarian action with regard to
social security.

Mr. Bpeaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution.

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

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

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present,

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
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Teague, Calif.
Thomson, Wis.
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Treen

Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Waldie

Abzug
Adams
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Walsh
Wampler
Ware
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
‘Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

NAYS—1356
Fascell

Winn
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Ill.
Young, Tex.
Zion

Zwach

Obey

sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 274, nays 135,
not voting 24,

Abdnor
Alexander
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Baker
Barrett
Bauman
Beard
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Bray
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carey, N.¥Y.
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cochran
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Corman
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert

W..Jr.
Danielson
Davis. Ga.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Ford, Gerald R.

as follows:

[Roll No. 564]

YEAS—274

Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton
Fuqua
Gettys
Gilaimo
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Goodling
Griffiths
CGiross
Grover
Gubser
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho

Hansen, Wash.

Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Heinz
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifield
Holt
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman

Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.

Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Karth
Kazen
Keating
Eemp
Ketchum
King
Kuykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta

Lent

Litton
Long, La.
Lott

Lujan
MeClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEKay
McEKinney
MeSpadden
Macdonald
Madigan
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.

Mathias, Callf.

Mathis, Ga.

Mayne
Michel
Milford
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,

Calif.
Morgan
Mosher
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nichols
Nix
O'Brien
O'Neill
Parris
Passman
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Poage
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Rarick
Regula
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.X.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rostenkowskl
Rousselot
Roy
Runnels
Ruth
Ruppe
Ryan
Sarasin
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebeli
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, N.Y.
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Steed
Steelman
Steiger, Arlz,
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.

Findley
Foley

Fraser
Froehlich
Gaydos
Gilman
Ginn

Grasso

Gray

Green, Pa.
Gude
Gunter
Hanna
Harrington
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Hicks
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Jordan
Kastenmeier
Kiuczynskil
Koch

Kyros
Leggett
Lehman
Long, Md.
McCormack
Madden
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Miller
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Moorhead, Pa.
Nedzi

NOT VOTING—24

Green, Oreg. O'Hara
Hébert Fatman
Holtzman Rooney, N.Y.
Jones, Tenn. 8t Germain
Mahon Sandman
Mills, Ark. Stanton,
Moss James V.
Murphy, Il Teague, Tex.
Nelsen

Owens
Patten
Pike
Podell
Price, INl.
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rosenthal
Roush
Roybal
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Seiberling
Smith, Iowa
Snyder
Stark
Steel
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Thompson, N.J.
Thone
Udall
Vanik
Vigorito
Whalen
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wolft
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fia.
Young, Ga.
Young, 5.C.
Zablocki

Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Bafalis
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biagei
Biester
Bingham
Brademas
Brasco
Brown, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carney, Ohio
Chisholm
Clay
Cleveland
Cohen
Collins, Ill.
Conyers
Cotter
Cronin
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Davis, §.C.
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Derwinski
Dingell
Donohue
Drinan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif,
Eilberg

Bell
Blackburn
Blatnik
Burke, Calif.
Davis, Wis.
Diggs
Ford.
William D.
Goldwater

So the previous question was ordered.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Ms. Holtzman.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. O'Hara.

Mr. James V. Stanton with Mr, Diggs.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Davis of Wisconsin.

Mrs. Burke of California with Mr, Willlam
D. Ford,

Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Black-
burn.

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Mahon,

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Bell.

Mr. Moss with Mr. Nelsen.

Mr. Murphy of Illinois with Mr. Sandman.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr, Geld-~
water,

Mr. S8t Germain with Mr. Patman.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

LAYING OF HOUSE RESOLUTION 672 ON THE
TABLE

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that House Resolu-
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tion 672, temporary increase in debt
limit through June 30, 1974, be laid on
the table.

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

There was no objection.

PROVIDING INFORMATION ON THE
NORTHEAST RAIL TRANSPORTA-
TION ACT

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

Mr. HILLIS, Mr. Speaker, on Thurs-
day of this week, the House is scheduled
to consider H.R. 9142, the Northeast Rail
Transportation Act. With this fact in
mind, I am today placing in the REcorp,
under the extension of remarks, infor-
mation which shows how truly vital the
passage of this legislation is to the sur-
vival of the railroad industrial in this
Nation. It is my hope that my distin-
guished colleagues will take a moment
out of their busy schedules to review this
material prior to casting their votes on
this legislation.

INCREASE OF TEMPORARY LIMIT
ON PUBLIC DEBT

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11104) to provide for a
temporary increase of $13,000,000,000 in
the public debt limit and to extend the

period to which this temporary limit ap-
plies to June 30, 1974.

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

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 consid-
eration of the bill HR. 11104, with Mr,
NarcHeR in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN., Under the rule, the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN)
will be recognized for 1 hour, and the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. CoLLIER)
will be recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr., ULLMAN).

Mr., ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this bill would increase
the debt limit to $478 billion through
June 30, 1974. I think you all know the
permanent debt ceiling is $400 billion and
the temporary debt ceiling that we are
now operating under is $65 billion addi-
tional, or a combined ceiling of $465
billion. This will be raised in this bill to
$478 Dbillion and extended through
June 30 of next year.

The administration appeared before
our committee and asked for a level of
$480 billion, but in looking at all of the
material that they gave us and in our
examination of the witnesses, it became
clear that the highest amount of debt in
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this period that they estimate under the
assumptions that they brought to us, in-
cluding $3 billion for contingencies and
$6 billion as an operating cash balance—
the highest amount they would reach in
this period of time was $478 billion. So
we feel we have fully complied with the
request of the administration.

The assumption on which the estimate
is based is that of a unified balanced
budget of $270 billion in fiscal year 1974.
This assumes expenditures do not ex-
ceed the $270 billion of estimated re-
ceipts, which is not completely certain
at this time. The increased expenditures
because of the Middle East problems will
in large part be deferred until the next
fiscal year. The Treasury receipts esti-
mates for the remainder of the year con-
form largely to those estimates that we
can get from the private sector fore-
casters.

The experts on the staff of the Joint
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxa-
tion, under the direction of Larry Wood-
worth—who, in the past, traditionally
have been more right than whatever ad-
ministration was in power—believe that
these estimates are a bit high.

The Treasury forecast for the first half
of 1974 is a bit more optimistic than I
feel is warranted, and I think that the
joint committee staff feels is warranted,
but we do have ample time next year
from the time we convene through June
30, to reevaluate the situation and come
back to the House with an additional
debt ceiling increase if that might be re-
guired. We are extremely hopeful that
it will not be.

Let me talk to the Members for just
a minute or two about the need for these
kinds of debt ceiling operations. Tradi-
tionally, this is the omnly way we have
to econtrol spending. It is not a good de-
vice for budgetary control. I think we
all recognize that. All we are doing here
is agreeing to pay the bills that we have
already incurred. It has been my judg-
ment and I think the judgment of the
committee and of the Congress, however,
that bad as it is it is better than neo
control at all, because at least there is
a periodic look at the expenditure and
revenue prospects, and the economy. It
allows us to get the administration to
defend its actions and to give us its esti-
mates, and I think to that extent exer-
cises some discipline. But I have felt for
a long time, and I think most Members
of the House have felt also, that we need
a much better discipline within our own
structure here in Congress if we are real-
ly to get a firm control over national
expenditures. That is why we have been
working very hard in the Joint Study
Committee on Budget Control, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi, Mr. Jamie
WarrTen, and I, and all of the others
who have served on that committee, to
develop a program for budgetary control.
I want to congratulate the Committee
on Rules that has this under their juris-
diction, for the long hours that they have
spent in developing what I believe is a
sound budget control program.

I have worked very closely with the
members of the Rules Committee, and
there have been some knotty problems
and some controversy, but in every in-
stance of vital importance so far I be-
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leve we have obtained a legislative budz-
etary procedure that is meaningful and
will do the job. I think the Committee on
Rules has come through with an alter-
native that will work. I am most hopeful
that within the next several days the
Committee on Rules will report out a bill
that will in effect set up the procedures
in the House within our parliamentary
structure that will allow us to cope with
this most difficult problem of budget con-
trol, and that will give us for the first
time a meaningful debate on economic
policy, and that will allow us to target in
on revenues and expenditures in con-
formity with the economie circumstances
that we find.

Then I think even more importantly it
will allow us to debate and decide on
budget priorities, something that we long
ago handed over to the executive branch
of the Government.

I think these procedures are basic. And
then we can develop procedures whereby
a concurrent resolution will be brought
to the Congress early in the year that
will establish these limitations, through
good congressional debate, and proce-
dures that will apply to the consider-
ation of the appropriation process in a
meaningful way, so that we will actually
lock in the priorities prior to the be-
ginning of the new fiscal year.

I think this is going to be a tremen-
dously significant development. Again I
want to congratulate the Committee on
Rules. They have followed the general
format of the proposal that we presented.
They modified it in some ways, but they
have been most courteous in asking for
the advice of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. WHITTEN) and my advice, I
am pleased to say that as of now they
have developed a complete, responsible
program that I am hopeful the Congress
will enact.

Let me look now very briefly at another
item that the administration raised
when they came before the committee.
They recommended that we take off the
interest rate limitation on savings bonds
altogether. The committee, however,
feels that at the present time the Treas-
ury has the authority under present law
to increase these rates by one-half of
1 percent, an authority granted to them
within the last 2 years, The interest ceil-
ing now is 5% percent. The Treasury has
told us that they certainly would not
intend to go above 6 percent.

In our report we have made it clear
that they do have the existing authority
to raise this limit to 6 percent. With that
understanding, the Treasury and the ad-
ministration were satisfied with this
language and this procedure.

Let me just talk very briefly about this
business of keeping a clean debt ceiling
bill. T think that we make a grave mis-
take here in Congress when we attempt
to use a device like this as a mechanism
for getting something else done. If the
orderly processes of the Congress are
wrong, then we should change them, but
I think it is an extremely unwise proce-
dure to use a bill such as a debt ceiling
bill to add en a lot of nongermane
matters.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. ULLMAN, Mr. Chairman, I yleld
myself 5 additional minutes.




36230

Mr. Chairman, that is why I think it
was extremely wise of the Committee on
Rules to go back and reconsider their
action which would have allowed both
the tax and the social security amend-
ments on the floor, and instead bring
this bill to the floor clean. This is the
sound way to legislate. I had, as I indi-
cated in the debate on the rule, gone to
the Committee on Rules and very thor-
oughly explained to them the purposes
and objectives of the Committee on Ways
and Means in bringing forth in a re-
sponsible way social security amend-
ments as well as tax reform amendments
this year.

I want to say here before this body
that it is my full intention as the acting
chairman—and I think I can speak for
most of the members of the committee—
to follow through with that procedure.
This morning we voted out a social se-
curity bill for drafting purposes which
hopefully we can get introduced this af-
ternoon that accomplishes the real basic
objective of bringing us up to date on
cost-of-living increases in the social se-
curity system.

Mr. Corman explained that procedure
and that bill to the Members in our de-
bate on the rule, but let me very briefly
run through the main provisions. The
committee agreed first to the SSI in-
crease in payments of $10 for individuals
and $15 for a married couple as of Jan-
uary 1 next year. This is the new pro-
gram, remember, that is just going into
effect whereby we establish direct Fed-
eral payments to the adult assistance
category under our general social se-
curity program.

It is going to be a good and meaningful
program, but this increase, I think, will
go to the people who need it more than
anyone else. This will go to some 4 mil-
lion people who are the poor people of
this country who do need additional help
because they have no other means of
sustenance.

Beyond that, the committee agreed to
an 11 percent increase in social security
benefit payments for 1974. This would
be a T-percent increase in March, which
benefits are paid in April, and another 4-
percent inerease in June, with benefits
paid in early July. In order to finance
this kind of a program, after examining
carefully the actuarial soundness of the
fund, it became obvious that it was going
to be necessary to increase the wage base
from $12,600 to $13,200 effective January
1, 1974, but there will be no increase in
rates needed in the system at this time.

The timing of the first automatic cost
of living adjustment on a permanent
basis was changed to July 1. As Members
know, the first cost-of-living increase
was to go into effect on January 1. This
has been changed to July 1. So the first
regular cost-of-living increase following
the increase we are setting forth in that
bill will be as of July 1, 1975, and con-
tinue from then on on that basis.

We think this is a sound answer to the
problem. Now for the first time we have
really phased in these interim increases
into the long-range program of cost-of
living inecreases. It is our intention and
our hope that from here on we can go
into the automatic phase of the cost-of-
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living adjustment program without fur-
ther action by the Congress.

Very briefly, again turning to the mat-
ter of taxes, it is my intention to bring,
hopefully tomorrow and certainly by
early next week, to the committee recom-
mendations put together by Dr. Wood-
worth and his staff to provide an interim
tax reform package that hopefully will
pick up from $1 to $1% billion and pos-
sibly $2 billion worth of revenue.

Again I want to say that I fully expect
and hope that we will be able to agree on
this kind of package and that we will be
able to get it to the floor within the next
couple of weeks and that we will be able
to get it passed.

From there the commitiee will go on
early next year to the complete tax re-
form package on which we held thorough
hearings, as all Members know, earlier
this year. The staff is doing a great deal
of work in all the complex areas of taxa-
tion. The tax system does need over-
hauling. We had an extensive and com-
plicated tax reform package in 1969. It is
time now to move on and take care of the
inequities that have developed since then
or which we could not then deal with. It
is our intention early next year to bring
that to the Congress.

Mr, SMITH of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. SMITH of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to compliment the gentle-
man and the committee for proceeding
down this road in an orderly fashion.

Also I hope the gentleman and the
gentleman from Mississippi are making
progress on this budget legislation that
hopefully is going to change the method
of our doing business.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the remarks made by the gentleman
from New York.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
COLLIER) .

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of HR. 11104 which provides
for a $13 billion increase in the tempo-
rary public debt ceiling and extends the
period to which this limit applies to June
30, 1974,

In addition, as the distinguished gen-
tleman from Oregon who just preceded
me pointed out, the Committee on Ways
and Means sought to clarify certain am-
biguities relative to the legislative intent
in the Second Liberty Bond Act to allow
the Secretary of the Treasury with ap-
proval of the President to increase the
rate of interest paid on U.S. bonds by
one-half of 1 percent, to a level of 6
percent.

While there may be some misunder-
standing that a vote against increasing
the debt ceiling is a vote for economy,
nothing could be farther from fact. To
promote this misunderstanding for pol-
itical reason at this particular time does
a great disservice to the process of or-
derly debt management and the country
in general.

Every knowledgeable Member of this
body knows that we are faced with meet-
ing the good faith obligations of the
U.S. Government—obligations incurred
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solely by the Congress through the au-
thorization of appropriation process.

Failure to provide the borrowing au-
thority sought in this bill would result
in mandatory impoundment on a mam-
moth scale or outright default of Treas-
ury commitments which holds frighten-
ing if not catastrophic ramifications.

The present permanent statutory debt
ceiling is $400 billion. This permanent
ceiling is supplemented by temporary
borrowing authority which, under exist-
ing law through November 30 of this
yvear, amounts to $65 billion. The com-
bined permanent and temporary public
debt limitation has been at $465 billion
since October 27, 1972. The committee
bill would increase the temporary ceiling
by $13 billion until the end of this fiscal
year but makes no change in the per-
manent ceiling of $400 billion. The debt
subject to limitation as of October 31 is
estimated to be right at the existing limit
of $465 billion and by November 30 is
estimated to be over that limit by $2
billion. Therefore, it is imperative that
we act now to increase the combined
permanent and temporary limitation to
avoid difficulty at the end of this month
as well as to insure that the ceiling does
not revert to the $400 billion level at
that time. As the Members are aware,
should the latter occur, it would then be-
come impossible for the Government to
issue any new debt, roll over existing
debt and meet its bills as they occur.

It should be noted that the commit-
tee’s bill imposes a very tight debt lim-
itation on the Treasury during the rest
of the fiscal year. As is shown in the
following table, it is estimated that with
a $6 billion operating cash balance and
the normal $3 billion contingency, the
debt subject to limitation will be $478
billion on May 31, and often the month-
end indebtedness is exceeded within the
month. This means that the Treasury
will have to exercise extreme caution in
the management of the public debt dur-
ing the entire period for which the com-
mittee has increased the temporary lim-
itation.

PUBLIC DEBT SUBJECT TO LIMITATION, FISCAL YEAR
1974 (ESTIMATED)

|Based on estimated budget outlays of $270,000,000,000
and receipts of $270,000,000,000]

{In billions)

With
Operating Public debt  $3,000,000,000
ca

. cash  subject to margin for

Lol - - - - G’)G’)g

Source: Office of the Fiscal Assistant Secretary, Oct. 15, 1973

Congress last acted on this subject
during the summer and on July 1, 1973,
the existing $465 billion limitation
through November 30 became law. At
that time, the committee recommended
and Congress agreed that only a 5-month
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extension of the then existing debt lim-
itation should be approved despite the
administration’s request that the tem-
porary ceiling be increased by $20 bil-
lion—to $485 billion—through the end
of fiscal year 1974. In June, it was ap-
parent that the American economy had
been subject to unusual and rapid
changes in a short span of time and in
addition, up to that point Congress had
not yet passed any appropriation bills.
It was generally felt that the best course
was to merely extend the existing limita-
tion for a few months and then give the
question serious consideration again
when additional revenue and expendi-
ture estimates would be available. This
course has, I believe, proven fo be sound,

The administration in January fore-
cast a deficit of $24.8 billion on a unified
basis for fiscal 1973 and $34.1 billion on
a Federal funds basis. The actual deficit
for fiscal 1973 on a unified basis was
$14.4 billion and the Federal funds defi-
cit for that same period was $25 billion.
Similarly, the January projections of a
fiscal 1974 deficit of $12.7 billion on a
unified basis and $27.8 billion on a Fed-
eral funds basis, have been changed and
the administration now estimates that
the unified budget will be in balance at
the end of the fiscal year and the Fed-
eral funds deficit will be at the level of
$15.1 billion. On a unified basis, this is a
$9.4 billion improvement for fiscal 1973
and a $12.7 billion projected improve-
ment for fiscal 1974.

These welcome changes in the budget
picture are attributable to increased rev-
enues which have resulted from contin-
uing economic growth. While the pros-
pects of a balanced budget for fiscal 1974
are encouraging, the achievement of this
objective is by no means assured and, in
large measure, will be determined by a
tight control on expenditures in the re-
maining months of the fiscal year. This,
in turn, will depend upon Congressional
actions on spending bills presently pend-
ing and anticipated down the road. As
Director of the Office of Management
and Budget Ash indicated before our
committee, several bills currently being
considered by the Congress together with
inaction on certain savings proposed by
the President could add $5 billion to 1974
spending. Thus, whether we do achieve
a balanced budget in fiscal year 1974 lies
here in the Congress.

The committee’s action to increase the
temporary debt ceiling by $13 billion
through the end of fiscal year 1974 and
its belief that the total of $478 billion
will be sufficient for that period is predi-
cated on the assumption that expendi-
tures will stay within the budgeted
limits. Should there be any significant
increases in spending, without an at-
tendant jump in revenues, the $478 bil-
lion level will require similar increases.

I believe such a course would be ill-
advised and hope that Congress will
hold the line on spending this year. It
would be unfortunate if we had to re-
view the debt limitation before June as
a result of extravagant spending pro-
grams.

All of this merely highlights the de-
ficiencies in existing congressional struec-
tures for dealing with budgetary con-
trol. What we need are procedures for
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focusing our attention on the Federal
budget as a whole so that when we look
at the component parts of the budget,
we will have some guiding criteria en-
abling us to establish priorities in ac-
cordance with a responsible fiscal policy
that serves all of our people. Such pro-
cedures are at the very core of the rec-
ommendations of the Joint Study Com-
mittee on Budget Control and is em-
bodied in HR. 7130 which I am de-
lighted to say is presently under the ac-
tive consideration of the Rules Commit-
tee.

We need the institutional structures
that legislation will establish and we
need them as soon as possible so that
Congress will have something other than
the public debt limit legislation to use as
a tool for controlling Federal spending.
When we use the public debt to attempt
to control Federal spending we are really
only ameliorating the symptoms rather
than attacking the cause of Federal fis-
cal problems. The inadequacy of such
an approach is proven by the simple fact
that we have had to resort to it 3 times
within the last 12 months.

Once effective congressional budg-
etary control procedures are established
and operative, the reason for debt ceil-
ing legislation should be lessened. In ad-
dition, it will mean that Congress will
be in a position to deal with the Federal
fiscal problems in a meaningful and reg-
ular fashion rather than via the piece-
meal approach afforded by the debt ceil-
ing legislation.

In addition to requesting an increase
in the temporary debt ceiling, the ad-
ministration also urged the committee
to remove the existing ceiling on savings
bond rates in order that those rates
could be adjusted to insure that they
would remain competitive with other
marketable securities. The Secretary of
the Treasury pointed out that tens of
millions of Americans are enrolled in
savings bond programs and that because
it has been a cornerstone of the Govern-
ment’s debt management policy, the in-
terest rates payable under it must con-
tinue to be attractive to investors. The
increases in interest rates payable for
other securities in the recent past have
made it clear that an increase in the ex-
isting 514 percent payable on savings
bonds is required.

In 1970, Congress raised the maximum
interest rate allowable on savings bonds.
At that time, we provided that the inter-
est rate on the issue price of savings
bonds and certificates was not to afford a
yield in excess of 5}2 percent per year. In
that legislation, however, we also pro-
vided that the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, with the approval of the President,
could increase the interest rates and in-
vestment yields on savings bonds by one-
half of 1 percent of any acerual period on
or after June 1, 1970, In this case, the
interest was to be paid as a bonus either
on redemption or maturity. The Treasury
Department interpreted the legislative
intent of this provision in a way which
precluded its utilizing it to provide for a
general increase in savings bond rates.
The committee report accompanying
H.R. 11104 makes clear that it was the
intent of Congress to allow for such a
general rate increase of one-half of 1
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percent. Treasury Secretary Shultz indi-
cated that the Treasury Department
would not, at this time, raise the allow-
able rate above 6 percent even if it were
granted the flexible authority requested.
As a result, the committee concluded
there was no need to provide for a legis-
lative increase in the savings bond rates.
An increase to 6 percent can and should
be effected under present law.

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us con-
tains a needed increase in the present
debt limit which should allow the Gov-
ernment to meet its obligations until the
end of the current fiscal year. Its neces-
sity serves to highlight again the urgency
of congressional action on budgetary
control procedures. Certainly there is no
more important nor worthy objective and
it is my hope that we can move on the
budgetary control legislation in the near
future.

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

Mr. COLLIER. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. LANDGREEE) .

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

Mr. Chairman, just about a year ago
we sat in this Chamber and approved a
$15 billion increase in the public debt
under the guise of fancy rhetoric on how
we, the Congress, were going to reform
our budgetary procedures to curb this
reckless deficit spending. Today's legis-
lation to increase the public debt by an-
other $13 billion illustrates the failure of
Congress to address itself to the question
of fiscal responsibility. By neglecting this
question, we have failed the American
people, the taxpayers, who must ulti-
mately pay for our looseness and disre-
gard through the erosion of their buying
power.

Before considering fo approve this leg-
islation to raise the public debt to $478
billion for the remainder of fiscal year
1974, I ask you to weigh its economic im-
pact on our entire economy. First, a $13
billion increase would further stimulate
inflation creating the impetus for even
higher prices that reverberates through-
out every sector of our economy. How
can we with one hand initiate inflation
and then with the other hand try to cur-
tail inflation under the auspices of wage
and price controls? This sort of policy-
making not only makes little sense but
creates havoc with our Nation’s finances
and finally produces friction in the mar-
ketplace. We are in reality adding to in-
flationary pressures, while at the same
time disrupting the economy with unnec-
essary shortages caused by these unfair
and rigid price controls.

Second, continued inflation only
makes American goods and products less
competitive on the international market.
Do we wish to create another balance-of-
payments deficit when we are experienc-
ing for the first time in years a surplus
in foreign trade payments? If you re-
member, we devalued the dollar twice in
1 year to obtain this surplus, and in doing
so0, we asked the American consumer to
pay higher prices here at home and
overseas.

Lastly, if we want to exert ourselves to
fiscal responsibility and economic order
in this country, we must either dramat-
ically cut Federal spending or raise addi-
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tional revenues. Are you willing to return
home and ask your constituents and all
American taxpayers to pay for your vote
today to increase the national debt and
finance over $29 billion a year on its
interest? Why cannot we stop deceiving
the American public and honestly tell
them that we can no longer continue to
subsidize all our special interests? We
must put our personal biases and pref-
erences aside and set some budgetary
priorities for ourselves and the country,
like responsible human beings.

There are many bills already pending
in committees which call for a balanced
budget and a ban on deficit appropriat-
ing. I have cosponsored two such meas-
ures. Yet we somehow find it more im-
portant and in the immediate national
interest to lift the TV blackout on pro
football games so we may watch the
Redcoats—I mean the Blueskins—oh,
the Redskins every Sunday afternoon,
than we do in putting our financial house
in order.

For the first time in over a decade we
have a nonwartime economy with full
employment and record prosperity.

Is not this a perfect set of circum-
stances under which to reflect patriotie
zeal by taking the tough but necessary
actions to bring our Federal budget into
balance?

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to urge support
for H.R. 11104, a bill to provide for a tem-
porary inecrease in the public debt limit
through June 30, 1974.

This legislation is essential to permit
the Treasury to conduct the finances of
the Government in an efficient manner.
Without this legislation, the Treasury
will lack the authority to discharge its
obligations and to pay the bills for the
spending programs voted by the Con-
gress. The present temporary debt limit
of $465 billion will expire on Novem-
ber 30 of this year, and the actual debt
is expected to exceed this limit sometime
late in November if the Treasury is to be
permitted to maintain a normal oper-
ating cash balance. Moreover, if the pres-
ent temporary limit is permitted to ex-
pire, the debt limit will revert to its per-
manent level of $400 billion on Decem-
ber 1.

The $478 billion temporary debt limit
proposed in this bill, while $2 billion less
than the amount requested by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury, should be adequate
to permit the Treasury to operate effi-
ciently throughout the remainder of this
fiscal year based on present estimates of
budget receipts and outlays.

In presenting his request for an in-
crease in the temporary debt limit, the
Secretary of the Treasury also proposed
removal of the statutory interest ceiling
on U.S. savings bonds so as to permit the
Treasury to pay a fair competitive rate
to the holders of these bonds. The Treas-
ury is concerned that an interpretation
of present law would appear to limit the
interest rate on savings bonds to 52
percent. Yet, the Ways and Means Com-
mittee has made clear in reporting the
debt limit bill that the Treasury may
under present law pay a rate as high as
8 percent. Thus, the Treasury may now
increase the savings bond rate from

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

5% percent to 6 percent, which should
be adequate under present circumstances,
and a statutory amendment is not neces-
sary at this time.

Mr. Chairman, I want to express my
views about the necessity of allowing
this legislation to proceed through the
legislative process unencumbered by non-
germane amendments. The Ways and
Means Committee voted overwhelmingly
to recommend passage of this legislation
in its present form. We have long taken
the position that the debt ceiling legisla-
tion should be considered on its own
merits as should other legislation. It is
not a device for obtaining approval by
the President of other items—however
important—which may or may not be
acceptable to either the Congress or the
President on their own merits.

I am delighted that the Committee
on Rules ultimately saw the wisdom of
this position. I am confident that the
final action on this legislation and that
which the Committee on Ways and Means
will recommend to the House in the other
areas of concern to all Members will
serve to validate the position taken by
that committee, In short, I believe we
should keep the debt ceiling legislation
clean and I hope the other body will
understand and appreciate our intention
to do so. There are other times and other
bills for the consideration of other items.
This necessary debt ceiling legislation
should not be held hostage for them.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to say a
word about the need for permanent con-
gressional budget control procedures.
We must, in my opinion, bring order to
the existing chaotic system we have for
dealing with Federal fiscal problems. The
Rules Committee has under considera-
tion the legislation which would estab-
lish tools we need to accomplish this.
As a member of the Joint Study Com-
mittee on Budget Control as well as a
sponsor of H.R. 7130, which incorporates
the recommendations of the Joint Study
Committee, I can assure my colleagues
that after studying the problems in-
volved, we became convinced that action
was required immediately to establish
these procedures. As a result, I strongly
urge my colleagues on the Rules Com-
mittee to act on this legislation as soon
as possible.

I hope that this periodic exercise of an
ineffective approach to Federal spending
control through debt ceiling legislation
will no longer be needed after the Con-
gress legislates in the field of budgetary
control. Our present method of gaging
the effects of spending after all appro-
priations have been approved is clearly
inadequate and after the fact. This re-
view after excessive spending has been
approved only results in our continuing
deficits and mounting debt. No clearer
evidence is needed than to review the
gloomy and deteriorating picture of in-
terest on our public debt. For the current
fiscal year this interest is calculated to
be $28 billlon; last year it was $23 bil-
lion—better than a 26-percent increase
in just 1 year. And what was our interest
just 5 and 10 years ago? In 1960 our in-
terest was $16.6 billion and in 1964 it was
$10.7 billion.

The need for quick action on con-
gressional budgetary control has no bet-
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ter stimulus than a review of these de-
spairing figures—our debt interest in-
crease from $10.7 billion to $29 billion
in just 10 years. Over 170-percent in-
crease. How imprudent can we be?

Mr. ULLMAN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. SCHNEEBELIL I am glad to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. ULLMAN. I wani to commend the
gentleman from Pennsyivania for the
important part he has played as a mem-
ber of the Joint Study Committee on
Budget Control and for his continuing
interest in that matter.

I certainly could not agree with him
more that this would be the most sig-
nificant and positive aspect, if we could
enact a budget control bill, that has oc-
curred in this or any other Congress.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. I thank the gen-
tleman. I am glad the gentleman from
Oregon and the gentleman on our side,
Mr. CoLLIiER, both emphasize the need
for budget control and the quick adop-
tion of legislation similar to this meas-
ure we are talking about.

Mr. SYMMS. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. I am glad to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. SYMMS. My question of the dis-
tinguished ranking minority member is
this: We do not have a budgetary con-
trol measure now before us because it is
not law.

Mr. SCHNEEBELIL It is in the Com-
mittee on Rules.

Mr. SYMMS. Yes, but it has been
there a month or so, I believe. Is there
any way in which we can project to the
Members of this body and the adminis-
tration that we would like to know why
it would not be possible to have them
come out with a tighter figure in ad-
vance so that possibly we could cut a
couple or $3 billion out of this measure?
‘We would be able to do that, perhaps, if
we could know 6 months in advance.

Mr, SCHNEEBELL I am glad the gen-
tleman brought up the subject. Last
June when the Treasury Department
came before our committee to ask for
that ceiling increase they asked for $485
billion. Our committee saw fit to con-
tinue it at the then existing level of $465
billion through the month of November.
At that time our revenue increase was
greater than our expenditure increase,
and that situation has continued with
the result that we were able to keep the
increase at a more modest level than
we previously anticipated.

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

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Our income since June has expanded
about $4 billion more than anticipated
at that time, and our expenditures figure
has gone up about $1.2 billion. So the
trend appears to be going in the right
direction. I anticipate the Committee
on Rules will come out with some form
of budgetary control before the 1975 ap-
propriations bills are acted on.

Mr. COLLIER. Will the genfleman
yield?

Mr. SCHNEEBELIL Of course I yield
to the gentleman.
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Mr. COLLIER. There is one other rea-
son for it, namely, we all tried to pro-
vide a tight limit on borrowing authority.

On the other hand, when you get it
too tight, this is what can happen: If
vou reach the point where the obliga-
tions have to be met and you do not have
adequate funds fo meet them you imme-
diately have to go to the market, sell
Government bonds on an almost emer-
gency basis, and when you do this—and
I think this happened, as I recall, in the
spring of 1958 when Anderson was Secre-
tary of the Treasury—he tried to work
too close to the line—and what then hap-
pened, you have either the pressure of
defaulting on the good faith and obliga-
tions of the Federal Government, or you
get it with emergency borrowing. And
whenever this has happened in the past,
the Treasury must go out and float short-
term, high-interest bonds, and this be-
comes costly.

So you do not always save anything by
going too close to the line as long as in
the process you leave some reasonable
elbow room for borrowing. This is merely
the authority to be used only when the
Government finds itself in a position not
to be able to meet the obligations in
which the House of Representatives and
the Senate have concurred.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding, and the
answer given. The gentleman pointed
out that the revenue of the Government
increased so we did not have to ask for
as much money, but the spending has
continued to increase also.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the zen-
tleman has again expired.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 additional minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCHNEEBELI).

Mr. SYMMS. If the gentleman will
yield further, as I said, the spending has
continued to increase, and what I am
trying to get at is you have to try to use
some kind of a lever,

Mr. SCHNEEBELI, The best lever to
use is budgetary control. The debt ceil-
ing is after the fact. It is a rather futile
gesture. I think we are spending too
much money, and I am glad that it is
about to be replaced by something a
little more acceptable and practical.

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

Mr. SCHNEEBELL I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Does the setting of this
increase in the debt ceiling include in
any way, shape, form, or manner the $2.2
billion on top of other budgeted funds
that the President is asking Congress to
appropriate?

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. It does not.

Mr. GROSS. As a result of his uni-
lateral intervention in the Middle East?

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. It does not.

I might also remind the gentleman
that neither the House nor the other
body have voted for this increase either;
$2.2 billion is the request. That may be
revised, and I hope downward.

Mr. GROSS. Enowing something
about the operation of the House of
Representatives and, by some distance,
the other body, I am not too sure that
the gentleman can take very much con-
solation from the fact that the request
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has been made, or the hope that it will
be a less amount downward.

In this money that has accrued to the
Government, is any of that attributable
to the recent devaluation of the dollar,
and the increase in the value of despica-
ble gold?

Mr., SCHNEEBELI. The gentleman
means the increase in the Federal in-
come?

Mr. GROSS. That is correct.

Mr, SCHNEEBELIL It is due largely to
corporate profits which are higher than
were anticipated. There are also more
people on the payroll who are paying
more taxes and making more money. It
is due to the increase in the incomes of
the individuals as well as corporations.

Mr. GROSS. Did not the Government
pick up $100 billion, at least that much,
by virtue of the devaluation of the dollar,
and the increase in the price of gold?

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

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Ver-
mont (Mr, MALLARY).

Mr. MALLARY. Mr. Chairman, I just
take this time, briefly, to advise the
Members that I am going to be offering
an amendment when we get into the 5-
minute rule. I am not discussing the leyel
of the debt, nor do I intend to discuss any
new legislative initiatives or addition to
the debt level; the only issue is whether
we have a permanent or temporary debt
ceiling. The amendment that I plan to
offer will make the debt limit as recom-
mended by the Committee on Ways and
Means, $478 billion, permanent rather
than $400 billion permanent, and $78 bil-
lion of temporary debt.

I certainly have no particular constit-
uent pressure back home to vote for a
debt increase because nobody likes any
increase in the debt at all.

If we analyze recent history, we find
that since the level of the temporary
debt reached $50 billion in 1972, we have
had a pattern of nongermane Senate
amendments being added to the debt
ceiling bill. In 1972, June; we had a 20-
percent social security increase; in Oc-
tober 1972, we had a spending ceiling, the
Joint Committee on Budget Control,
legislation with regard to information on
impoundments, and amendments rela-
tive to the unemployment compensation
laws.

In June 1973, the Members will recall
that we also dealt with the 5.9-percent
increase in social security and the social
security tax increase, and I am not dis-
cussing the amendments that have been
stripped from it in conference.

I was pleased to hear the gentleman
from Oregon just recently say that he
thought it was unwise to add to a debt
ceiling bill a lot of nongermane matter.
I think that it is good advice for us here
in the House. We passed the rule on that
basis, and I think it is good advice for
us not to send over to the other body a
sitting duck for nongermane amend-
ments.

I have been unhappy with the House
being held hostage as we have been in
the past 2 years for nongermane amend-
ments coming over on this bill, and al-
though making the debt ceiling perma-
nent is not anything that any of us are
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enthused about, and although it will not
help us this fall, I can assure the Mem-
bers that if we adopt this amendment,
next June 30 we will have an opportu-
nity to consider a good many more
amendments on a deliberative and or-
derly basis than we have been able to up
to now.

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

Mr. MALLARY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. DENNIS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. What the gentleman is say-
ing, although I am not versed in this
field, makes very good sense. Certainly
if we do anything about nongermane
amendments, it will be desirable, I am
very tired of them not only on this bill,
but on a number of other measures which
are coming before us.

Would the gentleman mind explain-
ing just a little bit more how his pro-
rosed amendment will help that situa-
tion?

Mr. MALLARY. I will be very happy
to. At the present time with a $400 hil-
lion permanent debt limit and a $65 bil-
lion temporary limit, at any time that
the temporary limit expires—and it is
going to expire November 30 of this
year—we would face fiscal chaos and
perhaps the fiscal collapse of the Fed-
eral Government, because we could not
refund bonds and we could not pay
checks. Therefore, we are under the gun
every time to renew the temporary debt
limit, and if nongermane amendments
come back on the bill at the last minute
from the other body, we do not have the
option of taking the time for consider-
ing them deliberatively, or raising points
of order, or denying them, because we
are under the pressure that the Federal
Government fiseally will collapse if we
do not pass the bill by the fixed deadline.
It is that which most concerns me.

_Mr. DENNIS. If the gentleman wiil
vield further, I think his point is that we
would both have to come back a little
less often, if we made this permanent at
$478 billion, and also when we did come
back, we would not be in as vulnerable
a situation, because a breakdown would
not be so imminent and we would have
a little more leeway.

Mr. MALLARY. I would hope we would
not come back so often, but the primary
concern I would have is that the Gov-
ernment would not break down if we
declined to pass an additional increase.

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

Mr. BROYHILL, of Virginia. M.
Chairman, I rise to recommend passage
of HR. 11104, a bill to provide for a
temporary increase in the amount of
public debt subject to statutory limita-
tion. This bill would increase the tem-
porary debt ceiling to $478 billion
through June 30, 1974.

The present temporary debt limit of
$465 billion will expire on November 30
of this year, and without further action
by the Congress, the debt limit reverts
to its permanent level of $400 billion on
December 1. Yet the actual debt is ex-
pected to exceed $465 billion late in
November. Thus an increase in the tem-
porary debt ceiling is required before
the final week of November if the Treas-
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ury is to be permitted to maintain an
operating cash balance in the amount
normally required for efficient financial
management.

The $478 billion debt limit recom-
mended in the bill by the Ways and
Means Committee is $2 billion less than
the amount requested by the Secretary
of the Treasury in his testimony before
the committee. While this will undoubt-
edly make the Treasury’s cash man-
agement task more difficult at times, -
believe that the Treasury should be able
to operate efficiently within this limit
barring major unforeseen circumstances,
and I believe that the Congress should
provide a reasonable but not excessive
margin for contingencies.

A vote for increasing the amount of
the debt limit is not, ol course, a vote
for increasing Federal spending or def-
icits. The level of Federal spending, and
thus the deficit, is otherwise determined
by the Congress in the appropriations
process. Having thus voted for the spend-
ing programs that require increased
Government debi, the Congress must now
face up to its responsibility to permit the
Treasury to borrow the money necessary
to discharge its obligations.

It should also be made clear that there
is no inconsistency between increasing
the debt limit and balancing the budget
in the fiscal year 1974. Even with a bal-
ance in the unified budget, the Treasury
is required to increase its debt substan-
tially because of the large amounts of
Treasury securities issued to the Federal
trust funds. Thus, while the Treasury
estimates a balanced budget in fiscal year
1974, the trust funds are estimated to
have a surplus of $15 billion which will
be invested in Treasury securities and
will thus cause an increase in the public
debt despite the balance in the unified
budget.

It is also important to note that as a
result of language the committee voted
to include in the committee report re-
garding the legislative intent of the Sec-
ond Liberty Bond Act, it will be possible
for the Treasury to increase the rate paid
on U.S. savings bonds to 6 percent. Such
a hike in this rate is needed so that the
millions of Americans holding these
bonds will be able to get a return on
them commensurate with the return be-
ing paid by other investments. I believe
this increase is long overdue.

Mr, Chairman, we must act responsibly
to increase the public debt limit and the
legislation recommended by the Ways
and Means Committee does just this. It
should be supported in its recommended
form without extraneous matters tied to
it. Those other legislative items can be
dealt with separately on their own
merits. Let this bill either pass or fail on
the same basis.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
earlier today I joined with many of my
colleagues in opposing the rule providing
for the consideration of H.R. 11104, the
debt ceiling bill. This rule has prevented
the House of Representatives from con-
sidering a very important amendment
that would have been offered by Con-
gressmen Reuss and Vanik. This amend-
ment was designed to make major im-
provements in our social security system,
and would have made important and long
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overdue reforms in our loophole-ridden
tax system. The Reuss-Vanik proposal
would have increased social security
benefits immediately by 7 percent, and a
further 5.9-percent increase in benefits
wur;ﬂd have become effective on July 1,
1974,

The proposal also would have tight-
ened the minimum tax on so-called pref-
erence income and tightened loopholes.
Unfortunately, the House Rules Commit-
tee, reversing an earlier decision, acted
to frustrate consideration of the Reuss-
Vanik proposal. Subsequently, an effort
to allow for the consideration of the
Reuss-Vanik amendment has, lament-
ably, failed.

The Ways and Means Committee has
failed to take the necessary action to
provide the 26 million elderly Americans
with a social security increase they des-
perately need now—not months from
now. Instead, the committee accepted, by
one vete, an ~ndministration proposal that
will inerease social security benefits by 10
percent, but this increase will not be-
come effective until July 1 of 1974, This
proposal fails to meet the immediate
needs of millions of elderly Americans,
who have too long borne the brunt of
today’s punishing inflation. A responsible
Congress should act now to provide
needed relief for the millions of elderly
Americans who are on fixed incomes and
thus unable to cope with rising prices.
Granted, the Ways and Means Commit-
tee will soon report to the House legisla-
tion that will increase benefits by 10 per-
cent next July, but we must ask our-
selves, how can we expect social security
recipients to adequately survive in the
interim?

For these reasons, I opposed the rule
granted for the debt ceiling and I
strongly supported the substitute rule
and the Reuss-Vanik amendment. This
amendment would have provided an
immediate 7 percent social security ben-
efit increase, with an additional 5.9 per-
cent cost-of-living increase next July.
It would have also implemented major
reform of key inequities in our tax sys-
tem, providing enough revenue, $3 bil-
lion, in the process to completely finance
the social security inerease—without
further increases in the already heavy
payroll tax, as is called for in the Ways
and Means Committee proposal.

The Reuss-Vanik proposal, had it been
considered, would have significantly ex-
panded the revenue gained through the
minimum tax, as well as bringing a
measure of equity to our tax system. Cur-
rently some kinds of unearned income
are taxed at far lower rates than “ordi-
nary” earned income. This amendment
would have lumped together important
kinds of preference income and taxed
this income at one-half the ordinary tax
rate. This provision would have increased
taxes on capital gains, as well as reduced
the tax-avoidance features of the ac-
celerated depreciation allowance for real
estate and the notorious oil-depletion al-
lowance. The current exemption of $30,-
000 of preference income would have
been lowered to $10,000. The deduction
allowed for taxes paid on nonpreference
income contained in existing law would
have been ended. And, the tax rate on
preference income would have been in-
creased from the current 10 percent flat
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rate, to one-half the rate from ordinary
tax tables.

This is not as far-reaching a proposal
as I would favor, but it would have been
an important step forward. This proposal
would have made a few wealthy taxpay-
ers, now getting unfair breaks, pay their
fair share, as more than 90 percent of
the estimated yield from these changes
in the tax laws would have come from
taxpayers with adjusted gross incomes in
excess of $50,000.

Congress has made an error in not
passing this amendment that would have
meant so much to our elderly and been
so important for the fairness of our tax
system. The senior citizens of our coun-
try, faced with daily jumps in prices,
need our help now. They need an im-
mediate T-percent increase in social
security. But the House, by refusing to
consider this amendment, has turned its
back on them.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to this
proposal which would increase the public
debt from the present level of $465 bil-
lion to $475.7 billion, and thus place our
shaky economie situation in even more
jeopardy.

At the end of 1968, our public debt was
$350.7 billion, and now, 5 years later, it
is up to $462.7 billion—an astonishing
32 percent or $112.7 billion increase in
only 5 years.

This year in fact, we are paying $26
billion—a full 7 percent of the total Fed-
eral budget—merely to pay off the inter-
est on the money borrowed over the last
several years.

But, even more shocking is the fact
that our public debt represents almost 40
percent of gross national product.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot continue to
operate in this manner; we cannot con-
tinue to fund programs with borrowed
money.

Let me recite a little recent history to
remind my colleagues of the spending
spree that the Government has been on:

In 1970, the Federal Government spent
$196.6 billion—$2.8 billion more than it
collected in taxes.

In 1971, it spent $211.4 billion—$23
billion more than the amount collected
in taxes.

In 1972, $231.9 billion was spent by the
Federal Government—$23.2 billion more
than it collected in taxes.

In 1973, $249.8 billion was spent to fund
Federal programs—taxes collected fell
$24 .8 billion short of meeting that figure.

And, finally, 1974, the Federal Govern-
ment will spend an estimated $268.7 bil-
lion, but tax revenues will fail to meet
that level by $12.7 billion.

A balanced budget, it seems to me, is
not impossible and can only be restored
by fiscal restraint and fiscal responsi-
bility.

The place to start is by cutiing unnec-
essary programs and by placing the ad-
ministration on notice that spending now
to be repaid in the future will not be
tolerated.

The time has passed for the Congress
to take the initiative and stop burdening
future generations with even higher
taxes. The time has passed for the Con-
gress to cut Federal spending and thus
help control the inflation that continues
to eat into the dollar,
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Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, in the near
future—certainly during our next con-
sideration of the public debt ceiling leg-
islation—it would be my hope that the
Congress could act to place the activities
of the Export-Import Bank back under
the public debt ceiling.

The Export-Import Bank was removed
{from the national debt by a provision in
the Export Expansion Finance Act of
1971. When that bill was on the floor of
the House, I offered an amendment to
keep the Bank and the sums it borrowed
from the Treasury inside the debt. That
effort lost by a vote of 112 to 249.

Since then, many of the arguments
used in opposition to my amendment
have become invalid.

For example, it was argued that the
Bank was not like other federally backed
lending institutions kept in the debt. It
was said that “other” banks made “low”
rate loans of 2 or 3 percent over long pe-
riods. The Export-Import Bank, however,
was said to make only “hard” loans:
high, 6-percent loans, with quick repay-
ment.

Now we find that the Bank is asking
for an additional $10 billion in commit-
ment authority so that it can make
6-percent loans into the Soviet Union
and Eastern European countries, repay-
able to the Bank generally over 6 to 12
years. There is no way that such loans
can be called “hard or safe” loans under
today’s interest rate conditions and in
light of the lack of financial information
we have about many of these Eastern
European countries.

Another argument against keeping the
Export-Import Bank in the national debt
was that it made a profit; it returned
more money to the Treasury than it took
out.

First, if the Bank is such a sure thing,
if it is so profitable, why does the Fed-
eral Government have anything to do
with it? Why cannot private institutions
take it over and run it without Govern-
ment backing? Apparently, those who
are selling their goods and jumbo jets
in these foreign countries are fearful of
defaults and nationalizations. They want
Uncle Sam to back them up and protect
them—to save them from heavy losses.

In addition, if the Bank is so profitable,
why does it not pay back the Treasury
for the capital provided by the taxpay-
ers? Instead, while returning $50 million
in dividends to the Treasury in fiscal year
1973, the Bank had an operating income
of $152.2 million in fiscal year 1973 but
expenses of $223.7 million, Net borrow-
ings from the Treasury were $144.2 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1973. Borrowings will
undoubtedly be higher in fiscal 1974 due
to the high interest rates and the Bank’s
request for $10 billion in commitment
authority.

The argument that the Exim is self-
supporting and does not require any tax-
rayer-supported Federal subsidy does not
hold water. The subsidies, although not
cases of out-and-out financial support,
usually come in the form of back-door
subsidies. The nature of the subsidies
was well described at hearings on Exim
before the Senate Subcommittee on In-
ternational Affairs of the Senate Bank-
ing Committee in March of 1971.

Basically, the subsidies to Exim fall in
several areas:
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First. The diversion of capital from
domestic needs and business. For exam-
ple, if $10 million is loaned to a foreign
country for purchase of some American
export product, that $10 million must be
borrowed by Exim from the Treasury or
from the private market, thus precluding
domestic use and circulation of that capi-
tal. The cost of such a capital withdraw-
al from the domestic money pool is dif-
ficult, if not impossible, to figsure—how
can we calculate the effect of the un-
ayvailability of capital in American busi-
ness? How can we know when the di-
verted money could have instead, for ex-
ample, gone to scientific research, to
create new products and to increase
domestic productivity?

This problem area is compounded when
Exim makes loans in order to allow pur-
chase of American products that have
very little or no foreign competition. This
is the case with many American aircraft
sales abroad—and in fiscal year 1973
nearly one-third of the banking loans,
$710 million, were for jumbo jets and
T07's.

In all probability, those foreign buyers
would have “bought American” regard-
less of the availability of Exim loans, be-
cause of the proven superiority of these
American planes. It would make far more
sense for Exim to instead guarantee
loans from other sources, and thus de-
crease the amount of committed capi-
tal—thus reducing the level of subsidies
required for the sale of noncompetition
products.

Second. In addition to the diversion of
capital from domestic areas and the sub-
sidies that situation creates, money bor-
rowed from the Treasury by Exim is
money that could have ordinarily been
used to stabilize the national debt, and
since that is not occurring, more money
must be borrowed—Ifrom the private
market—at a high interest rate. This, of
course, is another hidden subsidy that
cventually reaches into the pockets of the
American taxpayer.

Third. The other area of Federal sub-
sidy to the Exim Bank is the privilege
allowed Exim of borrowing money from
the Treasury at interest rates lower than
the rates the Treasury must pay to
obtain the money. While the Exim loan
rate to foreign businesses was only 6
percent, the Treasury Department had
to pay the market rate of almost 9 per-
cent to get that money for Exim to loan.
The difference between the two rates is
another subsidy. Taking just the fiscal
year of 1970 as an example, it has been
estimated that this interest rate differ-
ential subsidy amounted to $16.8 million.

The interest subsidy in fiscal year
1973-74 will undoubtedly be even higher
due to the unprecedented high interest
rates.

In conclusion, Senator PRoxMIRE esti-
mated in the subcommittee hearing, the
total subsidy to Exim in fiscal year 1970
was $68.8 million.

Mr. Chairman, whenever a federally
backed agency—in or out of the debt
ceiling—borrows in the private money
markets, it creates a cost in higher in-
terest rates for all borrowers. The Fed-
eral financing of that cost is a subsidy
which should be examined and controlled
by the Congress.

The effect of placing the Bank outside
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of the debt is to remove the Bank from
annual expenditure and net lending
limitations imposed by the budget. The
Commission on Budget Concepts, ap-
pointed in 1966, and composed of former
Secretary of the Treasury, Eennedy; the
Comptroller General; Chairman MAHON;
and our late colleague, the Honorable
Frank Bow, unanimously recommended
that all programs operated by entities
in which the capital stock is owned by
the Government or which have recourse
to Federal funds should be included in
the budget on a net lending basis.

In other words, this distinguished
Commission recommended that the
hudget totals should include the dif-
ference between loan outlays or dis-
kursements on the one hand and loan re-
payments on the other hand. In short,
the Export-Import Bank should be in
the debt total.

The Comptroller General, Mr. Staats,
testified before the House Banking and
Currency Committee in the spring of
1973 in opposition to excluding the Bank
from the debt ceiling. As he said in his
testimony :

In our view, excluding the Export-Import
Bank’s receipts and disbursements from
the budget totals would establish a highly
undesirable precedent since the exclusion
could, with equal logic and justification
e applied to other loan programs.

In my opinion, it is impossible to differen-
tiate between this program and other loan
programs in the budget. It would open the
door to excluding other programs, a weak-
ening of the budgetary process, and reduce
the ability of the Congress to establish budg-
etary priorities.

At this time of new directions for
the Bank, and the need for greater con-
gressional control over expenditures, I
would hope that the Congress would con-
sider favorable efforts to return the Bank
to coverage within the debt ceiling.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, today I
shall vole to oppose another increase in
the temporary limit on public debt. This
is a perennial issue Congress faces. The
arguments I have raised in the past re-
main true today. By adding to the public
debt, we raise the tax burden, especially
that of the middle- and lower-income
citizens. In addition we abdicate our con-
stitutional responsibility to determine
how much the Government should
spend. If, as some say, we are spending
too much, it is our duty to determine
what should be cut. We are not legally
permitted to surrender such responsi-
bilities to the President or the Office of
Management and Budget. Finally, by
submitting to a higher debt limit we are
in effect sanctioning the terribly mis-
shapen priorities of this administration
and condoning its fiscal irresponsibility.

As I have argued before, I am not op-
posed to additional spending. I believe
that we must be prepared to spend mas-
sive amounts for such programs as hous-
ing, child care, public service employ-
ment, mass transit, and pollution abate-
ment. We have for too long neglected
these vital domestic needs in favor of
wasteful military adventures, and if
money alone is the price we eventually
pay for that neglect, we will be fortunate
indeed.

The problem is that raising money by
borrowing it merely adds an additional
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burden—that of the debt service—to the
existing inequitable tax structure. This
sort of device merely adds to the lion's
share of the burden already borne by our
low=- and middle-income citizens, and we
then add insult to injury by spending
the money on weapons instead of houses,
schools, and child care centers.

There are many better ways to raise
money. Tax reform has been talked about
and promised for several years, We are
still waiting for the major reform pro-
posal promised by the President in
August 1971. We will wait a long time
more judging by today's events. And we
certainly provide no incentive whatsoever
for him to act on tax reform if we per-
sist in granting each of his revenue re-
quests. Indeed our failure to pass one
modest reform as an addition to this bill
is a clear message to the President that
he and the special interests he serves are
still in control of the pursestrings. I can-
not explain or justify this situation to my
constituents. Is it so unreasonable to sup-
pose that if we failed to provide Mr.
Nixon with a fiscal cushion for his next
series of deficit expenditures, he might be
forced to face both tax reform and fiscal
responsibility ? Are not such ends entirely
consistent with the public interest?

If we pass this bill, we are in effect ap-
proving the unjust tax system, the addi-
tional billions for defense, including
whatever is necded to insure more war in
Southeast Asia, and the starvation of
human priorities at home.

Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr.
Chairman, I am compelled to vote
against HR. 11104 which seeks to raise
the temporary public debt limit from
$465 to $478 billion. I feel that limitation
of the public debt is a totally unsatis-
factory way of controlling budgetary ex-
penditures and revenues. It is also an-
other convenient way of giving the Presi-
dent what he wants without a direct con-
frontation on the issues and without in-
voking another Presidential veto.

This Congress, under pressure from
the administration and despite the end
of the war in Vietnam, has appropr.ated
funds for an increased defense budget.
Without rigorous and careful examina-
tion of the need for this excessive spend-
ing, we have funded more money than
ever before for the military complex. At
the same time, we have put up with the
refusal of the Ways and Means Commit-
tee to begin work on meaningful tax re-
form. With a new and equitable tax sys-
tem, we can close tax loopholes, insuring
that large corporations, people in the
high income brackets, and others who
presently contribute little if anything fo
the Federal coffers are assessed a fair
share of their income, and thereby
greatly expand our spending ability.

Cutting the fat defense budget and in-
creasing tax revenues through tax re-
form would easily eliminate the need to
raise the debt ceiling, They would also
put into effect the proper congressional
mechanisms for legislative control of fis-
cal matters. It is high time that Congress
reasserted its directive power in this crit-
ical area, rather than allowing the execu-
tive branch to set policy and then ac-
cepting executive demands that such pol-
fcy be implemented as they see fit. It
seems to me highly irresponsible as well
as inequitable for us to saddle future
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generations with a huge public debt be-
cause we failed to take effective steps to
control Government spending and in-
crease Federal revenues.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN., The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That during
the period beginning on the date of the en-
actment of this Act and ending on June 30,
1974, the public debt limit set forth in the
first sentence of section 21 of the Second
Liberty Bond Act (31 U.B8.C. 767b) shall be
temporarily increased by $78,000,000,000,

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, SYMMS

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Symms: On
page 1, line 7, strike the figure “$78,000,000,-
ouv™ and insert the figure *75,700,000,000™.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
this amendment today, even after the
debate that we had and the collogquy
with the ranking members of the minor-
ity on the Committee on Ways and Means
and on the majority side, because I feel
that the increasing of the national debt
is the only way that we ever discuss how
it is that we are organizing the debt of
this country into our currency and de-
basing the currency that the people use
in the exchange for their goods and
services. In our specialized society the
total debasement of our currency will
be much more devastating to our coun-
try and our people than it has been in
any other society before us because of the
specialization that we now live in.

I think that healthy discussion about
increasing the national debt, even if it
has to come up a month or two earlier,
is a very healthy thing, and bear in
mind it does not have to come up if
we tighten our belt.

My amendment very simply lowers the
national debt from $478 billion down
to $475.7 billion.

This is a $2.3 billion cut. It in no way
will put the Government in a position
where it will not be able to meet its ob-
ligations and pay its bills. It will bring
a little more light into the subject of
looking into waste we have in the Fed-
eral Government.

We have given the President authority
this year and the power to ask the private
sector of our economy not to raise prices
and not to have wage raises but somehow
we never seem to want to give that mes-
sage back to the appropriation level of
the Federal Government. I certainly am
in sympathy with the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. ScHNEEBELI) on his
position that budgetary control is the
proper way to do this, but as I see it this
is the only way we can vote to send a
message to the Appropriations Commit-
tee that we would like to appropriate
less money and send a message to the ad-
ministration and the House leadership
of both our parties that we do not want
to keep coming up with schemes for
spending more of the taxpayers’ money,
such as the recent suggestion to spend
$2.2 billion on the intervention in this
or that war.
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I think this is a responsible amend-
ment. I urge support of this amendment
to this legislation.

Mr, SCHNEEBELI, Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, as was stated in pre-
vious debate, the original request for this
debt ceiling increase last June was $485
billion. It has been scaled down to $478
billion, The Treasury officials assure us
and show us that sometime between April
30 and May 31 the debt ceiling will be at
$475 billion or over.

We have been constantly reminded
that we cannot put the Secretary of the
Treasury in a box so that he is not al-
lowed to sign checks for a period nf 3
or 4 days. This happened in the Eisen-
hower administration in 1958. The Treas-
ury was embarrassed. There was a finan-
cial fiasco that ensued as a result of this
too tight debt ceiling.

A $3 billion contingency fund has al-
ways been authorized by the House. This
$478 billion we feel is a very strict debt
ceiling. It was reduced from $485 billion
that was requested in June.

We are very much opposed to this fur-
ther limitation and reduction.

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

Mr. SCHNEEBELIL, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oregon.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I asso-
ciate myself as do others over here with
the remarks made by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania. In view of the world situ-
ation and the critical problems we have
ahead of us and fhe uncertainties about
the economy, we think it would be wise
to stay with the $478 billion. We think we
have cut the administration enough.
They could live within this budget, but
it would in our judgment avert any na-
tional crisis.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Idaho.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very reason-
able amendment. In fact, I would like to
cut it another $100 million,

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair
count.

Sixty-one Members are present, not
a quorum. The call will be taken by elec-
tronic device.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:

will

[Roll No. 565]

Foley
Fraser Murphy, I11.
Gray OQ'Hara
Green, Oreg. Patman
Gubser Reld
Hansen, Wash. Rooney, N.Y.
Hébert Rooney, Pa.
Jarman Rosenthal
Jones, Tenn, Ryan
Kastenmeier St Germain
Lehman Sandman
Mahon Stanton,
Mayne James V.
Diggs Metcalfe Tlernan
Dingell Mills, Ark. Young, Ga.
Edwards, Calif. Mitchell, Md.

Accordingly the committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. NarcHeR, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that committee

Anderson, I11.
Ashley

Bell
Blackburn
Blatnik
Bolling
Buchanan
Burke, Calif.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Clark
Coughlin
Davis, Wis.

Moss
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having had under consideration the hill
(H.R. 11104) and finding itself without
o quorum, he had directed the Members
to record their presence by electronic de-
vice, when 387 Members recorded their
presence, & guorum, and he submitted
herewith the names of the absentees to
be spread upon the Journal.

The committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. BURKE) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr,
Chairman, if we have ever been con-
cerned about Federal spending, we had
better be concerned about it this after-
noon, because this might be our last op-
portunity to do something about reckless-
ness and extravagance in Government.

I am supporting the distinguished act-
ing chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means (Mr. Urrman) in his attempt
to put through the budget control bill,
but that is still in the far off future and
it is highly conjectural whether anything
will be done about that or not before we
get through this session of Congress.

I am supporting him in that attempt,
but I want to point out the figures pre-
sented to us in the House Committee on
Ways and Means show that the public
debt subject to limitation for 1974 as of
January 1 would be $467 billion; on
February 28 it is projected at $471 billion;
on March 31, $473 billion; on April 30,
$468 billion; on May 31, $475 billion; and
on June 30, $468 billion.

All this is with an operating cash
balance of $6 billion on top of that, plus
a $3 billion margin for contingencies,
over and above that. The amendment
offered by the gentleman from Idaho
(Mr. Symms) is for $475.7 billion, for
an increase of $700 million. Thus it means
that the administration will have a $6.7
billion cushion in there to play with.

For goodness sakes, let us have a little
bit of commonsense around here. Let us
stop this extravagant, wild and reckless
spending, and this is the vehicle to do it
with. At the moment it is the only vehicle
for Congress to influence the budget.

Now, some of the Members of the
House who are chuckling now should
look over my voting record for this year.
I have compiled my voting record, and
I find out that I have voted for billions
of dollars in euts. So I am seriously con-
cerned about this.

The gentleman from Idaho (Mr.
Symms) is being very reasonable, and I
cannot understand why they need this
$478 billion when the administration’s
own figures here show that they do not
have to go any higher than $475 billion.

So I hope that the gentleman from
Idaho (Mr. Symms) is successful in his
amendment, and that his amendment is
adopted, and we can get on with the
business of the Government.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment. It is a modest reduction of
$2.3 billion in the debt ceiling.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.

Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. GROSS. Yes, 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I want to correct my state-
ment. The $3 billion in the contingency
fund would have given them a £6.7 bil-
lion cushion to play with.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, there are
apparently ways and means by which
the administration can take care of this
modest reduction.

Last February there was the sudden
announcement from the White House of
a 10 percent devaluation of the dollar.
By tnat financial legerdemain Uncle Hou-
dini said the price of gold still held by
th> U.S. Government was being raised
to $42.22 an ounce, an increase of $4.22
per ounce.

In October, 8 months later, Congress
finally got around to ratifying by law
what had been done by fiat in February,
and on October 25, Uncle Houdini thrice
waived his magic wand, thrice muttered
the magic words, “Presto-Chango,” and
lo and behold, what happened?

First. The dollar value of the Govern-
ment held gold was increased $1.1 billion.

Second. The U.S. Treasury started its
printing presses, and presented the Fed-
ert)] Reserve system with certificates rep-
resenting the allegedly increased value.
In turn, the Federal Reserve credited the
U.S. Treasury's checking account with the
$1.1 billion devaluation bonus.

Third. It is estimated that by early
November the Treasury had issued kited
checks to the tune of some $3 billion on
the hasis of the “windfall” from the gold
price increase.

How nice it is on this occasion of a
proposed $13 billion increase in the debt
ceiling to know that we have an Uncle
Houdini in our midst, waiting in the
wings at the White House, to wave his
magic wand and, if necessary, make three
blades of grass grow where one grew be-
fore, or $3 where one appeared before

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

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

Mr. HAYS. I do not know who this
Uncle Houdini is, but if we just raised
the price of gold that we hold to the
market price on the gold exchange, we
could probably do without this bill
altogether.

Mr. GROSS. But that would be too
simple. Better to wave the magic wand,
say “presto change-o” once or twice.

Mr. HAYS. Or, better still, sell the gold.
Maybe that is what we ought to do.

Mr. GROSS. The countries of the Old
World have tried devaluation and re-
valuation innumerable times and their
citizens wound up with bushel baskets to
carry the paper money necessary to buy
the family groceries. Apparently Con-
gress is going to keep raising the debt
ceiling to accommodate more inflation,
more spending, more borrowed money,
and more fiscal insanity.

Mr. HAYS. Will the gentleman yield
further?

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

Mr. HAYS. It will bring it closer to
the bushel basket, if we look at the mar-
ket prices now.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentieman
from Ilinois.

Mr. COLLIER. Is the gentleman rec-
ommending, since we are not now selling
gold, that we sell what we have got at
;?ort Knox? Is that what the gentleman
is recommending?

Mr. GROSS. On the basis of the de-
valuation of the dollar, and some fast
footwork the Government picked up
$1,100,000,000, credited it to the Depart-
ment of the Treasury, and it has written
$3 billion worth of checks.

Mr. COLLIER. But it was not picked
up in the budget is what I am saying. I
am saying it is not being sold. We are
not selling gold. Is the gentleman recom-
mending that we do, because it is not
in the budget? The gentleman knows it
is not in the budget.

Mr. GROSS. All I am saying is that
by fiat, by fiscal legerdemain the Gov-
ernment picked up $1,100,000,000, and
on the basis of that the Treasury has
written checks for $3 billion.

Mr. COLLIER. The point is that we
cannot convert it into a Treasury asset
at this point.

Mr. GROSS. That is exactly what has
been done, if they are writing checks on
it. Mr. Chairman, I urge support for this
amendment. It ought to be an even
greater reduction in the debt ceiling.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I shall not use my entire
5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, if the debt ceiling re-
duction by this amendment would reduce
spending in fact, I would be in favor of it.
It is another one of these lock-the-barn-
after-the-horse-has-escaped type of
amendments. The net effect would be
simply to speed up the time frame in
which we would consider the debt ceil-
ing increases again.

I believe that the practice since 1968
of holding the whole Government hos-
tage to amendments of the sort that have
been proposed for this debt ceiling and
that inevitably will be added in the other
body is a dangerous practice. We will be
far better off to accept the debt ceiling
as the Committee on Ways and Means
has prepared it, and to make serious ef-
forts with respect to the other processes
available to us, not only to improve the
budgeting procedure but also to express
in our daily votes here on the floor con-
cern for sound fiscal policy. If the report
of Mr. Urrman’s committee budget study
were to be adopted, we would need no
debt ceiling procedure at all. As it is, at
best it has proved an ineffective instru-
ment of fiscal policy.

With this in mind, I urge the defeat
of this amendment. I urge the support of
the committee bill as it has been brought
forth, and I urge prayerful considera-
tion in the future of our responsibilities
with respect to the fiscal policy when
such consideration can be effective,
rather than after the fact.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the reguisite number of words.

Mr, Chairman, the committee did not
arrive at this figure by accident. We

looked very carefully at this matter and
cross-examined the witnesses, including

the Director of the Budget and the Sec-
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retary of the Treasury. In our judgment
we pared this amount down as much as
we could and still act with responsibility.

Let me just read to the Members the
debt limit that will be required assum-
ing a $6 billion cash balance, which is a
reasonable figure, and a $3 billion con-
tingency allowance, which considering
the magnitude of the debt is a minimum
figure. Let me say the Treasury estimates
that they will need $475 billion on March
8. But starting back in January & the
figure is $472 billion; then on the 31st
it is $470 billion; on February 15, $469
billion; on February 28, $474 billion; on
March 8, $475 billion; and then on
March 31, $476 billion. Then on April 10
the figure goes to $478 billion; on April
30, to $471 billion; on May 15, to $472 bil-
lion; on May 31 to $478 billion, on
June 11, to $480 billion, and on June 30,
to $471 billion.

Even our figure of $478 billion crimps
the Treasury’'s cash balance by $2 billion
on June 11.

I would say if we adopt this amend-
ment it will mean we will have to come
back long before the end of the fiscal
year with another debt ceiling bill. We
have gone that route before and I think
it would be unwise to do it at this time.

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

Mr. ULLMAN., I yield to the gentleman
from Idaho.

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

I would like to say for the benefit of
the chairman and of the commitiee that
this amendment was not offered in any
way In a spirit of eriticizing the ability
of the Ways and Means Committee to
decide where that figure should be, but
I think it has been brought out in the
debate that there is a cushion in the fig-
ure the committee has asked for, and it
is my intent to telegraph to the White
House and to the Appropriations Com-
mittee the message that we ought to bal-
ance the budget or at least stop continu-
ing in this direction of overspending,

Mr., ULLMAN. I could not agree with
the gentleman more that we ought to
telegraph that message, but I think there
are better ways of doing it, I think if we
get a congressional budget that would be
the real way of doing it.

Mr. SYMMS. If the gentleman will
yield further, I would like the gentleman
to know that I support his legislation but
we do not have that legislation before us
now, but this is a way we can take to let
them know they are going to have to live
with less money and I think we can
tighten our belt by this small percentage.

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

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

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

The distinguished gentleman from
Oregon has pointed out that when mid-
March comes the anticipated Federal
debt will equal the level of debt provided
if this amendment is passed. He has said
that the alternative at that time will be
to come back to the House of Repre-
sentatives and Congress as a whole for
another increase if this amendment

passes, that is, for another increase in
the debt ceiling.

I would point out to the Members that
there is another alternative, and that is
one that this Congress has expressed so
much distaste for throughout this year,
this 1st session of the 93d Congress, and
that is the mechanism of impoundment.
The administration can impound funds
and stay within this ceiling. So we have
to choose which of the processes we want
them to employ, whether we want them
to impound and stay within the ceiling
or whether we want to come back and
go through another vote to raise the debt
ceiling within a few months.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I urge
the defeat of this amendment.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr, Chairman, I
stated previously my objection to this
amendment. Last June the Treasury
asked for a debt ceiling of $485 billion.
That was last June. We scaled this down
to $478 billion.

I would like to suggest to the House
that we have done a pretty good job and
we ask for your support.

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

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Symms) there
were ayes 89, noes 4.

RECORDED VOTE

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

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 263, noes 147,
not voting 23, as follows:

[Roll No. 566]

AYES—263

Clawson, Del
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Collins, Il1.
Collins, Tex.
Conlan
Conyers
Cotter
Crane
Cronin
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Danlels,
Dominick V.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Calif,
Esch
Findley
Fish
Flowers
Foley
Ford,
William D,
Fountain
Fraser
Frey
Froehlich
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gilman
Ginn

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Bafalis
Baker
Bauman
Beard
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggi
Boland
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brown, Calif.
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carney, Ohio
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,

Don H.

Goldwater
Goodling
Grasso
Gross
Grover
Gunter
Guyer

Haley
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Helstoski
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan

Holt
Holtzman
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Johnson, Colo,
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Kastenmeier
Eazen
Kemp
Ketchum
King
Eluczynskl
Koch

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

McCloskey
McCormack
McKinney
MceSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Milford
Miller
Minish
Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.¥.
Mizell
Moakley
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Morgan
Mpyers
Nichols
Obey
O’'Neill
Owens
Parris
Patten
Perkins
Peyser
Pike
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, Tex.
Pritchard

Arends
Barrett
Biester

Breaux
Breckinridge
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, Va.
Burleson, Tex.
Carey, N.Y.
Carter
Casey, Tex,
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Cohen
Collier
Conable
Conte
Corman
Culver
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Dellenback
Di

Dulski
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn,
Fascell

Fisher

Flood

Flynt

Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Fulton

Fugqua

Gettys
Gibbons
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Quie

Randall
Rangel

Rarick

Reid

Reuss

Rinaldo
Robinson, Va.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Ronecallo, N.Y.

Rousselot
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ruth
Ryan
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scherle
Schroeder
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shuster
Sikes
Skubitz
Smith, Iowa
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stark
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.

NOES—147

Gonzalez
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gubser
Gude
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hansen, Idaho
Harvey
Hastings
Heinz
Hicks
Holifield
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jordan
Earth
Keating
Euykendall
Landrum
Latta
Lehman
Long, La.
McClory
MeCollister
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
Madlgan
Mailliard
Mallary
Martin, Nebr,
Mayne
Meeds
Michel
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Mosher
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nix

Stokes
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Tex.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waldie
Walsh
Wampler
Whitehurst
Whitten
Williams
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
‘Wolil
Wylie
Yates

Young, Fla.
Young, S.C.
Zablocki
Zion

Zwach

O'Brien
Passman
Pepper
Pettis
Pickle
Poage
Podell
Price, I11.
Quillen
Railsback
Rees

Regula
Rhodes
Riegle
Roberts

Rooney, Pa.
Rostenkowski
Ruppe
Schneebeli
Shriver

Sisk

Slack

Smith, N.Y.
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Steed
Stelger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Talcott
Teague, Calif,
Thomson, Wis.
Ullman
Waggonner
Ware

‘Whalen
White
Widnall
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wyman
Young, Ga.
Young, Ill.
Young, Tex.

NOT VOTING—23

Anderson, Il
Bell

Blackburn
Blatnik
Burke, Calif,
Coughlin
Davis, Wis.
Gray

Green, Oreg.
Hébert
Jones, Tenn.
Mahon

Mills, Ark.
Mitchell, Md,

Moss
Murphy, L

O'Hara
Patman
Rooney, N.Y.
Bt Germain
Sandman
Stanton,

James V.
Thompson, N.J.

So the amendment was agreed to.
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MALLARY

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MaLLARY: On
Page 1, strike lines 3 through 7 and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

“That the first sentence of section 21 of
the Second Liberty Bond Act (31 U.S.C. 767b)
is amended by striking out ‘$400,000,000,000,
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘§475,700,000,-
000.”

Mr. MALLARY. Mr, Chairman, this
amendment does not affect the level of
the debt ceiling, and it is offered at the
level just adopted by the Committee. It
deals only with the question of whether
the debt ceiling will be permanent or
whether it will be temporary.

I do this not because of any constituent
pressure, because obviously we all know
that the constituents are not particularly
happy with the increase in the debt. I
do it only because of the perverse and the
unintended effect we have had recently
with the temporary debt ceiling rising
as rapidly as it has.

In the last 4 years the temporary debt
has gone from $7 billion to $65 billion,
and in this bill, it would go up to $75.7
billion. And during that period of time we
have become aware that the word “tem-
porary” is obviously fictitious.

We have had a pattern since June
1972, of nongermane Senate amendments
being added to the debt ceiling each time
it has come up.

In June 1972, you will remember that
we passed a 20 percent social security
increase on the debt limitation bill.

In October 1972, on the debt limit bill
we dealt with spending ceiling; we dealt
with the Joint Committee on Budget
Control; we dealt with an amendment
relating to information on impound-
ments; and we dealt with amendments
to the unemployment compensation
laws.

In June 1973, we dealt, on the debt
limit bill, with a 5.9-percent increase in
social security, and the social security
tax increase. In the last three times that
we have handled the temporary debt
ceiling the House has been held hostage
each time to non-germane Senate
amendments. The gentleman from Ore-
gon (Mr. ULLMaN) , the distinguished act-
ing chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means, said in the general debate,
that as far as the House is concerned,
he felt it was unwise to add to the debt
ceiling bill a lot of nongermane matters.
1 fully agree with the gentleman. But
this bill, as we pass it, becomes a sitting
duck for nongermane matters to be add-
ed in the other body.

I have been very unhappy with this
procedure of having the House held
hostage and I have heard on several oc-
casions in the House the anguished cries
of Members from both sides of the aisle
when the amendments were added by the
other body, and we were forced to accept
them on the grounds that the Federal
Government would fall into fiscal chaos
if the temporary debt ceiling expired, be-
cause we must refund our bonds and pay
our bills.

This amendment to make the debt ceil-
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ing permanent would not help us this
fall, but it would help on June 30, next
year, when this bill's temporary limit
would expire.

I would say a vote for this amendment
is not a vote for anything to do with the
debt ceiling, but is a vote to sustain the
prerogatives of the House, and is a vote
for orderly procedures under the rules of
the House.

I urge a vote in favor of the amend-
ment.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Vermont (Mr.
MALLARY) .

Mr. Chairman, I know that the gen-
tleman who has presented this amend-
ment feels that he is moving toward or-
derly procedure, and I want to explain
to the Members of the House why the
gentleman is moving toward disorderly
procedure.

True enough, the provision of having
a temporary ceiling versus a permanent
ceiling is designed to bring the debt ceil-
ing legislation back to the House, but
it is not the only way we have of bring-
ing it back to the House; it is just one
of the ways.

It is just one of the most orderly ways
of bringing it back, because it brings it
back at a time certain rather than at a
time unexpected. If we look at the size
of this debt, and we know what we are
dealing with, we realize that the margin
of error allowed for is very, very small.
Even the finest guessers in this whole
economy cannot guess when this debt
ceiling is going to run out.

If we do as the genileman has sug-
gested, we are making it impossible to
tell when the debt ceiling will run out;
it may run out during the middle of the
House recess, or it may run out during
the time when the House is involved in
other important legislation.

There is another methoc of bringing
the debt ceiling legislation back, and
that is to cut the margin of error so
close that it just has to come back very
soon, The Committee on Ways and Means
chose not to do that because every Sec-
retary of the Treasury I have heard in
the 11 years that I have been here has
said, “If you cut us too close, you make
us go into the money market unexpect-
edly, and we have to borrow money at a
time when we either disturb the market
very badly and hurt the other borrowers
there, or the Federal Government gets
stuck with a higher interest rate.”

None of us in this room wants to do
that. So the Committee on Ways and
Means has hit upon this system of having
a permanent debt ceiling anc a tempo-
rary debt ceiling. By having that kind of
arrangement, we can predict’a time cer-
tain in which the House must consider
this matter.

If we adopt the proposal that the gen-
tleman has just offered, all that we
would be doing is just making it uncer-
tain as to the time when we are going
to consider this debt ceiling legislation
again. We may force the Treasury into
borrowing money at the wrong time,
running up the intferest rate, and
running up the interest rate not only
for the Federal Government but for
everybody else.
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Mr. MILFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. MILFORD. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

The question I am very much con-
cerned about is that many of us in legis-
lating a debt ceiling want it to stop there,
and by making it a permanent debt ceil-
ing and insisting that it stop there, per-
haps we can get some of our spending
under reasonable control.

Mr. GIBBONS. That still does not have
to do with the issue here. He is trying
to knock out the temporary ceiling, and
the temporary ceiling has nothing to do
with the issue the gentleman just raised.
He is trying to put a permanent ceiling
on. There is no way to put a perma-
nent ceiling on which does not change
except by the conviction of the Members
here never to borrow any more money,
or never to vote for appropriations that
exceed budget receipts. The gentleman
has an intelligent position. He is just
speaking on the wrong subject right now
because the effect of the gentleman’s
amendment is to make it uncertain as to
the time we have to consider this again.
We will get caught in the middle of a re-
cess: we will get caught in the middle of
other legislative processes and then have
this debt ceiling thing to do again.

If we use the temporary debt method
and the permanent debt method, we can
tell within a month or so as to the time
this is going to run out. If we put it all
on a permanent ceiling, then we cannot
tell when it is going to run out. If we
just cut the ceiling too close, the Treas-
ury would go into the money market at
the wrong time. It would run up the cost
of Government; it would run up the cost
of everybody else’s borrowing, and the
amendment is not going to be effective
at all, The gentleman’s argument goes
to an entirely different point.

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

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

Mr. COLLIER., I thank the gentleman
for yielding. My friend, the gentleman
from Florida, is one of the most astute
members of the committee, and having
said that, and said it very sincerely, let
me ask him, Does he think a $400 bil-
lion ceiling in the light of the obligations
that exist is a practical ceiling? It is
totally impractical; is it not?

Mr. GIBBONS. The answer is “No.”
The gentleman knows, I know, and I
think everybody else in the room who
understands what we are doing here
knows, that it is just a device to get us to
consider this thing again at a certain
time rather than at some uncertain time.

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

(At the request of Mr. M1LFoORD, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. GIBBONS was al-
lowed to proceed for 1 additional min-
ute.)

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

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

Mr. MILFORD. There is still one point

here that I do not think has been dis-
cussed, and that is that not only does the
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Senate hold us up on these temporary
things, but the House also holds us up,
in that we must pass or increase these
debt limits or we are told the whole U.S.
Government will shut down. If we made
this a permanent debt limit, then we
would be in a better position to back up
and attack this ceiling.

Mr. GIBBONS. We have a permanent
debt limit. There are two limits in this
bill. One is a temporary limit; the other
is & permanent limit. The gentleman who
has presented the amendment has not
attempted to change the overall limit.
That was set in the last vote. He is at-
tempting to remove the temporary limit
and make the whole limitation a perma-
nent one. But it really cannot be perma-
nent. As a result the only effect will be to
require action on the limitation in the
House of Representatives at a time un-
certain, perhaps when we may be in-
volved in some other legislation which
will have a great deal more significance
than this has.

Mr. CAREY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

This is a complex situation and this
committee has worked earnestly to re-
solve this in such a way that we can have
debt management on a responsible fiscal
basis. The last thing I think the author
of the amendment would want to do at
this stage would be to contribute to in-
flation or to the notion that the country
is going to embark on another inflation-
ary cycle, The world is in trouble on
inflation. We have been told by those
who invest in America both at home and
abroad that they do not want to go on
buying up big American deficits.

We are trying to control deficits. The
congressional budget limitation is the
proper way to do it and we are working
on that. The most infiationary thing we
can do at this moment would be to raise
the temporary debt limit to a permanent
debt limit from $400 billion to $475 bil-
lion because that would provide a new
floor to which further increases in the
limit would be added.

By increasing the permanent limit to
$475 billion we would be telling the pub-
lic that we are going to a new plateau
and from here on we are going upward.
‘We are trying to convince the public and
we are trying to convince investors
around the world and at home that we
mean to get the deficit under control
and we want to get the national debt
under control, and therefore everything
that tends to escalate that limit tem-
porarily or permanently contributes to
the notion that we are going to embark
upon another inflationary cycle.

Therefore I suggest that the pending
amendment is in the nature of an agree-
ment that we are going fo continue to
go the inflationary route.

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

Mr. CAREY of New York. I yield to the
gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. RHODES. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I asked the gentleman to yield so that
I might ask him a question conecerning
the content of the debt. Is it not a fact
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that as long as we have included in the
debt structure the proceeds from the
social security trust fund and other trust
funds that the debt is obviously going to
go up?

Mr. CAREY of New York. Yes.

Mr. RHODES. And would it be more
realistic if we were to take trust funds
like that out from under the debt?

Mr. CAREY of New York. The debtisa
contract with the American people. We
know who owns it. We own it ourselves.
The trust funds are involved in borrow-
ing in the same way. The more irrespon-
sibly we handle the debt and the more we
play politics with it the more irrespon-
sible we appear in the minds of the
American people. If we say we are cutting
the debt limit $2.5 billion and we are
really not cutting spending, those who
know something about it know we are
just gerrymandering the debt. We should
not do that.

Mr. RHODES. If the gentleman will
yield further, I agree with the gentleman
and I agree we ought to have in the debt
what we spend over and above what we
take in.

Mr. CAREY of New York. Precisely. As
scon as we agree on what the debt is and
meet that head on, the better chance we
will have of decreasing the spending we
do not need to make.

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

Mr. CAREY of New York. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I
agree with my colleague, the gentleman
from New York. If we raise the debt ceil-
ing permanently we will lock ourselves in
and eliminate our annual review, and
that is the main tool we have in manage-
ment of the debt, our annual review. If
we eliminate that we remove Congress
from the possibility of the management
of the debt responsibly. Apparently many
seem to be interested in that at this point
and I agree we should act responsibly.

Mr. CAREY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, the economy vote in the long run
is to vote this motion down.

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

The question was taken; and on a
division—demanded by Mr. MALLARY—
there were—yeas 34, noes 120.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to section 1? If not, the
Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 2. Effectlve on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, section 101 of the Act of
October 27, 1972, providing for a temporary
increase in the public debt limit for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1973 (Public Law
92-599), as amended by the first section of
Public Law 93-53, is hereby repealed.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, GROSS

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross: On
page 2 line 3, after the period, insert the
following: Provided further, that the ex-
penditures of the Government during each
fiscal year, including reduction of the pub-
lic debt in accordance with the provisions of
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section 3, shall not exceed its revenues for
such year except—

(1) in time of war declared by the Con-
gress; or

(2) during a period of grave national emer-
gency declared by the Congress by a con-
current resolution which has passed each
House by the affirmative vote of at least two-
thirds of the authorized membership of that
House.

SEc. 3. Bection 21 of the Second Liberty
Bond Act, as amended (31 U.S.C. 757b), is
amended by inserting *“(a)’ after “Sec. 21."”,
and by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing:

“(b) The public debt limit set forth in
subsection (a) is hereby reduced as follows:

“(1) Efective on July 1, 1874, by an
amount equal to 2 percent of the net reve-
nue of the United States for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973;

“(2) Effective on July 1, 1975, by an
amount equal to 3 percent of the net revenue
of the United States for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1974;

“(3) Effective on July 1, 1876, by an
amount equal to 4 percent of the net reve-
nue of the United States for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1975;

“{4) Effective on July 1, 1977, and July 1
of each year thereafter, by an amount egual
to 5 percent of the net revenue of the
United States for the fiscal year ending on
June 30, of the preceding year."

SEec. 4. (a) The Budget submitted annually
by the President pursuant to section 201 of
the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921, as
amended, shall be prepared, on the basis of
the best estimates then available, in such a
manner as to Insure compliance with the
first section of this Act.

(b) Notwithstanding any obligational au-
thority granted or appropriations made ex-
cept such with respect to the legislative and
judicial branches of the Government, the
President shall from time to time during
each fiscal year take such action as may be
necessary (by placing funds in reserve, by
apportionment of funds, or otherwise) to In-
sure compliance with the first section of this
Act

8ec. b. The Congress shall not pass appro-
priations measures which will result in ex-
penditures by the Government during any
fiscal year in excess of its estimated revenues
for such year (as revenues have been esti-
mated in the budget submitted by the Presi-
dent), except—

(1) to the extent of any additional rev-
enues of the Government for such fiscal year
resulting from tax legislation enacted after
the submission of the budget for such fiscal
year; or

(2) in time of war declared by the Con-
gress; or

(3) during a period of grave national emer-
gency declared in accordance with the first
section of this Act; but, subject to paragraph
(1) of this section, appropriations measures
which will so result in expenditures in excess
of estimated revenues may be passed by the
Congress only during such a period of grave
national emergency.

SEc. 6. This Act shall apply only in respect
of fiscal years beginning after June 30, 1974.

FPOINT OF ORDER

Mr, ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order against the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, the bill
before us provides for a temporary
change in the debt ceiling in conformity
with the Second Liberty Bond Act. The
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa makes a permanent change in
the Second Liberty Bond Act, and there-
fore is not germane to this bill.
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The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Iowa desire to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. GROSS. I do, Mr. Chairman, very
briefly.

Mr. Chairman, this ought to be a lesson
to every Member not to offer a long
amendment. Then, perhaps, debate
might be started before a point of order
is made.

Mr. Chairman, the entire thrust of the
bill before us is the national debt and the
ceiling of that debt. The main thrust of
this amendment is to control the Fed-
eral debt and reduce the ceiling.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the amend-
ment is in order.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. NarceHeER). The
Chair is ready to rule on the point of
order.

The bill presently before the House
provides for a temporary change in the
debt limit for this fiscal year, and the
amendment constitutes a permanent
change in the law.

In addition, the amendment also goes
to the preparation of the budget under
the Budget and Accounting Act which
is under the jurisdiction of another com-
mittee. Volume 8 of the precedents of
the House provides under section 2914
the following:

To a section proposing legislation for the
current year, an amendment rendering such
legislation permanent was held to be not
germane.

The Chair sustains the point of order.

Under the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the Chair,
Mr, NatcHER, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee having had under consideration the
bill (H.R. 11104) to provide for a tem-
porary increase of $13,000,000,000 in the
public debt limit and to extend the pe-
riod to which this temporary limit ap-
plies to June 30, 1974 pursuant to House
Resolution 687, he reported the bill back
to the House with an amendment
adopted by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the Rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
gﬁgrossment and third reading of the

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

Mr. ULLMAN. 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 253, nays 153,
not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 567]
YEAS—253
Brotzman

Carney, Ohio
Carter

Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cohen
Collins, I11.
Conable
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Culver
Danlels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Delaney
Dellenback
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Flood

Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,
William D.
Forsythe
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Fulton
Fuqua
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hamlilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Harvey
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Heinz
Helstoski
Hicks
Hillis

Abdnor
Abzug
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Archer
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker
Bauman
Beard
Bennett
Bevill
Blaggl
Brinkley
Brown, Calif,
Broyhill, N.C.
Burke, Fla.
Burlison, Mo,
Byron
Camp
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran

Hogan
Holifield
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Hungate
Jarman

Johnson, Calif.

Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Okla.
Jordan
Karth
Kazen
Eeating
Kluczynski
Eoch

Kyros
Landrum
Lehman
Lent

Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
MeFall
MecEay
McEinney
Macdonald
Madigan
Mailliard
Mallary
Martin, Nebr.

Mathias, Calif.

Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe

Minshall, Ohio

Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nix
O'Brien
O’'Neill
Owens
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Podell
Preyer
Price, Ill.
Pritchard

NAYS—153
Collins, Tex.
Conlan

Crane

Cronin

Daniel, Dan

Daniel, Robert
Ww., Jr.

Davis, 8.C.

de la Garza

Dellums

Denholm
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Ralilsback
Rangel

Rees

Regula

Reid

Reuss

Rhodes
Rinaldo
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rostenkowskl -
Roush
Ruppe
Ryan
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Schneebeli
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shriver
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.X.
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stark
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Symington
Talcott
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thornton
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Walsh
Ware
Whalen
‘White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Yates
Young, Alaska
Young, Ga.
Young, I11.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

Goodling
Gross

Gunter

Guyer

Haley
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harsha
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Henderson
Hinshaw

Holt

Huber
Hudnut

Hunt

. Hutchinson

Ichord
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, N.C.
Eastenmeijer
Eemp
Eetchum
King
Landgrebe

La

tta
Leggett
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Sullivan
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Robinson, Va. Taylor, N.C.
Rogers hone
Roncalio, Wyo. Towell, Nev.
Rose Treen
Rosenthal Veysey
Rousselot Waldie
Wampler
Williams
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
‘Wilson,
° Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolil
Wrylie
Wyman
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, 5.C.

Rarick
Riegle
Roberts

Lott
Lujan
McSpadden
Madden
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, N.C.
Mathis, Ga.
Michel
Miller
Mitchell, N.¥.
Mizell
Mosakley
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Callf.
Mpyers
Nichols
Obey
Parris
Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.
Quie
Quillen
Randall

Satterfield
Scherle
Schroeder
Shoup
Shuster
Sikes
Skubitz
Snyder
Spence
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz. Zion
Studds Zwach

NOT VOTING—27

Davis, Wis. Murphy, Ill.
Green, Oreg. O'Hara
Hébert Patman
Howard Rooney, N.Y.
Jones, Tenn. 8t Germain
Kuykendall Sandman
Mahon Stanton,
Mills, Ark. James V.
Mitchell, Md.

Moss

Anderson, Ill.
Arends

Bell
Blackburn
Blatnik
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Collier
Conyers
Coughlin

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr, Hébert with Mr. Arends.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Mahon.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Collier.

Mr, Moss with Mr. Blackburn,

Mr. Mitchell of Maryland with Mr, Patman.

Mr. O'Hara with Mr. Burke of Florida.

Mr. Howard with Mr. Conyers.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Cough-
lin.

Mr. James V. Stanton with Mr. Anderson
of Illinois.

Mr, Jones of Tennessee with Mr., Davis of
Wisconsin.

Mr, Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Euyken-
dall.

Mr. St Germain with Mr. Bell.

Mr. Murphy of Illinois with Mr. Sandman.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to provide for a temporary in-
crease of $10,700,000,000 in the public
debt limit and to extend the period to
which this temporary limit applies to
June 30, 1974.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill just passed, and that I be permittesi
to include extraneous matter in my
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 1081, TO
GRANT RIGHTS-OF-WAY ACROSS
FEDERAL LANDS

Mr. MELCHER submitted the follow-
ing conference report and statement on

the Senate bill (8. 1081) to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to grant rights-
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of-way across Federal lands where the
use of such rights-of-way is in the pub-
lic interest and the applicant for the
right-of-way demonstrates the financial
and technical capability to use the right-
of-way in a manner which will protect
the environment:

ConrFereNCE Report (H. ReEpr. No. 03-624)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (8. 1081)
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to
grant rtights-of-way across Federal lands
where the use of such rights-of-way is in the
publie interest and the applicant for the
right-of-way demonstrates the financial and
technical capability to use the right-of-way
in a manner which will protect the environ-
ment, having met, after full and free confer-
ence, have agreed to recommend and do rec-
ommend to their respective Houses as fol-
lows:

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be In-
serted by the House amendment insert ihe
following:

TITLE I

SectioN 101. Section 28 of the Mineral Leas-
ing Act of 1920 (41 Stat. 449), as amended
(30 U.S.C. 185), 1s further amended to read
as follows:

“Grant of Authority

“Sec. 28, (a) Rights-of-way through any
Federal lands may be granted by the Secre-
tary of the Interior or appropriate agency
head for pipeline purposes for the transpor-
tation of oil, natural gas, synthetic liquid or
gaseous fuels, or any refined produet pro-
duced therefrom to any applicant possessing
the gualifications provided in section 1 of
this Act, as amended, in accordance with the

provisions of this section.
“Definitions

“{b) (1) For the purposes of this section
‘Federal lands' means all lands owned by
the United States except lands in the Na-
tional Park System, lands held in trust for
an Indian or Indian tribe, and lands on the
Outer Continental Shelf. A right-of-way
through a Federal reservation shall not be
granted if the Secretary or agency head de-
termines that it would be inconsistent with
the purposes of the reservation.

“(2) ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of the
Interior.

“(3) 'Agency head' means the head of any
Federal department or independent Federal
office or agency, other than the Secretary
of the Interior, which has jurisdiction over
Federal lands,

“Inter-Agency Coordination

“(e) (1) Where the surface of all of the
Federal lands involved in a proposed right-
of-way or permit is under the jurisdiction
of one Federal agency, the agency head,
rather than the Secretary, is authorized to
grant or renew the right-of-way or permit
for the purposes set forth in this section.

“(2) Where the surface of the Federal
lands involved is administered by the Secre-
tary or by two or more Federal agencles,
the Secretary is authorized, after consulta-
tion with the agencies involved, to grant
or renew rights-of-way or permits through
the Federal lands involved, The Secretary
may enter into interagency agreements with
all other Federal agencies having jurisdic-
tion over Federal lands for the purpose of
avoiding duplication, assigning responsibility,
expediting review of rights-of-way or per-
mit applications, issuing joint regulations,
and assuring a decision based upon a com-
prehensive review of all factors involved in
any right-of-way or permit application. Each
agency head shall administer and enforce
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the provisions of this section, appropriate
regulations, and the terms and conditions
of rights-of-way or permits insofar as they
involve Federal lands under the agency head's
Jurisdiction.

“Width Limitations

“(d) The width of a right-of-way shall
not exceed fifty feet plus the ground oc-
cupled by the pipeline (that is, the pipe
and its related facilities) unless the Secre-
tary or agency head finds, and records the
reasons Tor his finding, that in his judgment
a wider right-of-way is necessary for opera-
tion and maintenance after construction, or
to protect the environment or public safety.
Related facilities include but are not limited
to valves, pump stations, supporting struc-
tures, bridges, monitoring and communica-
tion devices, surge and storage tanks, termi-
nals, roads, airstrips, and campsites, and
they need not necessarily be connected
or contiguous to the pipe and may be the
subjects of separate rights-of-way.

“Temporary Permits

*“(e) A right-of-way may be supplemented
by such temporary permits for the use of
Federal lands in the vicinity of the pipeline
as the Secretary or agency head finds are
necessary in connection with construction,
operation, maintenance, or termination of
the pipeline, or to protect the natural en-
vironment or public safety.

“Regulatory Authority

“(f) Rights-of-way or permits granted
or renewed pursuant to this section shall
be subject to regulations promulgated in ac-
cord with the provisions of this section and
shall be subject to such terms and conditions
as the Secretary or agency head may pre-
scribe regarding extent, duration, survey,
location, construction, operation, mainte-
nance, use, and termination.

“Pipeline Safety

“(g) The Secretary or agency head shall
impose requirements for the operation of the
pipeline and related facilities in a manner
that will protect the safety of workers and
protect the public from sudden ruptures
and slow degradation of the pipeline,

“Environmental Protection

“(h) (1) Nothing In this section shall be
construed to amend, repeal, modify, or
change in any way the requirements of sec-
tion 102(2)(C) or any other provision of
the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (Public Law 91-190, 83 Stat. 852).

*“{2) The Becretary or agency head, prior
to granting a right-of-way or permit pur-
suant to this section for a new project which
may have a significant impact on the en-
vironment, shall require the applicant to sub-
mit a plan of construction, operation, and
rehabilitation for such right-of-way or per-
mit which shall comply with this section.
The Secretary or agency head shall issue
regulations or Impose stipulations - which
shall include, but shall not be limited to:
(A) requirements for restoration, revegeta-
tion, and curtailment of erosion of the sur-
face of the land; (B) requirements to Insure
that activities in connection with the right-
of-way or permit will not violate applicable
air and water quality standards nor related
facllity siting standards established by or
pursuant to law; (C) requirements designed
to control or prevent (1) damage to the en-
vironment (including damage to fish and
wildlife habitat), (ii) damage to public or
private property, and (iii) hazards to public
health and safety; and (D) requirements to
protect the interests of individuals living in
the general area of the right-of-way or per-
mit who rely on the fish, wildlife, and blotic
resources of the area for subsistence purposes.
Such regulations shall be applicable to every
right-of-way or permit granted pursuant to
this section, and may be made applicable by
the Secretary or agency head to existing
rights-of-way or permits, or rights-of-way or
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permits to be renewed pursuant to this sec-
tion,
“Disclosure

*(1) If the applicant is a partnership, cor-
poration, association, or other business entity,
the Becretary or agency head shall require
the applicant to disclose the identity of the
participants in the entity. Such disclosure
shall include where applicable (1) the name
and address of each partner, (2) the name
and address of each shareholder owning 3
per centum or more of the shares, together
with the number and percentage of any class
of voting shares of the entity which such
shareholder is authorized to vote, and (3) the
name and address of each affiliate of the en-
iity together with, in the case of an affiliate
controlled by the entity, the number of
shares and the percentage of any class of
voting stock of that affiliate owned, directly
or indirectly, by that entity, and, in the case
of an affillate which controls that entity, the
number of shares and the percentage of any
class of voting stock of that entity owned,
directly or Indirectly, by the affillate.

“Technical and Financial Capability

*(j) The Secretary or agency head shall
grant or renew a right-of-way or permit un-
der this section only when he is satisfied that
the applicant has the technical and finan-
cial capability to construct, operate, main-
tain, and terminate the project for which the
right-of-way or permit is requested in ac-
cordance with the requirements of this sec-
tion.

“Public Hearings

“{k) The Secretary or agency head by
regulation shall establish procedures, includ-
ing public hearings where appropriate, to
glve Federal, State, and local government
agencies and the public adequate notice and
an opportunity to comment upon right-of-
way applications filed after the date of en-
actment of this subsection.

“Reimbursement of Costs

“(l) The applicant for a right-of-way or
permit shall reimburse the United States for
administrative and other costs incurred in
Pprocessing the application, and the holder of
a right-of-way or permit shall reimburse the
United States for the costs incurred in moni-
toring the construction, operation, mainte-
nance, and termination of any pipeline and
related facilities on such right-of-way or per-
mit area and shall pay annually in advance
the fair market rental value of the right-of-
way or permit, as determined by the Secre-
tary or agency head.

“Bonding

“({m) Where he deems it appropriate the
Secretary or agency head may require a hold-
er of a right-of-way or permit to furnish a
bond, or other security, satisfactory to the
Secretary or agency head to secure all or any
of the obligations imposed by the terms and
conditions of the right-of-way or permit or
by any rule or regulation of the Secretary or
agency head.

“Duration of grant

*{n) Each right-of-way or permit granted
or renewed pursuant to this section shall be
limited to a reasonable term in light of all
circumstances concerning the project, but in
no event more than thirty years. In determin-
ing the duration of a right-of-way the Secre-
tary or agency head shall, among other
things, take into consideration the cost of
the facility, its useful life, and any public
purpose it serves. The Secretary or agency
head shall renew any right-of-way, in accord-
ance with the provisions of this section, so
long as the project is in commercial opera-
tion and is operated and maintained in ac-
cordance with all of the provisions of this
section.
“Suspension or Termination of Right-of-Way

“(0) (1) Abandonment of a right-of-way
or noncompliance with any provision of this
section may be grounds for suspension or
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termination of the right-of-way if (A) after
due notice to the holder of the right-of-way,
(B) a reasonable opportunity to comply with
this section, and (C) an appropriate admin-
istrative proceedings pursuant to title 5,
United States Code, section 554, the Secre-
tary or agency head determines that any
such ground exists and that suspension or
termination is justified. No administrative
proceeding shall be required where the right-
of-way by its terms provides that it termi-
nates on the occurrence of a fixed or agreed
upon condition, event, or time.

“(2) If the Secretary or agency head de-
termines that an immediate temporary sus-
pension of activities within a right-of-way or
permit area is necessary to protect public
health or safety or the environment, he may
abate such activities prior to an administra-
tive proceeding.

“(3) Deliberate failure of the holder to use
the right-of-way for the purpose for which
it was granted or renewed for any continuous
two-year period shall constitute a rebuttable
presumption of abandonment of the right-
of-way, Provided, That where the failure to
use the right-of-way is due to circumstances
not within the holder's control the Secretary
or agency head is not required to commence
proceedings to suspend or terminate the
right-of-way.

“Joint Use of Rights-of-Way

“(p) In order to minimize adverse envi-
ronmental impacts and the proliferation of
separate rights-of-way across Federal lands,
the utilization of rights-of-way in common
shall be required to the extent practical, and
each right-of-way or permit shall reserve to
the Secretary or agency head the right to
grant additional rights-of-way or permits for
compatible uses on or adjacent to rights-of-
way or permit area granted pursuant to this
section.

“Statutes

“(q) No rights-of-way for the purposes
provided for in this section shall be granted
or renewed across Federal lands except under
and subject to the provisions, limitations,
and conditions of this section. Any applica-
tion for a right-of-way filed under any other
law prior to the effective date of this provi-
sion may, at the applicant’s option, be con-
sidered as an application under this section.
The Secretary or agency head may require
the applicant to submit any additional In-
formation he deems necessary to comply with
the requirements of this sectlon,

“Common Carriers

“(r) (1) Pipelines and related facilitles au-
thorized under this section shall be con-
structed, operated, and maintained as com-
mon carriers.

*“(2) (A) The owners or operators of pipe-
lines subject to this section shall accept,
convey, transport, or purchase without dis-
crimination all oil or gas delivered to the
pipeline without regard to whether such oil
or gas was produced on Federal or non-
Federal lands.

“(B) In the case of oil or gas produced
from Federal lands or from the resources on
the Federal lands in the vicinity of the pipe-
line, the Secretary may, after a full hearing
with due notice thereof to the Interested
parties and a proper finding of facts, de-
termine the proportionate amounts to be ac-
cepted, conveyed, transported or purchased.

“{8) (A) The common carrier provisions of
this section shall not apply to any natural
gas pipeline operated by any person subject
to regulation under the Natural Gas Act or
by any public utility subject to regulation
by a State or municipal regulatory agency
having jurisdiction to regulate the rates and
charges for the sale of natural gas to con-
sumers within the State or municipality.

“(B) Where natural gas not subject to
State regulatory or conservation laws gov-
erning its purchase by pipelines is offered for
sale, each such pipeline shall purchase, with-
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out diserimination, any such natural gas
produced in the vicinity of the pipeline.

“(4) ‘The Government shall in express
terms reserve and shall provide in every lease
of oil lands under this Act that the lessee,
assignee, or beneficlary, if owner or operator
of a controlling interest in any pipeline or of
any company operating the pipeline which
may be operated accessible to the oil derived
from lands under such lease, shall at rea-
sonable rates and without discrimination
accept and convey the oll of the Government
or of any citizen or company not the owner
of any pipeline operating a lease or pur-
chasing gas or oil under the provisions of
this Act.

“(5) Whenever the Secretary has reason
to believe that any owner or operator subject
to this section is not operating any oil or gas
pipeline in complete accord with its obliga-
tions as a common carrier hereunder, he may
request the Attorney General to prosecute
an appropriate proceeding before the Inter-
state Commerce Commission or Federal
Power Commission or any appropriate State
agency or the United States district court
for the district in which the pipeline or any
part thereof is located, to enforce such obli-
gation or to impose any penalty provided
therefor, or the Secretary may, by proceeding
as provided in this section, suspend or termi-
nate the sald grant of right-of-way for non-
compliance with the provisions of this
section.

“{8) The Secretary or agency head shall
require, prior to granting or renewing a
right-of-way, that the applicant submit and
disclose all plans, contracts, agreements, or
pther information or material which he deems
necessary to determine whether a right-of-
way shall be granted or renewed and the
terms and conditions which should be in-
cluded in the right-of-way. Such informa-
tion may include, but is not limited to: (A)
conditions for, and agreements among own-
ers or operators, regarding the addition of
pumping facilities, looping, or otherwise in-
creasing the pipeline or terminal's through-
put capacity in response to actual or antic-
ipated increases in demand; (B) conditions
for adding or abandoning intake, offtake,
or storage points or facilities; and (C) mini-
mum shipment or purchase tenders.

“Right-of-Way Corridors

“(s) In order to minimize adverse environ-
mental impacts and to prevent the prolifera-
tion of separate rights-of-way across Fed-
eral lands, the Secretary shall, in consulta-
tion with other Federal and Siate agencles,
review the need for a national system of
transportation and utility corridors across
Federal lands and submit a report of his
findings and recommendations to the Con-
gress and the Presldent by July 1, 1875.

“Existing Rights-of-Way

“{t) The Secretary or agency head may
ratify and confirm any right-of-way or per-
mit for an oil or gas pilpeline or related
facility that was granted under any provi-
slon of law before the effective date of this
subsection, if it s modified by mutual agree-
ment to comply to the extent practical with
the provisions of this section. Any action
taken by the Secretary or agency head pur-
suant to this subsection shall not be con-
sidered a major Federal action requiring a
detailed statement pursuant to section 102
(2) (C) of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1970 (Public Law 90-190; 42 U.S.C.
4321).

“Limitations on export

“{u) Any domestically produced crude ofl
transported by pipeline over rights-of-way
granted pursuant to section 28 of the Min-
eral Leasing Act of 1920, except such crude
ofl which is either exchanged in similar
quantity for convenience or increased ef-
ficiency of transportation with persons or
the government of an adjacent forelgn state,
or which is temporarlly exported for con-
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venience or increased efficlency of transpor=
tation across parts of an adjacent forelgn
state and reenters the United States, shall
be subject to all of the limitations and li-
censing requirements of the Export Admin-
istration Act of 1969 (Act of December 30,
1969; 83 Stat. 841) and, in addition, before
any crude oll subject to this section may be
exported under the limitations and licensing
requirements and penalty and enforcement
provisions of the Export Administration Act
of 1069 the President must make and publish
an express finding that such exports will not
diminish the total guantity or quality of
petroleum available to the United States, and
are in the national interest and are in accord
with the provisions of the Export Adminis-
tration Act of 1969: Provided, That the Pres-
ident shall submit reports to the Congress
containing findings made inder this section,
and after the date of receipt of such report
Congress shall have a perlod of sixty cal-
endar days, thirty days of which Congress
must have been in session, to consider
whether exports under the terms of thi: sec-
tion are in the national interest. If the Con-
gress within this time period passes a con-
current resolution of disapproval stating dis-
agreement with the President’'s finding con-
cerning the national interest, further exports
made pursuant to the aforementioned Presi-
dential findings shall cease.
“State Standards

“(v) The Secretary or agency head shall
take into consideration and to the extent
practical comply with State standards for
right-of-way construction, operation, and
maintenance.

“Reports

“(w) (1) The Secretary and other appropri-
ate agency heads shall report to the House
and Senate Committees on Interior and In-
sular Affairs annually on the administration
of this section and on the safety and en-
vironmental requirements imposed pursuant
thereto.

*“{2) The BSecretary or agency head shall
notify the House and Senate Committees on
Interior and Insular Affairs promptly upon
receipt of an application for a right-of-way
for a pipeline twenty-four inches or more
in diameter, and no right-of-way for such
a pipeline shall be granted until sixty days
(not counting days on which the House of
Representatives or the Senate has adjourned
for more than three days) after a notice of
intention to grant the right-of-way, together
with the Secretary’s or agency head's detalled
findings as to terms and conditions he pro-
poses to impose, has been submitted to such
committees, unless each committee by res-
t-ution waives the waiting perlod.

“(3) Periodlically, but at least once a year,
the Secretary of the Department of Trans-
portation shall cause the examination of all
pipelines and assoclated facilities on Federal
lands and shall cause the prompt reporting
of any potential leaks or safety problems.

“(4) The Secretary of the Department of
Transportation shall report annually to the
President, the Congress, the Secretary of the
Interior, and the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission any potential dangers of or actual
explosions, or potential or actual spillage on
Federal lands and shall include in such re-
port a statement of corrective action taken
to prevent such explosion or spillage,

“Liability

“{x) (1) The Secretary or agency head shall
promulgate regulations and may impose stip-
ulations specifying the extent to which hold-
ers of rights-of-way and permits under this
Act shall be liable to the United States for
damage or Injury incurred by the United
States in connection with the right-of-way
or permit. Where the right-of-way or per-
mit involves lands which are under the ex-
clusive jurisdiction of the Federal Govern=-
ment, the Secretary or agency head shall
promulgate regulations specifying the extent
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to which holders shall be liable to third
parties for injuries incurred in connection
with the right-of-way or permit.

“(2) The Secretary or agency head may,
by regulation or stipulation, impose a
standard of strict liability to govern activi-
ties taking place on a right-of-way or per-
mit area which the Secretary or agency head
determines, in his discretion, to present a
foreseeable hazard or risk of danger to the
United States.

“(3) Regulations and stipulations pur-
suant to this subsection shall not impose
strict liability for damage or injury resulting
from (A) an act of war, or (B) negligence
of the United States.

“(4) Any regulation or stipulation impos-
ing liability without fault shall include a
maximum limitation on damages commen-
surate with the foreseeable risks or hazards
presented. Any liability for damage or injury
in excess of this amount shall be determined
by ordinary rules of negligence.

“(5) The regulations and stipulations shall
also specify the extent to which such hold-
ers shall indemnify or hold harmless the
United States for liability, damage, or claims
arising in connection with the right-of-way
or permit.

“(8) Any regulation or stipulation promul-
gated or imposed pursuant to this section
shall provide that all owners of any infer-
est in and all affiliates or subsidiaries of
any holder of, a right-of-way or permit shall
be liable to the United States in the event
that a claim for damage or injury cannot be
collected from the holder.

“(7) In any case where liability without
fault is imposed pursuant to this subsection
and the damages involved were caused by the
negligence of a third party, the rules of sub-
rogation shall apply in accordance with the
law of the jurisdiction where the damage
occurred.

“Antitrust Laws
‘(y) The grant of a right-of-way or permit

pursuant to this section shall grant no im-
munity from the operation of the Federal
antitrust laws.”
TITLE II
SHORT TITLE

Sec, 201. This title may be cited as the
“Trans-Alaska Pipeline Authorization Act”.

CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS

SEc. 202. The Congress finds and declares
that:

(a) The early development and delivery of
oil and gas from Alaska's North Slope to
domestic markets is in the national interest
because of growing domestic shortages and
increasing dependence upon insecure foreign
sources,

(b) The Department of the Interior and
other Federal agencies, have, over a long pe-
riod of time, conducted extensive studies of
the technical aspects and of the environ-
mental, social, and economic impacts of the
proposed trans-Alaska ol pipeline, including
consideration of a trans-Canada pipeline.

(c) The earliest possible construction of
a trans-Alaska oil pipeline from the North
Slope of Alaska to Port Valdez in that State
will make the extensive proven and potential
reserves of low-sulfur oil available for
domestic uses and will best serve the national
interest.

(d) A supplemental pipeline to connect
the North Slope with a trans-Canada pipe-
line may be needed later and it should be
studied now, but it should not be regarded
as an slternative for a trans-Alaska pipeline
that does not traverse a foreign country.

CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORIZATION

Sec. 208. (a) The purpose of this title is
to insure that, because of the extensive
governmental studies already made of this
project and the national interest in early
delivery of North Slope oil to domestic mar-
kets, the trans-Alaska oll pipeline be con-
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structed promptly without further admin-
istrative or judicial delay or impediment. To
accomplish this purpose it is the intent of
the Congress to exercise its constitutional
powers to the fullest extent in the authoriza-
tions and directions herein made and in
limiting judicial review of the actions taken
pursuant thereto,

(b) The Congress hereby authorizes and
directs the Secretary of the Interior and
other appropriate Federal officers and agen-
cies to issue and take all necessary action to
administer and enforce rights-of-way,
permits, leases, and other authorizations that
are necessary for or related to the construc-
tion, operation, and maintenance of the
trans-Alaska oil pipeline system, including
roads and airstrips, as that system is
generally desecribed in the Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement issued by the
Department of the Interior on March 20,
1972, The route of the pipeline may be
modified by the Secretary to provide during
construction greater environmental protec-
tion.

(¢} Rights-of-way, permits, leases, and
other authorizations is.ued pursuant to this
title by the Secretary shall be subject to the
provisions of section 28 of the Mineral Leas-
ing Act of 1920, as amended by title I of this
Act (except the provisions of subsections
(h) (1), (k), (q), (w)(2), and (x)); all
authorizations issued by the Secretary and
other Federal officers and agencies pursuant
to this title shall include the terms and con-
ditions required, and may include the terms
and conditions permitted, by the provisions
of law that would otherwise be applicable if
this title had not been enacted and they may
waive any procedural requirements of law or
regulation which they deem desirable to
waive in order to accomplish the purposes of
this title. The direction contained in section
203(b) shall supersede the provisions of any
law or regulation relating to an administra-
tive determination as to whether the authori-
zations for construction of the trans-Alaska
oil pipeline shall be issued.

(d) The actions taken pursuant to this
title which relate to the construction and
completion of the pipeline system, and to
the applications filed in connection there-
with necessary to the pipeline’s operation
at full capacity, as described in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement of the
Department of the Interior, shall be taken
without further action under the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969; and the
actions of the Federal officers concerning the
issuance of the necessary rights-of-way, per-
mits, leases, and other authorizations for
construction and initial operation at full
capacity of said pipeline system shall not
be subject to judicial review under any law
except that claims alleging the invalidity of
this section may be brought within sixty
days following its enactment, and claims al-
leging that an action will deny rights under
the Constitution of the United States, or
that the action is beyond the scope of au-
thority conferred by this title, may be
brought within sixty days following the date
of such action. A claim shall be barred un-
less a complaint is filed within the time spec-
ified. Any such complaint shall be filed in a
United States district court, and such court
shall have exclusive jurisdiction to deter-
mine such proceeding in accordance with
the procedures hereinafter provided, and no
other court of the United States, of any
Btate, territory, or possession of the United
States, or of the District of Columbia, shall
have jurisdiction of any such claim whether
in a proceeding instituted prior to or on or
after the date of the enactment of this Act.
Any such proceeding shall be assigned for
hearing at the earliest possible date, shall
take precedence over all other matters pend-
ing on the docket of the district court at
that time, and shall be expedited in every
way by such court. SBuch court shall not have
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jurisdiction to grant any injunctive relief
against the issuance of any right-of-way,
permit, lease, or other authorization pursu-
ant to this section except in conjunction
with a final judgment entered in a case in-
volving a claim filed pursuant to this sec-
tion. Any review of an interlocutory or final
judgment, decree, or order of such district
court may be had only upon direct appeal
to the Supreme Court of the United States.

(e) The Secretary of the Interior and the
other Federal officers and agencies are au-
thorized at any time when necessary to pro-
tect the public interest, pursuant to the au-
thority of this section and in accordance
with its provisions, to amend or modify any
right-of-way, permit, lease, or other author-
ization issued under this title.

LIABILITY

Sec. 204. (a) (1) Except when the holder of
the pipeline right-of-way granted pursuant
to this title can prove that damages in con-
nection with or resulting from activities
along or in the vicinity of the proposed trans-
Alaskan pipeline right-of-way were caused
by an act of war or negligence of the Unit-d
States, other government entity, or the dam-
aged party, such holder shall be strictly liable
to all damaged parties, public or private,
without regard to fault for such damages,
and without regard to ownership of any af-
fected lands, structures, fish, wildlife, or
biotic or other natural resources relied upon
by Alaska Natives, Native organizations, or
others for subsistence or economic purposes.
Claims for such injury or damages may
be determined by arbitration or judicial
proceedings.

{2) Liability under paragraph (1) of this
subsection shall be limited to #50,000,000 for
any one ircident, and the holders of the
right-of-way or permit shall be liable for
any claim allowed in proportion to their
ownership interest in the right-of-way or
permit. Liability of such holders for damages
in excess of 50,000,000 shall be in accord
with ordinary rules of negligence.

(3) In any case where liabllity without
fault is imposed pursuant to this subsection
and the damages involved were caused by the
negligence of a third party, the rules of sub-
rogation shall apply in accordance with the
law of the jurisdiction where the damage
occured.

(4) Upon order of the Secretary, the holder
of a right-of-way or permit shall provide
emergency subsistence and other aid to an
affected Alaska Native, Native organization,
or other person pending expeditious filing of,
and determination of, a claim under this
subsection.

(5) Where the State of Alaska is the Lolder
of a right-of-way or permit under this title,
the State shall not be subject to the provi-
sions of subsection 204(a), but the holder
of the permit or right-of-way for the trans-
Alaska pipeline shall be subject to that sub-
section with respect to facilities constructed
or activities conducted under rights-of-way
or permits issued to the State to the extent
that such holder engages in the construction,
operation, maintenance, and termination of
facilities, or in other activities under rights-
of-way or permits issued to the State,

(b) If any area within or without the
right-of-way or permit area granted under
this title is polluted by any activities con-
ducted by or on behalf of the holder to
whom such right-of-way or permit was
granted, and such pollution damages or
threatens to damage aquatic life, wildlife,
or public or private property, the control and
total removal of the pollutant shall be at
the expense of such holder, including any
administrative and other costs Incurred by
the Secretary or any other Federal officer or
agency. Upon fallure of such holder to ade-
guately control and remove such pollutant,
the Secretary, in cooperation with other Fed-
eral, State, or local agencies, or in coopera-
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tion with such holder, or both, shall have the
right to accomplish the control and removal
at the expense of such holder.

(¢) (1) Notwithstanding the provisions of
any other law, if oll that has been trans-
ported through the trans-Alaska pipeline is
loaded on a vessel at the terminal facilities
of the pipeline, the owner and operator of
the vessel (jointly and severally) and the
Trans-Alaska Pipeline Liability Fund estab-
lished by this subsection, shall be strictly
liable without regard to fault in accordance
with the provisions of this subsection for
all damages, including clean-up costs, sus-
talned by any person or entity, public or
private, including residents of Canada, as the
result of discharges of oil from such vessel.

(2) Strict liability shall not be imposed
under this subsection if the owner or op-
erator of the vessel, or the Fund, can prove
that the damages were caused by an act of
war or by the negligence of the TUnited
States or other governmental agency. Strict
liability shall not be imposed under this
subsection with respect to the claim of a
damaged party if the owner or operator of
the vessel, or the Fund, can prove that the
damage was caused by the negligence of
such party.

(3) Strict liability for all claims arising
out of any one incident shall not exceed
$100,000,000. The owner and operator of the
vessel shall be jointly and severally liable
Tor the first $14,000,000 of such claims that
are allowed. Financial responsibility for $14,-
000,000 shall be demonstrated in accordance
with the provisions of section 311(p) of the
Federal Water Pollutlon Control Act, as
amended (33 U.S.C. 1321(p)) before the ofl
is loaded. The Fund shall be liable for the
balance of the claims that are allowed up
to $100,000,000. If the total claims allowed
exceed $100,000,000, they shall be reduced
proportionately. The unpald portion of any
claim may be asserted and adjudicated un-
der other applicable Federal or state law.

(4) The Trans-Alaska Pipeline Liability
Fund is hereby established as a non-profit
corporate entity that may sue and be sued
in its own name. The Fund shall be adminis-
tered by the holders of the trans-Alaska pipe-
line right-of-way under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary. The Fund shall be
subject to an annual audit by the Comp-
troller General, and a copy of the audit shall
be submitted to the Congress.

(6) The operator of the pipeline shall col-
lect from the owner of the ofl at the time it
is loaded on the vessel a fee of five cents per
barrel. The collection shall cease when $100,-
000,000 has been accumulated in the Fund,
and it shall be resumed when the accumula-
tion in the Fund falls below $100,000,000.

(6) The collections under paragraph (5)
ghall be delivered to the Fund. Costs of ad-
ministration shall be paid from the money
paid to the Fund, and all sums not needed
for administration and the satisfaction of
claims shall be invested prudently in in-
come-producing securities approved by the
Secretary. Income from such securities shall
be added to the principal of the Fund.

(7) The provisions of this subsection shall
apply only to vessels engaged in transporta-
tion between the terminal faclilities of the
pipeline and ports under the jurisdiction of
the United States. Strict liability under this
subsection shall cease when the oil has first
been brought ashore at a port under the ju-
risdiction of the United States,

(8) In any case where liability without
regard to fault is imposed pursuant to this
subsection and the damages involved were
caused by the unseaworthiness of the vessel
or by negligence, the owner and operator of
the vessel, and the Pund, as the case may be,
shall be subrogated under applicable State
and Federal laws to the rights under sald
laws of any person entitled to recovery here-
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under. If any subrogee brings an action based
on unseaworthiness of the vessel or negli-
gence of its owner or operator, it may recover
from any afiliate of the owner or operator, if
the respective owner or operator fails to
satisfy any claim by the subrogee allowed
under this paragraph.

(9) This subsection shall not be inter-
preted to preempt the field of strict liability
or to preclude any State from imposing addi-
tional requirements.

(10) If the Fund is unable to satisfy a
claim asserted and finally determined under
this subsection, the Fund may borrow the
money needed to satisfy the claim from
any commercial credit source, at the lowest
avallable rate of interest, subject to ap-
proval of the Secretary.

(11) For purposes of this subsection only,
the term “affiliate” includes—

(A) Any person owned or effectively con-
trolled by the vessel owner or operator; or

(B) Any person that.effectively controls or
has the power effectively to control the ves-
sel owner or operator by—

(1) stock interest, or

(il) representation on a board of directors
or similar body, or

(1ii) contract or other agreement with
other stockholders, or

(iv) otherwise; or

(C) Any person which is under common
ownership or control with the vessel owner
or operator.

(12) The term “person” means an indi-
vidual, a corporation, a partnership, an as-
sociation, a joint-stock company, a business
trust, or an unincorporated organizaton.

ANTITRUST LAWS

Sec. 205. The grant of a right-of-way, per-
mit, lease, or other authorization pursuant
to this title shall grant no immunity from
the operation of the Federal anti-trust laws.

ROADS AND AIRPORTS

Sec. 206. A right-of-way, permit, lease, or
other authorization granted under section
203(b) for a road or airstrip as a related
facility of the trans-Alaska pipeline may
provide for the construction of a public road
or alrstrip.

TITLE III—NEGOTIATIONS WITH CANADA

Sec. 301. The President of the United
States is authorized and requested to enter
into negotiations with the Government of
Canuda to determine—

{a) the willingness of the Government of
Canada to permit the construction of pipe-
lines or other transportation systems across
Canadian territory for the transport of nat-
ural gas and oil from Alaska's North Slope
to markets In the United States, Including
the use of tankers by way of the Northwest
Passage;

(b) the need for intergovernmental under-
standings, agreements, or treaties to protect
the interests of the Governments of Canada
and the United States and any party or par-
ties involved with the constiruction, opera-
tion, and maintenance of pipelines or other
transportation systems for the transport of
such natural gas or oll;

(c) the terms and conditions under which
pipelines or other transportation systems
could be constructed across Canadian terri-
tory;

(d) the desirability of undertaking joint
studies and investigations designed to insure
protection of the environment, reduce legal
and regulatory uncertainty, and insure that
the respective energy requirements of the
people of Canada and of the United States
are adequately met;

(e) the quantity of such oil and natural
gas from the North Slope of Alaska for which
the Government of Canada would guarantee
transit; and

(f) the feasibility, consistent with the
needs of other sections of the United States,
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of acquiring additional energy from other
sources that would make unnecessary the
shipment of oill from the Alaska pipeline by
tanker into the Puget Sound area.

The President shall report to the Houss and
Senate Committees on Interior and Insular
Affairs the actions taken, the progress
achieved, the areas of disagreement, and the
matters about which more information is
needed, together with his recommendations
for further action.

Sec. 302. (a) The Secretary of the Interior
is authorized and directed to investigate the
feasibility of one or more oil or gas pipelines
from the North Slope of Alaska to connect
with a pipeline through Canada that will
deliver oil or gas to United States markets.

(b) All costs associated with making the
investigations authorized by subsection (a)
shall be charged to any future applicant who
is granted a right-of-way for one of the
routes studied. The Secretary shall submit to
the House and Senate Committees on In-
terior and Insular Affairs periodic reports of
his investigation, and the final report of the
Secretary shall be submitted within two
years from the date of this Act.

Sec. 303. Nothing in this title shall limit
the authority of the Secretary of the In-
terior or any other Federal official to grant a
gas or oil pipeline right-of-way or permit
which he is otherwise authorized by law to
grant,

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS
VESSEL CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS

Sec. 401, BSection 4417a of the Revised
Statutes of the United States (46 US.C.
391a), as amended by the Ports and Water-
ways Safety Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 424, Public
Law 92-340), is hereby amended as follows:

“{C) Rules and regulations published pur-
suant to subsection (7)(A) shall be effec-
tive not earlier than January 1, 1974, with
respect to foreign vessels and United States-
flag vessels operating in the forelgn trade,
unless the Secretary shall earlier establish
rules and regulations consonant with inter-
national treaty, convention, or agreement,
which generally address the regulation of
similar topics for the protection of the ma-
rine environment. In absence of the promul-
gation of such rules and regulations conso-
nant with infernational treaty. convention,
or agreement, the Secretary shall establish
an effective date not later than January 1,
19768, with respect to foreign vessels and
United States-flag vessels operating in the
foreign trade, for rules and regulations pre-
viously published pursuant to this subsec-
tion (7) which he then deems appropriate.
Rules and regulations published pursuant to
subsection (7) (A) shall be effective not later
than June 30, 1974, with respect to United
Btates-flag vessels engaged In the coastwlse
trade."”.

VESSEL TRAFFIC CONTROL

Sec. 402, The Secretary of the Department
in which the Coast Guard is operating is
hereby directed to establish a vessel trafllic
control system for Prince William Sound and
Valdez, Alaska, pursuant to authority con-
tained in title I of the Ports and Waterways
Safety Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 424, Public Law
92-340).

CIVIL RIGHTS

SEc. 403. The Secretary of the Interior shall
take such affirmative action as he deems nec-
essary to assure that no person shall, on the
grounds of race, creed, color, national origin,
or sex, be excluded from receiving, or par-
ticipating in any activity conducted under,
any permit, right-of-way, public land order,
or other Federal authorization granted or is-
sued under title II. The Secretary of the
Interior shall promulgate such rules as he
deems necessary to carry out the purposes of
this subsection and may enforce this sub-
section, and any rules promulgated under
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this subsection, through agency and depart-
ment provisions and rules which shall be
similar to those established and in effect un-
der title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,

CONFIRMATION OF THE DIRECTOR OF THE
ENERGY POLICY OFFICE

Sec. 404. The Director of the Energy Policy
Office in the Executive Office of the President
shall be appointed by the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate:
Provided, That if any individual who is serv-
ing in this office on the date of enactment
of this Act is nominated for such position,
he may continue to act unless and until
guch nomination shall be disapproved by the
Senate.

CONFIRMATION OF THE HEAD OF THE MINING
ENFORCEMENT AND SAFETY ADMINISTRATION

Sec. 405. The head of the Mining Enforce-
ment and Safety Administration established
pursuant to Order Numbered 2953 of the Sec-
retary of the Interior issued in accordance
with the authority provided by section 2 of
Reorganization Plan Numbered 3 of 1950 (64
Stat. 1262) shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate: Provided, That if any individual
who is serving in this office on the date of
enactment of this Act is nominated for such
position, he may continue to act unless and
until such nomination shall be disapproved
by the Senate.

EXEMPTION OF FIRST SALE OF CRUDE OIL AND

NATURAL GAS OF CERTAIN LEASES FROM PRICE

RESTRAINTS AND ALLOCATION PROGRAMS

Sec. 406, (a) The first sale of crude oil and
natural gas liquids produced from any lease
whose average daily production of such sub-
stances for the preceding calendar month
does not exceed ten barrels per well shall not
be subject to price restraints established
pursuant to the Economic Stabllization Act
of 1970, as amended, or to any allocation pro-
gram for Tuels or petroleum established pur-
suant to that Act or to any Federal law for
the allocation of fuels or petroleum.

(b) To qualify for the exemption under
this section, a lease must be operating at the
maximum feasible rate of production and in
accord with recognized conservation prac-
tices.

{¢) The agency designated by the Presi-
dent or by law to implement any such fuels
or petroleum allocation program is authorized
to conduct inspections to insure compliance
with this section and shall promulgate and
cause to be published regulations implement-
ing the provisions of this section.

ADVANCE PAYMENTS TO ALASKA NATIVES

Sec. 407. (a) In view of the delay in con-
struction of a pipeline to transport North
Slope crude oil, the sum of $5,000,000 is au-
thorized to be appropriated from the United
States Treasury into the Alaska Native Fund
every six months of each fiscal year beginning
with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, as
advance payments chargeable against the
revenues to be paid under section 9 of the
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, until
such time as the delivery of North Slope
crude ofl to a pipeline is commenced.

(b) Section 9 of the Alaskan Native Claims
Bettlement Act is amended by striking the
language In subsection (g) thereof and sub-
stituting the following language: “The pay-
ments required by this section shall continue
only until a sum of $500,000,000 has been
pald into the Alaska Native Fund less the
total of advance payments paid into the
Alaska Native Fund pursuant to section 407
of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline Authorization
Act. Thereafter, payments which would
otherwise go into the Alaska Native Fund
will be made to the United States Treasury
as reimbursement for the advance payments
authorized by section 407 of the Trans-
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Alaskan Pipeline Authorization Act. The pro-
visions of this section shall no longer apply,
and the reservation required in patents
under this section shall be of no further force
and effect, after a total sum of $500,000,000
has been paid to the Alaska Native Fund and
to the United States Treasury pursuant to
this subsection.”.

FEDERAL TRADE COMMIESSION AUTHORITY

SEc. 408. (a) (1) The Congress hereby finds
that the investigative and law enforcement
responsibilities of the Federal Trade Com-
mission have been restricted and hampered
because of inadequate legal authority to en-
force subpenas and to seek preliminary
injunctive relief to avoid unfair competitive
practices.

(2) The Congress further finds that as a
direct result of this inadequate legal au-
thority significant delays have occurred in a
major investigation into the legality of the
structure, conduct, and activities of the
petroleum industry, as well as in other major
investigations designed to protect the public
interest.

(b) It is the purpose of this Act to grant
the Federal Trade Commission the requisite
authority to insure prompt enforcement of
the laws the Commission administers by
granting statutory authority to directly en-
force subpenas issued by the Commission
and to seek preliminary injunctive relief to
avoid unfair competitive practices,

(c) Section 5(1) of the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act (15 U.S.C. 45(1)) is amended by
striking subsection (1) and inserting in lieu
thereof:

*“{1) Any person, partnership, or corpora-
tion who violates an order of the Commis-
sion after it has become final, and while such
order is in effect, shall forfeit and pay to the
United States a civil penalty of not more
than $10,000 for each violation, which shall
accrue to the United States and may be re-
covered in a civil action brought by the
Attorney General of the United States. Each
separate violation of such an order shall be
a separate offense, except that in the case of
a violation through continuing failure to
obey or neglect to obey a final order of the
Commission, each day of continuance of such
failure or neglect shall be deemed a sep-
arate offense. In such actions, the United
States district courts are empowered to grant
mandatory injunctions and such other and
further equitable relief as they deem appro-
priate in the enforcement of such final orders
of the Commission."”

(d) Section 5 of the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act (15 U.S.C. 45) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(m) Whenever in any civil proceeding
involving this Act the Commission is au-
thorized or required to appear in a court
of the United States, or to be represented
therein by the Attorney General of the
United States, the Commission may elect
to appear in its own name by any of its
attorneys designated by it for such pur-
pose, after formally notifying and consulting
with and giving the Attorney General 10
days to take the action proposed by the
Commission.”

(e) Bection 6 of the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act (15 US.C. 46), is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following
proviso: “Provided, That the exception of
‘banks and common carriers subject to the
Act to regulate commerce’ from the Com-
mission’s powers defined in clauses (a) and
(b) of this section, shall not be construed
to limit the Commission’s authority to
gather and compile information, to inves-
tigate, or to require reports or answers from,
any such corporation to the extent that such
action is necessary to the investigation of
any corporation, group of corporations, or
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industry which is not engaged or is engaged
only incidentally in banking or in business
as a common carrier subject to the Act to
regulate commerce.”

(f) Section 13 of the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act (15 US.C. 53) is amended by
redesignating “(b)" as “(e)" and inserting
the following new subsection:

“(b) Whenever the Commission has reason
to believe—

*“{1) that any person, partnership, or cor-
poration is violating, or is about to violate,
any provision of law enforeced by the Federal
Trade Commission, and

“{2) that the enjoining thereof pending
the issuance of a complaint by the Com-
mission and until such complaint is dis-
missed by the Commission or set aside by
the court on review, or until the order of the
Commission made thereon has become final,
would be in the interest of the public—
the Commission by any of its attorneys desig-
nated by it for such purpose may bring suit
in a district court of the United States to
enjoin any such act or practice. Upon a
proper showing. that, weighing the equities
and considering the Commission's likelihood
of ultimate success, such action would he
in the public interest, and after notice to
the defendant, a temporary restraining or-
der or a preliminary injunction may be
granted without bond: Provided, however,
That if a complaint is not filed within such
period (not exceeding 20 days) as may be
specified by the court after issuance of the
temporary restraining order or preliminary
injunction, the order or injunction shall be
dissolved by the court and be of no further
force and effect: Provided further, That in
proper cases the Commission may seek, and
after proper proof, the court may issue, a
permanent injunction. Any such suit shall
be brought in the district in which such
person, partnership, or corporation resides
or transacts business.”

(g) Section 16 of the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act (15 U.S.C. 56) is amended to
read as follows:

“SEc. 16. Whenever the Federal Trade Com-
mission has reason to believe that any per-
son, partnership, or corporation is liable to
& penalty under section 14 or under subsec-
tion (1) of section 5 of this Act, it shall—

“(a) certify the facts to the Attorney Gen-
eral, whose duty it shall be to cause appro-
priate proceedings to be brought for the en-
forcement of the provisions of such section
or subsection; or

*(b) after compliance with the require-
ments with Section 5(m), itself cause such
appropriate proceedings to be brought.”

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE AUTHORITY

SEc. 409. (a) Section 3502 of title 44, United
States Code is amended by inserting in the
first paragraph defining ‘“Federal agency”
after the words “the General Accounting
Office” and before the words ‘“nor the govern-
ments'"” the words “independent Federal reg-
ulatory agencies,”.

(b) Chapter 35 of title 44, United States
Code, is amended by adding after section 3511
the following new section:

“§ 3512, Information for independent reg-
ulatory agencies

“{a) The Comptroller General of the United
States shall review the collection of informa-
tion required by independent Federal regu-
latory agencies described in section 3502 of
this chapter to assure that information re-
quired by such agencies is obtained with a
minumum burden upon business enterprises,
especially small business enterprises, and
other persons required to furnish the infor-
mation, Unnecessary duplication of efforts in
obtaining Information already filed with
other Federal agencles or departments
through the use of reports, questionnaires,
and other methods shall be eliminated as
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rapidly as practicable. Information collected
and tabulated by an independent regulatory
agency shall, as far as is expedient, be tabu-
lated in a manner to maximize the usefulness
of the information to other Federal agencies
and the public.

“(b) In carrying out the policy of this
section, the Comptroller General shall review
all existing information gathering practices
of independent regulatory agencles as well as
requests for additional information with a
view toward—

“(1) avoiding duplication of effort by in-
dependent regulatory agencies, and

“(2) minimizing the compliance burden
on business enterprises and other persons.

“{e¢) In complylng with this section, an
independent regulatory agency shall not
conduect or sponsor the collection of informa-
tion upon an identical item from ten or more
persons, other than Federal employees, un-
less, in adavnce of adoption or revision of any
plans or forms to be used in the collection—

“{1) the agency submitted to the Comp-
troller General the plans or forms, together
with the copies of pertinent regulations and
of other related materials as the Comptroller
General has specified; and

“(2) the Comptroller General has advised
that the information is not presently avall-
able to the independent agency from another
source within the Federal Government and
has determined that the proposed plans or
forms are consistent with the provision of
this section. The Comptroller General shall
maintain facilities for carrying out the pur-
poses of this section and shall render such
advice to the requestive independent regu-
latory agency within forty-five days.

*“{d) While the Comptroller General shall
determine the availability from other Federal
sources of the information sought and the
appropriateness of the forms for the collec-
tion of such information, the independent
regulatory agency shall make the final deter-
mination as to the necessity of the informa-
tion in carrying out its statutory respon-
sibilities and whether to collect such infor-
mation. If no advice is received from the
Comptroller General within forty-five days,
the independent regulatory agency may im-
mediately proceed to obtain such informa-
tion.

“{e) Section 3508(a) of this chapter deal-
ing with unlawful disclosure of information
shall apply to the use of information by in-
dependent regulatory agencies. ¢

“{f) The Comptroller General may pro-
mulgate rules and regulations necessary to
carry out this chapter.”

EQUITABLE ALLOCATION OF NORTH SLOPE CRUDE
OIL

Sec. 410. The Congress declares that the
crude oil on the North Slope of Alaska is an
important part of the Nation's oil resources,
and that the benefits of such crude oil should
be equitably shared, directly or indirectly,
by all regions of the country. The President
shall use any authority he may have to Insure
an equitable allocation of available North
Slope and other crude oil resources and pe-
troleum products among all regions and all of
the several States.

SEPARABILITY

Sec. 411. If any provision of this Act or the
applicability thereof is held invalid the re-
mainder of this Act shall not be affected
thereby.

And the House agree to the same,

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House to the
title of the bill and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the amendment of the House to the
title of the bill insert the following:
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“To amend section 28 of the Mineral Leas-
ing Act of 1920, and to authorize a trans-
Alaska oil pipeline, and for other purposes”.

And the House agree to the same.

James A, HALEY,
HaroLp T, JOHNSON,
Morris K. UpaLL,
JOoHN MELCHER,
Sam STEIGER,
Don YOUNG,
Crai¢ HOSMER,
Managers on the Part of the House.
HENRY M. JACKSON,
ALAN BIBLE,
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON,
Froyp K, HASKELL,
PauL J. FANNIN,
CLiFrorD P, HANSEN,
Marx O. HATFIELD,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT STATEMENT OF THE COMMITTEE OF
CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (8. 1081)
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to
grant rights-of-way across Federal lands
where the use of such rights-of-way is in the
public interest and the applicant for the
right-of-way demonstrates the financial and
technical capability to use the right-of-way
in a manner which will protect the environ-
ment, submit this joint statement in expla-
nation of the effect of the language agreed
upon by the managers and recommended in
the accompanying conference report.

I. MAJOR PFROVISIONS

The language agreed upon by the Confer-
ence Committee differs from the bill enacted
by the Senate and the amendment enacted
by the House in the following respects:

1. The Senate bill enacted a completely new
system for granting rights-of-way across Fed-
eral lands. It applied to rights-of-way for
many different purposes.

The House amendment applied only to
rights-of-way for oil and gas pipelines. It
took the form of an amendment to section 28
of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, which is
the principal authority for granting oil and
gas pipeline rights-of-way across public
lands,

The Conferees adopted the House ap-
proach, but expanded it to include pipelines
for oll, gas, synthetic liguid or gaseous fuels
and refined products therefrom in anticipa-
tion of developments in coal gasification and
liquification, oill shale, and tar sands. It is
the understanding of the Conferees, however,
that the House will consider broader right-
of-way legislation In connection with other
bills that are presently pending.

2. The Senate bill applied to all lands
owned by the United States except five
specified categories. The House amendment
retained the present language of the Mineral
Leasing Act of 1920, which applies to “public
lands, including forest reserves."” The mean-
ing of this phrase is not completely clear, but
it clearly does not apply to lands acquired by
the United States, as distinguished from the
public domain.

The Conferees adopted the Senate ap-
proach, but excluded three categories rather
than five categories of land, The three cate-
gories excluded are the National Park Sys-
tem, the Outer Continental Shelf, and Indian
lands. The two categ~ries of land that were
not excluded are the National Wildlife Re-
fuge System and the National Wilderness
Preservation System, both of which are pres-
ently subject to the Mineral Leasing Act. The
Conferences provided, however, that rights-
of-way through reserved areas may not be
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granted if they would be inconsistent with
the purposes of the reservation.

3. The Conferees combined and adopted the
guidelines governing the grant of rights-of-
way that were contained in the Senate bill
and in the House amendment. The two sets
of guidelines while different in some respects,
are compatible, and both are intended to spell
out in greater statutory detail policies that
were formerly left to administrative deter-
mination. None of the House guidelines was
omitted.

4. Both the Senate bill and the House
amendment provided for the immediate grant
of a Trans-Alaska oil pipeline right-of-way
without further proceedings under the Na-
tional Environmental Protection Act and
with only a limited right of judicial review.
The Conferees merged the provisions of the
two Houses without making major substan-
tive changes.

5. Both the Senate bill and the House
amendment provided for further study and
negotiations with respect to possible addi-
tional oll and gas pipelines from the North
Slope of Alaska, through Canada, to the Mid-
west, The Conferees merged the provisions of
the two Houses without making substantial
changes. The results of the negotiations and
investigations are intended to serve as com-
parative information in the evaluation of the
best possible methods for future transporta-
tion of North Slope energy resources to
United States markets, and the bill is not
intended to confer any special status on a
trans-Canada route in the selection process
for future pipelines.

6. The Senate bill had a number of miscel-
laneous provisions that were not directly re-
lated to oil pipeline rights-of-way. The House
amendment had no comparable provisions.
The Conferees' action was as follows:

(a) The Senate provision amending the
Ports and Waterways Safety Act of 1972
with respect to vessel construction stand-
ards, and the provision directing the Coast
Guard to exercise its present authority to
establish a vessel traffic control system for
the Valdez area, were adopted.

(b) The provisions requiring Senate con-
firmation of the Director of the Energy Folicy
Office in the Executive Office of the President,
and the head of the Mining Enforcement
and Safety Administration, were adopted.

(c) The provision exempting the first sale
of oll and gas from stripper wells from the
price restraints of the Economic BStabiliza-
tion Act of 1970, and from any allocation
program, was adopted. A stripper well is de-
fined as a well with an average dailly pro-
duction during the preceding month of not
more than ten barrels. In order to qualify
for the exemption the lease must be operat-
ing at a maximum feasible rate of produc-
tion and in accord with recognized conserva-
tion practices.

(d) The provision amending the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act and providing
for advance payments to Natives was adopt-
ed, after reducing the amount of the advance
payments from $7,500,000 each six months
to §5,000,000, after delaying the starting time
for the payments from the beginning of fiscal
year 19756 to the beginning of fiscal year
1976, and after deleting the provision mak-
ing the advance payments a gift if trans-
portation of oil through the pipeline does
not commence by December 31, 1976.

(e) The provision amending the Federal
Trade Commission Act was adopted, with
amendments. It increased the clvil penalty
for violating a final order of the Commission,
gave the Commission broader authority to
initiate injunction actions and enforce sub-
poenas, and gave the Commission authority
to represent itself in court if the Attorney
General failed to do so after ten days notice,




36248

(f) The provision amending the Federal
Reports Act was adopted. It substituted the
Comptroller General for the Office of Man-
agement and Budget in reviewing question-
naires proposed to be issued by independent
Federal regulatory agencies. The regulatory
agency will determine whether it needs the
information, but it may not send its gues-
tlonnaire if the Comptroller General deter-
mines that the information is already avail-
able from another source within the Fed-
eral Government.

(g) The provision giving the President
broad authority to take any action necessary
to insure an equitable allocation of crude
oil and petroleum products arnong the vari-
ous regiens and States was adopted after it
was amended to require the President to
use his existing authority to accomplish that
objective.

7. The House amendment contained (a) a
provisien prohibiting any form of discrimi-
nation in cobnection with any activity on
the trans-Alaska pipeline, (b) a provision
limiting the employment of foreign nationals
for work on the trans-Alaska pipeline, and
(¢) a “buy-American" provisien for the con-
struction, operation, and maintenance of
the trans-Alaska pipeline. The Senate bill
had no comparable provisiens. The Con-
ferees adopted the first provision and
dropped the second and third.

8. The Senate bill and the House amend-
ment had different provisions regarding the
liability of the owner or operator of an ofl
pipeline for damages resulting from its con-
struction and operation, The Senate bill had
one provision which related to pipelines on
rights-of-way granted under the general
law, and which applied only to damages in-
curred by the United States. The Senate
had another provision which related to dam-
ages incurred by Alaska Natives in connec-
tien with the trans-Alacka pipeline. The
Heouse amendment had three provisions
which related only to the trans-Alaska oil
pipeline. One related to damages to anyone
that were caused by the activities of the
pipeline owner aleng the route of the pipe-
line. A second provision related to damages
to anyone from discharges of oil from vessels
owned or controlled by the pipeline owner
in violation of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act. A third provision related to
damages sustained by Alaska Natives.

The Conferees adopted modified versions
of all of these provisions. One provision is
of general application and appears In section
28(x). It requires the Secretary or agency
head to specify the extent to which the
holder of a right-of-way or permit shall be
liable to the United States for damage or
injury incurred in connection with the
right-of-way. Joint regulations by the agen-
cies involved, as authorized in section 28(c),
are contemplated by the Conferees. Strict
1iability witheut regard to fault may be im-
posed, but & maximum dollar limitation must
be stated, and liability In excess of this
amount may be determined under ordinary
rules of negligence.

The second provision is in section 204. It
relates only to the trans-Alaska pipeline, and
is in three parts. Subsection (a) imposes on
the holder of the right-of-way or permit
striet liability without regard to fault, and
without regard to ownership of the land or
resource involved if the land or resource is
relied upon for subsistence or economic pur-
poses, for damages or injury in connection
with or resulting from activities along or in
the vicinity of the pipeline right-of-way.
Strict liability is limited to #$50,000,000 for
any one incident, and lability for damages
in excess of that amount will be determined
in accordance with ordinary rules of negli-
gence.

Subsection (b) imposes on the holder of a
right-of-way or permit liability for the full
cost of control and removal of the pollutant
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of any area that is polluted by operations of
the holder.

Subsection (c) imposes on the owner or
operator of a vessel that is loaded with any
oil from the trans-Alaska pipeline strict lia-
bility without regard to fault for damages
sustalned by any person as the result of dis-
charges of oil from such vessel. Strict liabil-
ity is limited to $100,000,000 for any one in-
cident. The owner or operator is liable for the
first $14,000,000. A Trans-Alaska Pipeline Li-
ability Pund, which is created by the bill, is
liable for the balance of the allowed claims
up to $100,000,000. The portion of any valid
claim not payable by the Fund may be as-
serted and adjudicated under other applica-
ble Federal or State law.

The Fund will accumulate and maintain
not less than $100,000,000 derived from the
collection of a fee of flve cents per barrel
at the time the oil is loaded on the vessel,
from income from invested funds, and from
borrowed money if needed.

Strict llability under subsection (c) will
cease when the oil is first brought ashore at
& port under the jurisdietion of the United
States, and the subsection applies only to
vessels engaged in coastwise transportation,
including transportation to and beyond
deepwater ports.

9. Both the Eenate bill and the House
amendment contained provisions limiting
the export of crude oil and making such ex-
ports subject to congressional oversight. The
Senate bill applied only ta oil from the North
Slope of Alaska. The House amendment ap-
plied to all oil transported over rights-of-
way through Federal lands. The Conferees
adopted the House language.

The Benate bill provided for disapproval of
proposed exports by joint resclution ef the
Congress. The House amendment prohibited
proposed exports unless affirmatively author-
ized by a concurrent resolution of the Con-
gress. The Conferees adopted the Senate
language after changing *“joint resolution™
to “concurrent resolution.”

The Conferees also adopted an exception
intended to take care of ofl exchanges and
transportation involving Canada and Mexico.
1II. COMMENTS REGARDING SPECIFIC PROVISIONS

1. Section 28(e), which authorizes the
grant of temporary permits for the use of
Federal lands "in the vicinity of the pipe-
line” is not intended to restriet unnecessar-
ily the placement of temporary construction
or maintenance facilities such as construec-
tion camps, storage areas, communications
sites and soil disposal areas, but to permit
them to be placed wherever convenient to
construction activities.

The term “temporary” relates to duratien
and imposes no limitation on the type of
facility or aectivity which may be allowed.
Thus, slope cuts and fills, berm construc-
tion, access facilities and other permanent
changes in terrain are permissible. The Sec-
retary or agency head may require, as a con-
dition of such temporary permits, removal of
structures and rehabilitation of the area.

This section will overcome an interpreta-
tion of the United States Court of Appeals
for the District of Columbia in the case of
Wilderness Society v. Morton (Feb. 9, 1973).

2. Section 28(f) contemplates that general
regulations governing the grant of rights-of-
way or permits will be issued by the Secre-
tary or agency head. This does not preclude
the grant of rights-of-way or permits in
advance of the issuance of the regulations
and the inclusion of appropriate conditions
and stipulations to carry out the purposes
of the Act.

3. Section 2B(g). relating to pipeline safe-
ty, 15 not Intended to require the Secretary
or agency head fo impose safety require-
ments that would duplicate requirements
of the Secretary of Labor or the Secretary of
Transportation under other law.

4. Section 28(h), relating to environmen-
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tal protection, does not require the plan for
construction, operation, and rehabilitation
of the right-of-way or permit area to be a
final one, since all details and conditions
cannot be known at the time of application.
However, the plan should be a description
in as much detail as the state of the plan-
ning for the particular project will permit
and must be adequate enough for the Sec-
retary or agency head to make an informed
judgment on the application and on the
need for imposing any special terms and con-
ditions which the public interest may re-
quire. Information called for pursuant to
this section which is already on file with
respect to applications pending on the date
of enactment need not be refiled.

5. Section 28(k) does not require public
hearings that would duplicate the public
participation procedures required by the
National Environmental Policy Act. It also
permits a public hearing to cover all aspects
of a pipeline proposal, regardless of whether
one or more rights-of-way or permits, or
whether one or more agencies, are involved.

6. Section 28(1) requires reimbursement of
costs Incurred in processing an application.
These costs include the cost of preparing an
environmental impact statement. It also re-
quires payment annually in advance of the
fair market rental value of the right-of-way
or permit. This value can be based on any
combination of facters that might reason-
ably be considered by a landowner in a free
market, when determining the price to be
asked for the right to use or cross his land.

7. Section 28(m) authorizes the Secretary
or agency head to reguire a right-of-way or
permit holder to furnish a bond or other
satisfactory security, The term “security” is
not used in a technical sense but may in-
clude any undertaking which gives adequate
assurance that all obligations of the grantee
will Be met. Such flexibility is needed because
some grantees may not be legally able to post
such security, and in other cases a require-
ment of technical security may be impossible
or urnecessary to comply with. Flexibility
also permits the Secretary or agency head to
require more than one type of security.

8. Section 28(p), relating to joint uses of
a right-of-way, gives the Secretary or agency
head sufficient control to prevent any hazard-
ous or techmologieally inoperable placement
of various facilities,

9. Section 28(t) permits the Secretary or
agency liead to ratify and confirm the validity
of existing rights-of-way for oil or gas re-
gardless of the statutory authority under
which they were granted. It is needed because
of the possible application of the decision of
the United States Court of Appeals in The
Wilderness Society, et al. v. Morton, et al.

The conferees expect that previously
granted rights-of-way should be confirmed
only after careful study and the fullest pos-
sible compliance with the provisions of Sec-
tion 28 as amended by this Act.

10. Section 28(v), relating to State stand-
ards, is included because rights-ef-way fre-
quently cross from State or private land into
Federal land and back into State or private
land. Different construction, operation, and
maintenance standards may apply. This sec-
tion is intended to assure that the Secretary
or agency head will carefully consider State
standards and comply with them in the in-
terest of uniform practice throughout the
State where such compliance is practical in
the judgment of the Secretary or agency
head. The section is not intended to require
that those standards be followed in every
case.

11. Section 203(b) provides new and inde-
pendent statutery authorization and direc-
tion for the issuance, administration and en-
forcement of all rights-of-way, permits,
leases and other authorizations necessary for
or related to construction, operation and
maintenance of the trans-Alaska pipeline
system as generally described in the Final




November 7, 1973

Environmental Impact Statement of the De-
partment of the Interior dated March 20,
1972, It is a plenary grant of authority to
the appropriate Federal agencies, All grants
of rights-of-way, leases, permits, and other
authorizations for the use of Federal lands
shall be made under the authority of this
subsection, rather than under other provi-
sions of law.

After years of delay and protracted litiga-
tion on this matter, Congress has determined
that the national interest requires a clear-
cut and unequivocal policy decision on the
pipeline. Congress has decided that an oil
pipeline is necessary to move North Slope
oil to domestic markets in the lower forty-
eight States. This title implements that na-
tional policy decision.

In adopting this title, Congress intends to
exercise its constitutional powers to the full-
est extent necessary to achieve the objective
of this title and to make this policy bind-
ing upon the Executive Branch and on the
Federal courts.

Congress has decided, as a matter of na-
tional policy, that the appropriate Federal
authorizations shall be issued. The Secretary
and other Federal officials have no discretion
in this matter. Congress does, however, re-
quire that applicable standards of substan-
tive law be followed in connection with these
authorizations, and vests liberal discretion in
the Executive Branch to determine the con-
ditions and stipulations to be incorporated
into the necessary authorizations and the
specific facilities to be authorized.

This subsection also identifies the "trans-
Alaska oil pipeline system” as that system is
generally described in the Secretary of the
Interior’s Final Environmental Impact State-
ment of March 20, 1972, The subject of that
statement was a 48-inch-diameter pipeline
system with an ultimate capacity of 2 million
barrels a day throughput for which a right-
of-way and other permit applications were
filed by a number of oil companies which
had purchased leases on the North Slope of
Alaska. This provision is intended to gen-
erally specify the facilities to be authorized
and thelr general location. This provision is
not, however, to be narrowly construed. If
environmental conditions or new technologi-
cal developments warrant, new facilities or
changes in route or in location of proposed
facilities are authorized so long as they are
required or appropriate for the construc-
tion and operation at full capacity of the
trans-Alaska pilpeline system as generally
described in the impact statement.

The route of the trans-Alaska pipeline will
cross lands under the jurisdiction of more
than one Federal agency. The Congress in-
tends in Title IT that the Secretary of the In-
terior will issue the right-of-way over all
such Federal lands.

12, Section 203(c¢) provides that, if under
any other statute a Federal agency could
have issued an authorization relating to the
construction of the trans-Alaska pipeline
system, the agency shall still issue such au-
thorization, but it shall act under the au-
thority of subsection 203 (b) of this Title and
not under the authority of the other statute.
Authorizations issued under subsection 203
(b) shall contain all those provisions that
the supplanted statute would have required,
and may include any provisions which were
authorized but not required by the supplant-
ed statute.

Authorizations issued by the Secretary of
the Interior shall follow the applicable pro-
visions of Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing
Act, as it is amended by Title I of this Act,
except as provided in subsection 203(c). Not
all of the Section 28 provisions will be ap-
plicable. The determination of applicability
is left to the Secretary’s judgment.

13. Section 203(d) provides for construc-
tion and ecompletion of the pipeline system
without further proceedings under Natlonal
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Environmental Policy Act of 1969. Section
202(d) of the House amendment and sec-
tion 502(d) of the Senate bill contained a
declaration that the aetions of the Secre-
tary of Interior heretofore taken with re-
spect to the proposed trans-Alaska pipeline
shall be regarded as satisfactory compliance
with the provisions of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969, Section 502(d) of
the Senate bill also applied to the actions
of other Federal agencies and officers, and
referred not only to the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969, but also to “all
other applicable laws.,” The Conferees did
not adopt this declaration because they con-
sidered it as unnecessary and subject to mis-
interpretation. Inasmuch as section 203(d)
of the Conference Report directs that the
actions necessary for construction and com-
pletion of the trans-Alaska pipeline system
shall be taken without further action under
the National Environmental Pollicy Act, a
declaration with respect to the effect to be
accorded prior actions was not regarded as
necessary or material,

Section 203(d) also limits the grounds for
judicial review of Federal actions relating to
issuance and implementation of all rights-
of-way, permits, leases and other authoriza-
tions necessary or appropriate for comple-
tion of construction of the trans-Alaska pipe-
line, and its initial operation at full capacity
of 2,000,000 barrels throughput per day (ie.,
actions under 203 (b) and 203(e)).

The permissible grounds for judicial re-
view are limited to constitutional questions
and questions of federal actions beyond the
scope of authority conferred by Title II.
Congress intended such grounds to be con-
strued very narrowly, in keeping with the
purpose stated in 203(a). This purpose also
underlies the jurisdictional and procedural
provisions in Section 203(d), which are de-
slgned to assure the most prompt possible
resolution of any case involving the trans-
Alaska pipeline, and to assure that issuance
of the rights-of-way, permits, leases or other
authorizations cannot be enjoined except
pursuant to a final judgment.

14. Section 204 (c) provides, for vessels that
transport North Slope oil in the coastal trade,
liability standards that are much stricter
than those that apply to vessels that trans-
port other oil in the coastal or foreign trade.

It is expected that tankers as large as
250,000 deadweight tons will transport North
Slope crude to ports on the West Coast of
the United States and elsewhere, Oil dis-
charges from vessels of this size could result
in extremely high damages to property and
natural resources, including fisheries and
amenities, especially if the mishap occurred
close to a populated shoreline area.

Under the Limitation of Liability Act of
1851 (46 U.S.C. 183), the owner of a vessel
is entitled to limit his liability for property
damage caused by the vessel to the value of
the vessel and its cargo. The value determina-
tion is made after the incident causing the
damage. It is therefore quite possible for in-
Jured parties to go uncompensated if a vessel
and its cargo are totally lost.

In the Water Quality Improvement Act of
1970 (33 U.S.C. 1161 et seq.), Congress ex-
panded the liability of a vessel carrying oil
to cover Federal government cleanup costs
up to the lesser of $100 per ton or $14 mil-
lion. Under that Act, damages are imposed
without regard to the fault of the owner or
operator, thereby creating a strict liability to
United States Government for cleanup costs.
However, State governments and private
parties are still obliged to proceed under
maritime law, subject to the limits of liability
contained in that body of law.

The Conferees concluded that existing
maritime law would not provide adequate
compensation to all victims, including resi-
dents of Canada, in the event of the kind of
catastrophe which might occur. Conse-
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quently, the Conferees established a rule of
strict llability for damages from discharges
of the oll transported through the trans-
Alaska Pipeline up to $100,000,000.

Strict liability is primarily a question of
insurance. The fundamental reason for the
limits placed on liability in the Federal Water
Quality Improvement Act stemmed from the
availability, or nonavailability, of marine
insurance, Without a readily available com-
mercial source of insurance, lability without
a dollar limitation would be meaningless and
many independent owners could not operate
their vessels. Since the world-wide maritime
insurance industry claimed $14 million was
the limit of the risk they would assume, this
was the limit provided for in the Federal
Water Quality Improvement Act. There has
been no indication that this level has since
increased.

Accordingly, the Conferees adopted a lia-
bility plan which would make the owner or
operator strictly liable for all claims (for
both clean-up costs and damages to public
and private parties) up to $14 million. This
limit would provide an incentive to the
owner or operator to operate the vessel with
due care and would not create too heavy an
insurance burden for independent vessel
owners lacking the means to self-insure.

Financial responsibility up to this limit
would have to be demonstrated before the
vessel could be loaded with oll. Since the
Federal Water Quality Improvement Act has
an existing mechanism for establishing proof
of financial responsibility, reference was
made to the appropriate provision (13 U.S.C.
1321(p) ). Such provision would be used to
the extent it is consistent with the purposes
of this Act; for example, references to ton-
nage limitations would not apply. Claims for
clean-up costs would take precedence over
other claims thereby preserving the provi-
slons of the Federal Water Quality Improve-
ment Act.

All claims over #14 million up to the $100
million ceiling would be asserted against the
Trans-Alaska Pipeline Liability Fund estab-
lished by the bill.

The owners of oil loaded onto tankers at
Valdez will pay the Fund five cents per bar-
rel until there is $100 million in the Fund,
Payments would resume at any time the
Fund fell below $100 million. (The Pund is
described in more detail under Major Pro-
visions.) Thus, the owners of the oil would
have an incentive to select carefully vessels
to carry their oil. Moreover, such owners
would then share the risk assoclated with
transporting the oil on water.

The Fund is not precluded from proceed-
ing against the owner or operator of the ves-
sel or other third parties, if either or both
were negligent or caused the discharge.

The States are expressly not precluded
from setting higher limits or from legislating
in any manner not inconsistent with the
provisions of this Act.

The Conferees hope that the appropriate
committees of the House and Senate which
are considering the more general subject of
marine liability will harmonize the liability
provisions of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline Au-
thorization Act and the liability provisions
of any general legislation that may be
developed.

15. Section 408, relating to stripper oil
wells, was a Senate floor amendment to S.
1081. The Conferees have adopted the general
concept of the floor amendment, but have
added new provisions to insure that the ex-
emption is narrowly defined and prudently
administered, and to insure that the incen-
tive being granted is properly limited in
accord with congressional intent.

The purpose of exempting small stripper
wells—wells whose average daily production
does not exceed ten barrels per well—from
the price restraints of the Economie Sta-
bilization Act (now in Phase IV) and from




36250

any system of mandatory fuel allocation is
to insure that direct er indirect price ceilings
do net have the effect of resulting in any
loss of domestic erude oll production from
the premature shutdown of stripper wells
for econoemie reasons.

Ag of January 1, 1973, there were 350,000
stripper wells producing ten barrels a day
or less. Stripper wells account for T1 per-
cent of all of the oifl wells in this country,
but produece an average of only 3.6 barrels
per day, or enly 13 percent of total U.S.
domestic erude production.

Many stripper wells are of only marginal
econemie value. When the costs of their op-
eration exceed the value of their production,
they are shut in, and a known and developed
erude eoil reserve is lost to U.8. production.
Removing Phase IV price restraints from
these marginal stripper wells has the effect
of Increasing the value of the crude oil
they produce by about $1.30 per barrel (the
differenee between #§4.02, the current per-
barrel ceiling average under Phase IV, and
$5.32, the per-barrel average price for “new™
domestic crude oil production which is not
subject to Phase IV). This price incentive will
encourage owners and operators of stripper
wells to maintain production and to keep
these wells in operation for longer periods of
time than would be possible if the value of
their erude oil production were determined
under Phase IV price ceilings. This increased
incentive will, it is anticipated, permit strip-
per well operators to make new investments
in the eligible wells and improve the gather-
ing and other facilities for moving this oil to
market.

The words "first sale” in Section 406(a)
refer to the initial sale from the preducer
to a refiner, oil broker or other party. There-
after, the exemption expires and any ap-
plicable provision of the Economic Stabiliza-
tion Act or any mandatory alloeation pro-
gram may apply.

The exemption also runs only to *“crude
oil and natural gas liquids."” It dees not run
to natural gas produced by these wells. Nat-
ural gas production and prieing continue to
be regulated by the Federal or State agemcy
having jurisdiction ever the particular wells
invelved.

The Congress intends that the provisions of
this section will be strictly enforced and
regulated by the administering ageney to in-
sure that the limited exemption of this
class of wells for the express purposes de-
scribed above is not in any way broadened.
To achieve this, Congress authorizes on-site
inspections to insure complianee. Congress
also directs that the administering agency
shall promulgate regulations to implement
the provisions of this section befere it be-
comes operative. The Conferees expect the
administering agency to utilize State data re-
garding production volumes, and. to provide
by regulation safeguards against the manip-
ulation of gerrymandering of lease units in
a manner that evades the price eontrel and
allocation pregrams.

These regulations shall be so designed as
to provide safeguards against any abuse,
over-reaching or altering of nermal patterns
of operations to achieve a benefit under this
section which would neot etherwise be avail-
able. Congress specifically intends. that the
regulations shall, among ether things, pre-
vent any “gerrymandering” of leases to av-
erage down high production wells with a
number of low production. stripper wells to
remove the high production wells from price
ceilings. The sole purpose and ohjective of
this Section 406 is to keep stripper wells—
those producing less than ten barrels per
day—in production and to insure that the
crude oil they produce continues to be avail-
able for U.S. refineries and U.S. consumers.
It is not intended to confer any benefit on
the owners and. operators of wells produe-
ing i excess of tem harrels per day.
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The Congress also intends that the regu-
lations provide appropriate limitations and
provisions in the definition of *“lease” to
insure that an administratively workable
system is established which does not permit
abuse,

16. Section 408(f) relates to the standard
of proof to be met by the Federal Trade Com-
mission for the issuance of a temporary re-
straining order or a preliminary injunetion.
It is not intended in any way to impose a
totally new standard of proof different fromr
that which is now required of the Commis-
sion. The intent is to maintain the statutory
or “public interest™ standard which is now
applicable, and not to impose the traditional
“equity’” standard of irreparable damage,
probability of sueeess on the merits, and
that the balance of equities favors the peti-
tioner. This latter standard derives from
common law and is appropriate for litigation
between private parties. It is net, however,
appropriate for the implementation of a
Federal statute by an independent regula-
tory agency where the standards of the pub-
lic interest measure the propriety and the
need for injunctive relief.

The inelusion' of this new language is to
define the duty of the courts to exercise in-
dependent judgment on the propriety of is-
suance of a temporary restraining order or
a preliminary injunetion. This new language
is intended to codify the decisional law of
Federal Trade Commission v. National Health
Aids, 108 F. Supp. 340, and Federal Trade
Commission v. Sterling Drug, Inc., 317 F2d
669, and similar cases which have defined
the judicial rale to include the exercise of
such independent judgment. The conferees
did not intend, nor do they consider it ap-
propriate, to burden the Commission with
the requirements imposed by the traditional
equity standard which the common law ap-
plies to private litigants.

17. Section 409(a) exempts “independent
Federal regulatory agencies” frem the provi-
sions. of the Federal Reporting Services Act.
In general, the Reporting Services Act pro-
vides that Federal agencies may not collect
information from ten or more persons with-
out having first obtained the advance ap-
proval and clearance of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget. The term “Federal agen-
cies” has been construed to include the inde-
pendent Federal regulatory agencies for the
purposes of the Reporting Services Act,

The purpose of Section 409(a) is to pre-
serve the independence of the regulatory
ageneies to carry out the quasi-judicial func-
tions which have been entrusted to them by
the Congress. The intent of this section is
net to encourage a proliferation of detailed
questionnaires to industry, small business or
ether persons which could result in unnec-
essary and unreasonable expense. Any legit-
imate need for Information: In carrying out
the statutory responsibilities of these agen-
cies would, however, be carried out even
though responses may entail some expense
and inconvenience.

The purpose of this section iz to insure
that the existing clearance procedure for
questionnaires or requests for data does not
become,. inadvertently or etherwise, a device
for delaying or obstrueting the investigations
and data collection necessary te carry out the
important regulatory functions assigned to
the independent agencies by the Cengress.

The Congress intends the term “indepen-
dent Federal regul " as. used in
Section 409(a) to include, but not necessar=-
ily be limited te, the following agenecies:

Civil Aeronautics Board,

Federal Communications Commissien,

Atomic Energy € ( as its
regulatory and adjudicative funetions are
conecerned),

Federal Trade Commission,

Interstate Commerce Commission,

Securities and Exchange Commission, and
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Federal Power Commission.

Subsection 409(b) provides a procedure
for advance review which is designed to in-
sure that information required by independ-
ent Federal regulatory ageneies is obtained
with a minimum burden upon business en-
terprises, especially small businesses, and
other persons required to furnish such in-
formation.

The Comptroller General of the General
Accounting Office is charged with the review
responsibility. Since this will be a new func-
tien for the General Accounting Office, the
Comptroller General has informed the Con-
gress that he will need until July 1, 1974 to
enable him to obtain the staff which will be
required to carry out the full responsibilities
provided for in Section 408(b). This is satis-
factory to the Congress so long as appropri-
ate interim arrangements are made to carry
out the Section 409(b) review of the Federal
ageneies which sheould net or eannot be de-
layed until July 1, 1974,

JAMES A, HALEY,
Hiarorp T. JOHNSON,
Morris K. UpaLL,
JoEM MELCHER,
Sam STEIGER,
Dox YouUne,
Crat¢ HosMER,
Managers on the Part of the House.
Henry M. JacKSON,
ALAN BIBLE,
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON,
Froyp K. HASKELL,
PavL. J. FANNIN,
Crirrorp P, HANSEN,
Marx O. HATFIELD,
Managers on the Part.of the Senate.

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Speaker, the pipe-
line conference report was scheduled for
today. Under the rule there would be 1
hour allowed. There is not much request
for time. It would take about 30 minutes,
and since there are no amendments and
only a motion to recommit, I ask the in-
dulgence of the House to go along with it
tonight.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
for the consideration of the conference
report on the Senate bill, S. 1081, the
trans-Alaskan oil and gas pipeline.

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

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, and I will not object,
I reserve the right in order to state that
the conference report is identieal to the
way it came here to begin with exeept
for the technical error. It still contains
the nongermane matter. If we take it up
this afternoon—and I hope and trust
that we do—I shall make a motion to
have that matter deleted or the confer-
ence report, I should say, sent back with
the recommendation that it be taken out.
However, I do believe that now is the
time to hear this. There will be nothing
gained by a delay and, therefore, T hope
that no objection will' be interpesed.

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

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

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent. that the conference
report on S. 1081 he brought up for
tomorrow.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mon-
tana?

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I object. This violates the 3-day rule.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

HEARINGS ON H.R. 6531 AND H.R.
10306, ON ERIBERY, GRAFT, AND
CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

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

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, as ranking
minority member on the Subcommittee
on Crime of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, I wish to announce that the sub-
committee will hold hearings on H.R.
6531 and H.R. 10306, each proposing an
amendment to a section of title 18,
United States Code, chapter 11, Bribery,
Graft, and Conflicts of Interest.

Mr. Speaker, I make this announce-
ment subject to ratification by the sub-
committee chairman. He and I have
agreed we will hold hearings on these
measures but I cannot reach him to
clear this matter at this particular time.
I do wish to notify the House about it
this afternoon.

Hearings will commence at 10 a.m. on
Wednesday, November 14, 1973, room
2141, Rayburn House Office Building.
Persons and organizations wishing to
make their views known to the subcom-
mittee should contact the counsel of the
Subcommittee on Crime, House Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, room B-351-C, Ray-
burn House Office Building, Washington,
g}gﬁ 20515—telephone number 202—225-

ALBERT T. DEPILLA

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

Mr. PEPPER, Mr. Speaker, “a thing
of beauty is a joy forever.” One of the
men who has brought much beauty and
joy to Washington is Albert T. DePilla,
manager of the U.S. Botanic Gardens,
who on October 10 was awarded a cer-
tilicate for 5( years of service with the
U.S. Government, all in the legislative
branch, by the Architect of the Capitol.
Mr. DePilla, who has long been an in-
stitution as well as a personality on
Capitol Hill, was born across the street
from where the present conservatory is
located. He started work when 16 years
of age as a laborer. Fortunately, he came
under the influence and tutelage of the
late assistant director of the conserva-
tory, Mr. Wilbur Pagel, from whose wise
counsel and able instruction Mr, DePilla
became expert in botany. One of his
first tasks was to assist in the transfer
of landscaping of the tropical plant
material from the old conservatory to
the beautiful new conservatory which we
have today. His training and his love of
botany raised Mr. DePilla to the posi-
tion of manager of the conservatory. As
manager he supervised all shows there
on festival occasions such as Christmas
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and Easter. He also supervised the an-
nual shows for various flowers such as
chrysanthemums and azaleas which at-
tracted thousands of visitors from all
over the country. Mr. DePilla was always
experimenting with flowers, improving
them wherever he could, developing new
types and kinds of beauty. His flowers
were his children as it were and he loved
and cared tenderly for each one, watch-
ing it grow into its glory and beauty
with special pride like a parent seeing
his child come to noble and beautiful
maturity. Under Mr. DePilla the con-
servatory has been a vast and lovely dis-
play of plants and flowers to which he
has always encouraged children to come
so they could appreciate and learn from
the charm and beauty they found there.
It was his ambition to develop a love of
plants and flowers in everybody so they
would understand what flowers meant to
our life and to the world.

Mr, DePilla has for many years been
the one to whom the Joint Committee
on the Inauguration of the President
would turn for the decoration of the old
Supreme Court Chamber in the Capitol
where the inauguration luncheons are
held. To Mr. DePilla the Congress turned
for the decoration and arrangement of
all floral displays of such tender beauty
provided for presidential funeral serv-
ices held in the Capitol rotunda for
every President from President Harding
to President Johnson.

Numerous Members of Congress and
their wives have been proud of their
friendship with Mr. DePilla. They saw
in him not only a great lover of nature
but a great man, deeply dedicated to all
that -vas lovely and fine and heartwarm-
ing. Mr. DePilla has made our lives on
Capitol Hill brighter and better. We are
proud of him, We congratulate him upon
this distinguished 50 years of service
award from the architect of the Capitol
and we hope that he will be with us
creating more beauty, providing more
happiness, making our environment
ever lovelier as the days go by.

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE
BARBER B. CONAELE OF NEW
YORK CONCERNING DELAY OF
TRADE BILL

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

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
disagree with the announced White
House decision to ask for indefinite post-
ponement of consideration of the trade
bill. I do not know the intricacies of our
relationship with the Russians, including
projection of that relationship into the
unstable Middle East, but I do know that
any step this House takes with respect to
the controversial title IV of the bill is
reversible as circumstances change.
Apart from this issue, delay cannot serve
the constructive forces behind this bill, I
do not want our relations with Russia to
appear to be dictating our relations with
Europe and Japan, and I am afraid our
major allies and trading partners may
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draw this conclusion from too long a de-
lay of floor action at the administration
request. I cannot speak for my Republi-
can colleagues on the Ways and Means
Committee with respect to this matter,
but I want to express myself at this time
as disquieted by the delay.

ST. LUCY'S CENTENNIAL,
SYRACUSE, N.Y

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

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker:

“I thank my God for you all everytime I
think of you; and everytime I pray for you,
I pray with joy, because of the way you have
helped me in the work of the Gospel, from
the very first day until now. And so I am
sure of this: That God, who began this good
work in you will earry it on until it Is fin-
ished in the Day of Christ Jesus." (Phil. 1:
3-6)

A Parish is “people”, and the sentiments of
the Apostle Paul, expressed above, speak well
the profound gratitude I feel after experienc-
ing the goodness of 50 many Lucians the
seven years I've been here. Whenever our peo-
ple gather—in small groups or in large—our
lives become more deeply entwined with each
word spoken and each kiss of peace. Be it
Eucharistic Worship or coffee together . . .
in the street, meeting room, or your homes

. &t the carefree parish picnic or solemn
bingo hall . . . through a bag of groceries in
need or a camp-fire sing-a-long . . . in school
corridor or cafeteria . . . a painful hospital
room or tearful wake. . . . He is thére, and
we are there, striving to become one in Him.

It often strikes me that not one of us can
adequately thank God for the gift of life, in
ourselves and in others. We all have been
enriched so deeply by each person who
touches or comes in contact and communi-
cation with us. That is because each one of
you is a reflection of God’s beauty and good-
ness, each in his or her own way. Then (t
happens that God's providence brings many
particular persons together who have a com-
mon cause, a common hope, a common thirst,
a common love—which adds a deeper joy to
our life—and that unifying center is Christ
and His Good News, and that unifying ex-
emplar is St, Lucy, whose Christ-like spirit
urges us to be one in Him, Thank you for be-
ing a bright light!

People speak of a spirit at St. Lucy's,
but no one can define it. Could it be you?
And the person next to you? It is the old
and the young, men and women, mothers,
fathers, a long line of beautiful sisters and
priests . . . what a rich heritage is ours! I
wish I could thank each for your very gener-
ous, very warm heart! It is good to be a
member of this Lucian family of God.

The words above are the opening
statement of a young pastor made in
commemoration of his parish’s 100th an-
niversary this past month. In my view
there is a special grace about them, an
indefinable spirit that comes through
and speaks almost individually to the
reader,

The church is St. Lucy’s in Syracuse,
N.Y.

The pastor is Father Theodore Sizing.

We know that even Father Sizing was
amazed af the rekindled spirit of en-
thusiasm and cooperation which the cen-
tennial celebration sparked. Hundreds of
people who had graduated from St. Lucy’s
before he was born, returned to mark

1873-1073,
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the 100th birthday of the school and
church which formed so much a part of
their “growing up.”

In the fall of 1872 a request by Catho-
lics in the fifth ward that a new parish
be formed in Syracuse west of Onondaga
Creek was answered affirmatively by
Bishop Conroy of Albany. The Rev. John
J. Kennedy, a young assistant from St.
Mary's in Albany was appointed the first
pastor. Father Kennedy was a man in-
itially rejected for the priesthood because
of near blindness. He vowed that if he
recovered his sight he would dedicate
a shrine or parish to St. Lucy. He re-
gained his sight and fulfilled his vow.
The cornerstone of St. Lucy’s was laid
on June 21, 1873. The Syracuse Courier
of June 22 noted that it took place “with
all the pomp and ceremony usual with
the Catholic Church” and that Father
Walsh stated that St. Lucy’s was to be
“a home of knowledge and comfort in
time of difficulties.”

The first Mass was celebrated in the
basement of the church on the Feast of
All Saints, November 1, 1873. On Christ-
mas Day, 1874, Mass was celebrated for
the first time in the church proper. In
1900 the floor of the church was lowered,
an entrance vestibule constructed and
the sanctuary and sacristies enlarged. In
the words of Bishop Ludden, “St. Lucy’s
congregation now has the handsomest
church in the city.” In 1904 the church
property was freed of debt. On December
18 of that same year three marble altars
were emplaced and consecrated.

The early success of the parish was
due in large part to the man who was its
first pastor. For 34 years St. Lucy’'s was
blessed with the inspired leadership of
Father John Kennedy. Bishop Ludden
appointed him the second Vicar-General
of the Diocese. The Holy Father elevated
him to the dignity of Domestic Prelate.
Monsignor Kennedy's life ended quietly
on Good Friday, April 13, 1906. By his
integrity and intense devotion to duty
this beloved priest left St. Lucy's as a
pattern for Christians everywhere.

A vacuum prevailed throughout the
centennial program resultant from the
absence of one of St. Lucy's truly illus-
trious sons, Father John Harrison, the
only brother of His Excellency Bishop
Frank Harrison, whom God saw fit to
call home to his heavenly reward during
October. We missed him very much but
gained solace in that he was certainly
with us in spirit and further that our
lives were indeed enriched by his friend-
ship.

Today St. Luey’s Church on the
western edge of downtown Syracuse,
where old residential meets new commer-
cial is typical of central urban parishes
in the northeastern United States. It is
an amalgam of older citizens minorities,
the poor and the disadvantaged. It is in
a real sense—“richer than ever.” It is
everything a parish should be, “a home
of knowledge and comfort in time of dif-
ficulties.” This is the way the cochair-
men of the centennial committee, Mr.
Thomas Murphy and Miss Margaret
Harrison expressed it:

We are filled with optimism despite de-

creasing numbers of parishioners and rev-
enue. Our confidence flows from the faith we

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

have in God and in each other. He will add
to our number and supply each need, one
day at a time. Changes will continue to come,
but whoever expected things to stay the
same!

As a proud alumnus of St. Lucy’s, may
I add simply—Amen.

ABSOLUTE DEVOTION OF COM-
MUNIST PARTY, US.A, TO DIC-
TATES OF KEREMLIN IN MOSCOW

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

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, if any-
one in this House ever had any doubts
about the absolute devotion of the Com-
munist Party, U.S.A., to the dictates of
the Kremlin in Moscow. I hope they take
note of CPUSA leader Gus Hall's latest
utterance as general secretary of the
party in the United States.

Hall has joined the Soviet Communist
Party Central Committee and the KGB
secret police in an all-out denunciation
of the cries for liberty and freedom issued
by those two brave Russian intellectu-
als—nuclear physicist Andrei Sakharov
and Nobel-winning novelist Alexander
Solzhenitsyn.

Hall alleges that Sakharov and Solz-
henitsyn are “destroyers’”—not “dissen-
ters,” He is particularly upset with Sak-
harov whom he characterizes as “a po-
litical and ideological swindler” because
Sakharov has dared to suggest quite pub-
licly that democracy as practiced in the
West is considerably to be preferred over
tyranny as practiced in Communist
society.

Hall's eight installment diatribe
against Soviet intellectuals now rebelling
against oppression by their Communist
masters was not only printed in the offi-
cial Communist Party newspapers in the
United States but in-a leading Moscow
propaganda journal as well.

He charged that both Sakharov and
Solzhenitsyn are conducting a campaign
of criticism of communism in the Soviet
Union “behind a curtain of deceit called
intellectual freedom and liberty.” It is
quite obvious that such terms are
anathema to Gus Hall who says it is “a
mandate of history” that there be a total
revolution to remove capitalism from the
world scene.

Hall castigates Sakharov for suggest-
ing that Israel deserves sympathy and
support because the Soviet Union is arm-
ing the Arabs and thus prevents the
achievement of a peaceful solution of
Middle East problems.

Hall condemns America and our sys-
tem of government and private enter-
prise, our beliefs in freedom of the press,
religion and public assembly, and our
rights to vote and speak as free citizens
in this manner—as ‘“a smelly, putrid,
dying stream, polluted with exploitation,
oppression and racism.”

In the fifth of the installments com-
prising the Hall “manifesto’ against So-
viet intellectuals and against the United
States, Hall attacks Solzhenitsyn for his
defense of the West as the last, best hope
for freedom on Earth in the face of the
Communist menace. Hall says, confi-
dently, that:
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The West is doomed to lose because, as a
system, it is on the rails of extinction. The
laws of social development have condemned
it to the ash can of history and the Sak-
harovs and the Solzhenitsyns of the world
are not going to save it.

I do not choose to dignify the rhetoric
of the leader of the Communist Party,
U.S.A., by asking that his lengthy po-
lemic be published in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp. However, I do want to alert this
House to the fact that everything Hall
says is exactly what the Kremlin has
said all along and I am certain Moscow
is grateful that this massive written as-
sault on the proud but lonely voices of
dissent within the totalitarian and ut-
terly oppressive Soviet Union today has
been conducted by an American Com-
munist—not a Russian one.

EPA'S QUESTIONAELE RULES

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

Mr. CASEY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the
Environmental Protection Agency has
now issued regulations for the State of
Texas, and in particular, transporta-
tion control measures for seven major
control areas in Texas., Their proposed
regulations, which they contend the
Congress mandated, are indeed interest-
ing to say the least.

I want my colleagues, who have not
yvet experienced EPA’s muscle, to have a
glimpse of how we, in Texas, are reacting
to these regulations. I enclose an edito-
rial which appeared in the Houston
Chronicle on November 4, which points
out some of the regulations and their
dubious worth. I commend it to my col-
leagues so they too might be prepared
for the future.

EPA's QUESTIONABLE RULES

The Environmental Protection Agency
moves ahead with automobile controls for
the Houston metropolitan area which are of
questionable legality, questionable author-
ity and questionable necessity.

The EPA has now set out the economic
sanctions it plans to take against the people
to try to force them into car pools and buses
as part of its miguided strategy to control air
pollution. We have seldom seen a mere Rube
Goldberg approach.

By next July 1, the EPA mandates, those
firms which have 1000 or more employes in
one facility and 700 company parking spaces
there exclusively for employes, whether free
or not, must start a plan to encourage use
of car pools and buses.

“Encourage” 1Iis euphemistic language
which hides the EPA’s intent to penalize peo-
ple to make them do as it wishes, Exactly
what the EPA has in mind is shown by the
regulations such a company must enforce
if it does not develop an “encouragement”
plan satisfactory to the EPA.

Employes driving to work alone must pay
& 81 per day fine plus a fee which is the
average of what the three nearest commer-
cial parking lots would charge for the day.
The fine goes up to $2 per day in 1975 and
$2.50 in 1976.

A car pool with two passengers would pay
only half this complicated fee-and-fine sys-
tem, Three passengers or more in the pool
an ., parking is free. The fine and the fee
money can be used by the company to re-
fmburse employes who ride the buses for
that fare, up to $200 a year.
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The legality of this is highly dublous is
our opinion., How can the EPA impose a pen-
alty on one class of people—those who work
for employers who have 1000 or more at one
facility and 700 company parking spaces—
and not on other people? This would not
appear to be equal protection under the law.

We also guestion whether it is the con-
gressionally intended authority of the EPA
to be imposing this type of monetary pen-
alties, fines, taxes, surcharges, encourage-
ments—whatever you want to call them—
on the populace of the country. Such de-
cisions should be made by elected representa-
tives and we do not think Congress intended
to delegate such power to the EPA.

Finally we would like to bring up once
again what is the most Alice-in-wonderland
aspect of the whole situation—and note some
new information on the subject. The subject
being that no one knows for sure if all this
is necessary or not.

It develops the EPA has been doing some
more sampling of Houston's air recently and
what it has found won't support lts position
that there must be auto controls despite
lack of scientific proof and the state’s con-
tention they're not needed.

A state official says nine samples collected
on a rainy, cloudy Sept. 11 revealed that a
significant amount of the key pollutants did
not come from auto exhausts,

We trust the EPA has a good explanation
for things llke this ready for those Housto-
nians it plans to start penalizing for driving
their cars.

THE CASE OF ALEKSANDER
POLOTZK

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

Mr. HUDNUT. Mr. Speaker, as a co-
sponsor of the Mills-Vanik amendment,
I am pleased to take part in the continu-
ing vigil in support of this vital legisla-
tion. The cases of individuals described
in the various speeches given by my col-
leagues bear vivid testimony to the fact
that emigration from the Soviet Union is
highly restrictive and often exposes the
applicant for emigration to hardship,
trial, and punishment.

Here is another example: The ordeal
of Aleksander Polotzk, a secondary
school student from Moscow, began on
February 23, 1973, when his school di-
rector, N. A. Panteleeva, learned that
the Polotzk family were planning to emi-
grate to Israel,

In the Soviet Union there is a close or-
ganizational tie between the secondary
school and the KEomsomal—Young Com-
munist League. Therefore, prior to a
meeting of the Komsomal, Panteleeva
informed Aleksander’s classmates and
their parents of the decision of the Pol-
otzk family to emigrate. Ten days later
Aleksander was expelled from the Kom-
somal.

During the entire month of March,
Aleksander's classmates caused him to
endure insults and threats both at school
and at his parents’ apartment. His
teachers no longer considered him to be
a student and ignored him.

Aleksander’s father complained to the
appropriate authorities about the school
situation. But despite their admonish-
ment, a mathematics period was can-
celled and a meeting of the Komsomal
was held at which his classmates accused
him of treason, When Aleksander tried
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to explain that emigration was legal un-
der Soviet law, the students threatened
to throw him out of the window. The offi-
cials who were present did not remon-
strate, but gave “silent consent.”

Finally, on April 4, Aleksander was
beaten up by his classmates in a school
lavatory and sustained a fraecture of the
nasal bones.

In September 1973, OVIR—the pass-
port office—rejected the Polotzk's emi-
gration application.

Mr. Speaker, it is incumbent upon a
free people to be concerned about these
flagrant violations of a basic human
right. Congress must act before it is too
late. The Mills-Vanik amendment must
be passed during this session of Congress.

THE TERMINATION OF FINANCIAL
AID TO MEDICAL STUDENTS

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

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I was
somewhat taken aback by the comments
made by the Assistant Secretary for
Health of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare this week when he said that the
administration was considering ending
financial aid to students of medicine.

Dr. Charles Edwards apparently feels
that Americans now have ready access
to physicians and I strongly question this
premise. I would back this up with three
points.

First, there are more than 130 counties
in the United States that are totally
without physicians. Second, we have seen
the emergency rooms of hospitals sag
under the load of citizens who come in
not because they necessarily need emer-
gency treatment, but because they can-
not find physicians for primary care.
The emergency room is replacing the
classic family physician. And third, I
would like to ask Dr. Edwards why, if
there is no shortage of physicians, will
more than half of all physicians licensed
in this country this year be foreign
trained. The answer is because we are
not training enough young American
physicians to answer the needs of the
American public.

And I do not agree with the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare's con-
cept that if a young man wants to earn
a degree in medicine, he should pay the
entire cost, that the taxpayer should not
help.

A recent survey has shown that it costs
between $16,000 and $26,000 a year to
educate a medical student. I do not know
how many parents could afford tuition
of $16,000 to $26,000 a year, but I venture
that figure would be very low.

The Congress has addressed the prob-
lem of producing more doctors for this
Nation in several pieces of legislation. We
have amended this legislation according
to the needs and demands of the Ameri-
can public. For we see the health of the
American public as a national asset and
a national resource.

I think the Congress will consider the
legislation which is designed to answer
these needs in the coming session and
again amend it to the needs of the
American public,
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However, I think it is unrealistic and
shortsighted for Dr. Edwards to propose
a total elimination of a program which
is designed to insure that the American
people have proper medical care.

MANDATORY ALLOCATION OF FUEL
DAMAGES AGRICULTURE AND
SHRIMP FISHING

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

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, the
two most important industries in the
15th Congressional District of Texas
stand to be severely damaged by the new
mandatory allocation program on diesel,
kerosene, and other designated middle
distillate fuels.

I refer to agriculture and shrimp fish-
ing. Both play a leading role in the econ-
omy of south Texas.

Since this new program went into ef-
fect on November 1, replacing a volun-
tary allocation program, I have heard
from farmers in my district who find
themselves unable to obtain diesel fuel
for their tractors and other machinery.
Operators of shrimp boats also report
that their suppliers have run out of fuel
or are likely to do so in the near future.

Generally speaking, the new program,
set up by the Energy Policy Office in the
White House and administered by the
Office of Oil and Gas in the Department
of the Interior, provides that users of
these fuels are to receive alloecations this
month based on the amount of fuel they
used in November of last year.

This basis of allocation is wholly un-
realistic. Farm use in particular peaks at
different times in different years, de-
pending on weather conditions. Heavy
rainfall in many areas of my own State
caused farmers to use much less fuel for
their machinery in November of 1972
than they will need this month.

Probably 50 percent of the Texas cot-
ton crop is yet to be harvested. A large
part of next year’s wheat crop has yet
to be planted in the State. Obviously,
every day of delay will be reflected in
smaller yields.

Mr. Speaker, there is wisdom in the
statement of the Honorable Bos PoaGE,
chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture, on which I serve, that the new
mandatory program shows hasty con-
sideration and urgently needs revision,

Said Chairman Poace:

Since there is no system of priorities, the
suppliers all along the line can and likely
will fill the orders of their old customers. This
could even mean fuel going to power a
merry-go-round In an amusement park while
a tractor stood idle in the middle of a farm
10 miles away because it ran out of dlesel.

And I speak also for the operator of
a shrimp boat that may have to remain
tied up at the dock because of lack of
fuel.

I hope a second look, a searching look,
will be taken at this mandatory fuel al-
location program. As it stands, it will
work hardship on agriculture and com-
mercial fishing in my district and will,
of course, penalize consumers of their
products.
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THE YOUNG REPUBLICANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Idaho (Mr. Symms) is recog-
nized for 60 minutes.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, last sum-
mer over 1,100 young men and women
met in Atlanta for the biennial conven-
tion of the Young Republican National
Federation.

These young Americans adopted a
platform which called unequivocally for
a strong nation and a firm commitment
to the rights of the individual. Many of
my colleagues are greatly encouraged, as
I am, to know that the future leaders of
the Republican Party believe that prin-
ciples make good politics. I am especially
pleased to see that the Young Republi-
cans have the courage to stand by the
traditional principles of our party, espe-
cially in these times when it has become
fashionable to flaunt and ignore these
sound prineiples.

These young people are not simply in-
terested in changing one palace guard to
replace it with another, or in substitut-
ing one set of officeholders for another
set. They are interested in cutting down
on the number of pigs at the public
trough, not just in changing them
around. They are interested in actually
reducing the size, power, and cost of the
Government; they believe that the
American people are far more capable
of making their own decisions at the local
level rather than having decisions made
for them by a bunch of bureaucratic
socio-economic planners in Washington,
D.C.; and, Mr. Speaker, they believe that
we must restore the policy of strategic
nuclear superiority for the United States
while at the same time eliminate waste-
ful spending by the Pentagon. It is un-
fortunate that these ideals, which were
once a basis of Republican Party policy,
have been so ruthlessly abandoned in
recent years by some elements of our
party.

The recent questionnaire which I sent
to my constituents in Idaho revealed that
65 percent of those replying believed
that our present two-party system does
not offer the voters honestly different
alternatives. Many of my colleagues, I
know, have had the same experience.
This is why, Mr. Speaker, it is so re-
freshing to many of us to know that the
people who will be leading our party in
the near future do believe strongly in a
genuine two-party system, one which of-
fers the voters a real choice.

In reading this year’'s Young Republi-
can platform I was particularly pleased
to see that most of their positions agree
with the views of the majority of my con-
stituents.

For instance, the Young Republicans
believe, as I do, that the Federal Gov-
ernment should not spend more money
than it receives each year. Ninety-four
percent of those responding to my ques-
tionnaire agree with this.

The Young Republicans also believe,
as I do, that the U.S. Government should
not subsidize and extend credits to Com-
munist countries for the purchase of
commodities and American technology,
96 percent of my voters responding agree
with this.
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The Young Republicans believe, as do
84 percent of my voters, that OSHA and
other regulatory agencies are strangling
American business and should therefore
be eliminated.

I think it is clear, Mr. Speaker, that
the members of the Young Republican
National Federation reflect the ideas of
the American mainstream and, most cer-
tainly, of the great majority of grass-
roots Republicans. I would like to con-
gratulate these fine young men and
women on their forthright and construc-
tive platform. I am especially proud of
their newly elected officers: Dick Smith
of Florida, chairman; Phyllis McGrath
of Colorado, cochairman; Clyda McLean
of Oregon, secretary; Drew Stasio of
Texas, treasurer; Mike Carrington of
California, auditor; Lynda Durfee of
Rhode Island, assistant secretary; and
Shad Hanna of Ohio, vice chairman-at-
large.

Mr, Speaker, I should like to introduce
into the Recorp at this time the first
portion of the 1973 platform of the Young
Republican National Federation:

1973 YounG REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVEN-
TION PLATFORM ADOFTED IN CONVENTION
JuLy 12, 1973, ATLANTA, GaA,

PREAMELE

We, the Young Republicans of the Na-
tional Federation, reaffirm our commitment
to the values upon which our country and
our party were founded.

We believe the genius of the American
system is its pervasive emphasis on the
liberty of the person, and Its careful effort
to distribute political power so that no single
man or group can ride roughshod over the
freedoms of the rest.

We believe this genius is expressed most
clearly in the inspired and enduring work of
the American founders who created our Fed-
eral Constitution with its limitation on the
reach of central government, its division of
powers and its insistence on States Rights
insuring that government had sufficient au-
thority to preserve the peace but insufficient
power to destroy individual liberty.

We deplore the numercus threats to this
system which have arisen over a 40 year
period of liberal domination, creating a mas-
sive central government and an enormous
bureaucracy which seek to regulate every
aspect of our lives at home and defaulting
repeatedly before the worldwide challenge of
militant communism abroad.

We assert that American freedoms must
be rescued from this double challenge by
a concerted effort to hold back misguided
interventions in our economy and re-estab-
lish our national defenses on a reallstic as-
sessment of the communist danger and a
firm commitment to America’s legitimate
national interests.

We further assert that the just ends of
government include the maintenance of civil
order against the forces of anarchy and sedi-
tion, and believe that this challenge too must
be met by responsible action of the Ameri-
can nation.

In all these matters and many others, the
ultimate resource of the American people
is the priceless legacy of principle inherited
from our founders and the countless cen-
turies of Western experience. In embracing
this legacy we reject the mistaken counsels
of “pragmatism" which set us adrift in the
political seas without a compass, and re-
peat once more our firm conviction that
principle makes good politics.

In furtherance of these beliefs, we hereby
adopt the following platform:

DEFENSE AND FOREIGN POLICY STATEMENT

The YRNF believes that the United States
must remain the leader in international af-
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fairs. And we recognize that the gravest
threat to world peace is for the United States
to abdicate its leadership role because it be-
came second-rate in the nuclear age.

We wholeheartedly support the premise of
President Nixon’s Blue Ribbon Defense Panel
that “the road to peace has never been
through appeasement, unilateral disarma-
ment or negotiation from weakness.,” The
entire recorded history of mankind is pre-
cisely to the contrary. Among the great na-
tions, only the strong survive.

Doctrine of strategic nuclear superiority

We believe that the strongest policy to in-
sure world peace is that the United States
must maintain unmistakable strategic su-
periority.

We support the continued advancement
and strengthening of our TRIAD of strategic
weapon systems as recommended by Presi-
dent Nixon:

1. United States Bomber Force—We call for
the funding to complete and implement the
new B-1 bomber as rapidly as possible to re-
place the aging B-52 force.

2. United States Sub-launch Ballistic Mis-
siles (SLBM)—We call for the continued de-
velopment and deployment of the undersea
long-range missiles (ULMS) and the new Tri-
dent submarine.

3. United States land-based International
Ballistic Missile Systems (ICBM)—We en-
dorse increasing the MIRV capabilities of
these missiles and believe in the necessity to
immediately improve their targeting ac-
curacy and targeting flexibility. The U.S.
should immediately proceed to Increase the
yield of our nuclear warheads. Further, we
call for the development of land-mobile long-
range and intercontinental ballistic missiles.

We urge a total modernization of United
States naval forces.

We support a Clvil Defense program that
will protect to an absolute maximum the citi-
zens of our country and governmental com-
mand, thereby releasing our population from
the threat of being held hostage in the event
of nuclear blackmail.

Increased Research and Development

The United States’ vital national interest
can only be protected by a priority increase
in efforts which must result in the restora-
tion of United States superiority in Research
and Development.

1. High-Energy Laser Weapons—We urge
maximum usage of laser technology in the
development of advanced weapon systems.

2. Military Space Systems—We support the
research and development that will provide
the U.S. the capability of utilizing our space
technology for military application and we
specifically support the development of a
fractional-orbital bombardment system
(FOBS) and defensive Anti-Satellite System.

3. Warning Systems—We support high
priority status to the development of ad-
vanced warning systems.

4. Submarine Communicatlons—We call
for the continuing development and im-
provement of the communication systems for
Polaris and Poseidon submarines.

5. Anti-Submarine Warfare—We acknowl-
edge that ASW is the key to the viability of
any Sub-launched ballistic missile force,
present or future and call for full coopera-
tion for continued research and development,
to the maximum extent possible, in order to
counter the overwhelmingly superior Soviet
submarine forces.

6. Control Systems—We support develop-
ment of improved secure control systems for
our airborne command post.

Arms Limitation and other Disarmament

Negotiations

Under SALT I the ABM Treaty limits our

defenses to our Nation’s Capital and one
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Minuteman missile site which is militarily
insignificant. The Interim Agreement on
Strategic Offensive Arms gives the USSR an
intolerable advantage in offensive nuclear
weapons which allows the Soviets to main-
tain a first strike capability that could be
effectively used to blackmail the U.B. should
the efforts to create a real détente prove un-
successful.

Therefore, we find that our national se-
curity policy requires the efforts to imme-
diately regain and retain the necessary stra-
tegic power to achieve the objectives of a
genuine and just peace.

1. There should be no hesitance in achiev-
ing maximum allowable technological ad-
vancements to improve the quality of our
strategic forces, which are not subject to the
Agreement.

2. We further assert that under no cir-
cumstances should the U.S. accept any con-
ditions in future negotiations that would
not guarantee a minimum of comparable lev-
els in offensive weapons and delivery systems.

3. That any and all agreements must be
conditioned to on-site inspection.

4, The United States must not rely solely
on the so-called “Counter-City Strategy” of
balance of terror or the “Mutual Assured De-
struction Doctrine.” We support the Presi-
dent’s statement that “our forces must also
be capable of flexible application.”

5. The Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency must be abolished.

6. We oppose United States government
credits or guaranteed loans to Communist-
bloc countries for sales of commodities to be
used by those countries to supplement their
economic deficiencies while employing their
own resources for further military expansion,

Volunteer Army

We support the all-Volunteer Army con-
cept that the Republican administration has
advanced.

Amnesty

We wholeheartedly support President Nix-
on’s position of no amnesty for deserters and
urge that all draft resisters and deserters pay
a criminal penalty for fleeting the Vietnam
war effort.

Reparations

We unalterably oppose any and all repara-

tions to Communist North Vietnam.
No-win Wars

The policy of the United States should be
to never agaln engage in armed conflicts
without the expressed intention and national
determination to defeat any enemies. And
any such further involvement in armed con-
flicts shall be subject to the approval by
Congress,

Latin America

The YRNF supports a new and positive
policy in Inter-American Affairs.

Recognizing that the United States is los-
ing in Latin America while the Soviet Union,
Communist China, Communist Cuba and
the countries in the Soviet-Bloc are making
rapid headway, the YRNF calls for:

1. A concrete policy in inter-American af-
fairs to be put forward by the President to
reassure those Latin American countries still
siding with the United States and to con-
vince others drifting away, that the U.S. will
adopt a policy of genuine firmness and co-
operation on the side of friendly nations.

2, Organization of American States—We
need an unequivocal declaration aimed at
preserving the OAS without non-hemispheric
influence.

3. Cuba—We need a clear declaration of
United States policy aimed at the reestab-
lishment of human rights and freedom for
the people of Communist Cuba.

4. Trade—We support strong concerted
efforts to protect U.S8.-Latin American trade,
which represents more than $10 billion a
year from outside competitors arising unfalr
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tactics to dislodge U.S. exporters and im-
porters in Latin America.

5. Panama Canal—The YRNF reasserts
that the administration has the highest re-
gard for the sovereignty of the Republic of
Panama. We recognize that the Inter-
Oceanic Connection across the Isthmus of
Panama by the present canal, or any other
to be built, is essential to the defense and
trade in our hemisphere and more specifi-
cally so to the United States and that this
should be remembered and protected in any
future new treaty negotiations with the
Republic of Panama.

Middle East

We wish to encourage a lasting peace in
the Middle East. We firmly believe in the
territorial integrity of all nations and their
right to defend that territory when threat-
ened or attacked.

We feel the sale of American arms should
only be limited to a natlon’s ability to pay
for those arms and only to those countries
who demonstrate their friendship to the
United States.

We also wish to insure the security and
identity of the many Arab Nations who have
not resorted to a hostile foreign policy, but
have been heavily involved in power politics
beyond their control.

We condemn all terrorist groups and the
Nations that willingly harbor them. We
strongly urge economic and political sanec-
tions against any Nation engaging in inter-
national piracy.

NATO and the Atlantic Community

We call for strengthening of the North
Atlantic Alliance under the principles of the
Nixon Doctrine.

1. The YRNF affirms that a strong NATO
defense posture, backed up by a continuing
U.S. military presence in Europe, remains
vital to the defense of Western Europe
against the Soviet Doctrine of “Peaceful Co-
Existence.”

This doetrine gives the Soviet Union and
its allies broad latitude for extending Com-
munist control and influence, including the
use of armed force and that this doctrine is
intended primarily to Inhibit the wuse of
fcree by those opposed to Communist ex-
pansion.

Consequently, to the extent that there is
any lessening of either the capability or the
apparent will of NATO to resist Communist
attack, the ablility of their influence
throughout Western Europe by subversive
methods, short of armed force, will be en-
hanced.

2. With a view toward world peace, we
recognize that a mutual and balanced re-
duction of military forces in Europe is de-
sirable. However, great caution must be
exercised in any negotiations between NATO
countries and Warsaw Pact nations to in-
sure that countries in the Warsaw Pact,
including Hungary, shall not be excluded
from any force reductions.

Indo-China War

We applaud the efforts of the Nixon ad-
ministration in successfully terminating U.S.
participation in the Vietnam War. We sup-
port the efforts of the President to force
compliance with the cease fire agreement
and encourage the use of whatever military
means necessary to reach this end. Under
no cireumstances should we further ac-
quiesce to the terms of the agreement. We
further demand the immediate and complete
accounting of all those missing In action
and otherwise unaccounted for.

China

Present and future American policies con-
cerning the People’s Republic of China must
always keep in mind our treaty obligations
to Nationalist China and our guarantee of
that nation’s territorial integrity and sover-
eignty.
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Rhodesia

We believe that consistent with traditional
American Policy of de facto recognition and
acting in our national self-interest, we call
for immediate diplomatic recognition of the
Republic of Rhodesia and an end to any
further embargo against Rhodesian goods.

Foreign Aid

As Americans, we believe that private en-
terprise is the best and most efficient way to
achieve economic development. Ald pay-
ments given directly by our government to
other governments have often resulted in
mammoth waste, high ineffciency and the
continuation in power of corrupt dictators.

It is time to limit foreign aid to only those
countries who have demonstrated an ability
and willingness to help themselves and ex-
tend and reciprocate to the U.S. goodwill and
friendship.

American Business Interests Abroad

We strongly recommend American pro-
tection of American business interests
abroad, including economie, political and
military sanctions whenever necessary.

Individual Human Rights

The YRNF believes in the dignity of the
individual. We deplore oppression and per-
secution which are the inevitable hallmarks
of despotic systems. We will continue to
work for the right of individual self-deter-
mination and encourage the political freedom
of subjugated peoples, including the right of
all persons to emigrate from any country.

OUR NATION TODAY
Individual jfreedom

We believe that freedom for all Americans
is best insured through a strong system of
free enterprise. This country was founded
and has prospered on a system which per-
mits maximum freedom of the individual
from governmental control. We must con-
stantly be aware that government is to be
accountable to the people, and not the re-
verse. As we strive to serve all of our citizens
through government, we must constantly be
aware that a free enterprise system is in fact
the foundation of freedom.

Responsibility in government

There are some basic statements of prin-
ciple to which all public servants should
adhere.

1. The American electorate is to be re-
spected and trusted—not treated with con-
tempt by political functionaries,

2. The responsibility of maintaining inter-
nal security is grave and one which is not
easily monitored by the public. The trust
granted to those who carry that burden
should always be preserved and honored.

3. Those entrusted with the responsibility
of enforcement must be always the first to
place themselves In compliance with our
laws.

4. By assumption of public service, we must
be aware of the propensity of power to cor-
rupt, and always maintain our defenses
against it.

New federalism

The YRNF strongly supports the concept of
“New Federalism” as defined to make more
effective local forms of government and to
place more power of governing in the hands
of the people.

We endorse President Nixon's position that
it is mecessary to reverse the flow of power
and funds to the Federal Government and to
return power and funds to the state and local
governments where the individual citizen
can determine in what areas and for what
purpose his tax dolar is spent. This concept
is not the absolute solution but only a means
to the end of having a less centralized fed-
eral government and a stronger local govern=
ment.
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Post card voter registration

Any suggestion of post card voter registra-
tion is irresponsible and is opposed by the
YRNF. Local election boards should continue
to have the responsibility to know those per-
sons registering in their districts.

Environment

While we approve of the concept of the
Environmental Protection Agency, we offer
caution in suggesting that hysteria of the
mmoment not be permitted to rise over reason
in the implementation ef its program.

Energy crisis

The YRNF, believing that the nation is in
the midst of an energy crisis, supports the
following ecologically sound measures to meet
our energy needs:

1. research into clean solar and geothermal
energy and development of those energy
sources;

2. construction of deep water ports—Ifor
example, Puget Sound, Washington and
Portland, Maine—that can handle super-
tankers;

3. development of Alaska oil; and

4, research and development of coal ligue-
fication.

Alaskan pipeline

The YRNF strongly supports the immedi-

ate construction of a Trans-Alaskan Pipeline.
Educational professionalism

The YRNF believes that educators must
be committed to their profession and provide
the tocls and motivations necessary for the
young people of today to discover more ob-
jectively their responsible roles as citizens
ol tomorrow.

In recent years, the attitudes and actions
of some teachers in advancing their own self-
ish goals have eroded the confidence of the
public in our system of education. Americans
are concerned about the end result of the
educational system they are financing at a
constantly increasing cost in public funds,

If we are to perserve our free society we
must not accept as inevitable the continuing
erosion of public confidence in cur schools
or the aliemation of our teachers from the
public whose schools are run by the teach-
ing profession. The public must again have
reason to respect and to support our system
of education. We, as Young Republicans, want
our educational system to transmit to the
next generation the great ideals and values
of our culture.

Vocational education

The YRNF strongly endorses the utiliza-
tion of vocational training programs as a form
of supplemental education after high school.

Educational voucher system

Establishment of a voucher system to aid
the parents of students in private schools
appears to be the most equitable means of
providing freedom of choice in education
and is endorsed by YRFN.

Busing

The YRNF is unalterably opposed to the
use of forced busing for the purpose of
achieving racial balance in public schools.

Health education

In order to provide true quality of life to
all citizens, a high priority must be given
to the establishment and implementation of
comprehensive programs of health education.
Our present health curriculums at all levels
of public education must be upgraded and
given a more significant role in the total
system.

This will permit an awareness and under-
standing of the physical, social, and psycho-
logical forces constantly surrounding us,
thereby permitting the individual to more
effectively fulfill his role in society.

Health insurance

It is our belief that the Federal Govern-
ment has no role to play in providing health
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care beyond assurance that comprehensive
coverage be made available at a reasonable
cost to all Americans through private health
insurance.

Welfare reform

The YRNF reaffirms the need of the Amerl-
can public to provide assistance to the truly
needy who have nowhere else to turn to meet
their basic needs, At the same time, we be-
lieve that our present welfare system
threatens to bankrupt our nation wunless
major changes in priorities are made.

We further feel that welfare programs
should be funded and administered at no
higher than the state level.

Work Incentive programs have been estab-
lished to enable Individuals in some states to
remove themselves from the welfare roles
through private employment. We applaud
these recent reforms as paving the way to a
workable solution, They have been able to
shift emphasis towards determining need
and work potential of each of the applicants.
Bpecial note should be taken that the major
emphasis is work, be it private or on public
projects, and not a system of doles.

Mr. ASHEROOEK. Mr. Speaker, from
1957 to 1859 I had the honor of serving
as chairman of the Young Republican
National Federation. For this reason I
am especially pleased to be able to com-
mend today the 1973 platform of the
future leaders of my party.

While not necessarily agreeing with
every point in the YRNF platform, I
seriously recommend to all of my col-
leagues the views of this 500,000-member
organization on the foreign policy of our
Nation. Of particular interest are the
following sections relating to no-win
wars, the Indochina war, NATO and the
Atlantic community, China, Rhodesia,
and foreign aid:

SECTIONS OF 1973 PLATFORM OF THE YOUNG
REFPUBLICAN NaATIONAL FEDERATION
NO-WIN WARS

The policy of the United States should be
to never again engage In armed conflicts
without the expressed intention and na-
tional determination to defeat any enemies.
And any such further involvement in armed
conflicts shall be subject to the approval by
Congress.

INDO-CHINA WAR

We applaud the efforts of the Nixon ad-
ministration in successfully terminating U.S.
participation in the Vietnam War. We sup-
port the efforts of the President to force com-
pliance with the cease fire agreement and
encourage the use of whatever military
means necessary to reach this end. Under no
circumstances should we further acquiesce
to the terms of the agreement. We further
demand the immediate and complete ac-
counting of all those missing in action and
otherwise unaccounted for.

NATO AND THE ATLANTIC COMMUNITY

We call for strengthening of the North
Atlantic Alliance under the principles of the
Nixon Doctrine.

1. The YRNF affirms that a strong NATO
defense posture, backed up by a continuing
U.S. military presence in Europe, remains
vital to the defense of Western Europe
against the Soviet Doctrine of “Peaceful Co-
Existence.”

This doctrine gives the Soviet Union and
its allies broad latitude for extending Com-
munist control and influence, including the
use of armed force and that this doctrine is
intended primarily to inhibit the wuse of
force by those opposed to Communist expan-
sion.

Conseguently, to the extent that there is
any lessening of either the capability or the
apparent will of NATO to resist communist
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attack, the ability of their influence through-
out Western Europe by subversive methods,
ghort of armed force, will be enhanced.

2. With a view toward world peace, we
recognize that a mutual and balanced reduc=
tion of military forces in Europe is desirable.
However, great caution must be exercized in
any negotiations between NATO countries
and Warsaw Pact nations to insure that coun-
tries in the Warsaw Pact, including Hungary,
shall not be excluded from any force reduc-
tions.

CHINA

Present and future American policies con-
cerning the People's Republic of China must
always keep in mind our treaty obligations
to Nationalist China and our guarantee of
that nation's territorial integrity and sover-
€ignty.

RHODESIA

We believe that consistent with traditional
American Policy of de facto recognition and
acting in our national self-interest, we call
for immediate diplomatic recognition of the
Republic of Rhodesia and an end to any
further embargo against Rhodesian goods.,

FOREIGN AID

As Americans, we believe that private en-
terprise is the best and most efficlent way
to achieve economic development, Ald pay-
ments given directly by our government to
other governments have often resulted in
mammoth waste, huge Inefficiency and the
continuation in power of corrupt dictators.

It is time to limit foreign aid to only those
countries who have demonstrated an ability
and willingness to help themselves and ex-
tend and reciprocate to the U.S. goodwill and
friendship.

Mr. Speaker, I include the following
conclusion of the platform:
1973 PLATFORM OF THE YOUNG REFUBLICAN
NATIONAL FEDERATION

OLDER AMERICANS

The YRNF commits 1tself to helping older
Americans achieve greater self-reliance and
greater opportunities for direct participa-
tion in the activities of our society.

Bocial security programs should be made
voluntary as a means of guaranteeing in-
dividual freedom of choice and destiny. Cur=
rent social security laws that do not per-
mit citizens receiving benefits to supplement
their income by gainful employment or pur-
suit of a new career should be abolished.

An expanding economy not only makes it
feasible for this action, but the present labor
supply makes it mandatory for the older
American to play a strong role in our lives.

COURT REFORM

The court system of our nation has be-
come overburdened and slow to respond.
Therefore, the YENF supports to reform our
court system so as to speed the resolution
of cases,

URBAN DEVELOPMENT

The problem of conserving and rebuilding
our urban areas can best be met through ac-
cepting a plan which permits local determi-
nations of priorities.

We have seen that many programs to re-
solve these ills have not been doing an ade-
fjuate job. The control, planning and fund-
ing should be placed in the hands of the
local community. The ineffectiveness of pro-
grams and the wasting of money must be
stopped.

VETERANS

We recognize our national obligation to
the Vietnam Era Veterans to see that they
are eligible for benefits comparable to those
received by World War II and EKorean War
Veterans.

We further maintain that retirement
benefits for military personnel be egualized
for all such personnel.
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MINORITY INTERESTS

The YRNF reaffirms the basic Republican
principle of treating members of minority
groups as individuals and not simply as
votera.

THE AMERICAN ECONOMY
Economic prosperity

We believe in a healthy expansion of our
economy without inflation.

We will be able to reduce inflation only If
we hold the line on federal spending.

We believe that all government-imposed
wage and price controls should be abandoned
as “solutions” to the problem of inflation,
and that the free market system for regu-
lating wages and prices should be allowed
to function. Recent experience has demon-
strated that “temporary” wage and price
controls, designed to check inflation, turn
out to be sporadically permanent and are
ineffective in controlling inflation

We believe that the free market system,
which has built the United States into the
world’s strongest economic powe:, is far su-
rerlor to any system of government flat and
regulations, which serve only to hamper pro-
duction, promote inefficiency and restrict
freedom.

Budget procedures

If we are to enjoy economic prosperity and
an end to inflation, it is imperative that we
achieve a “Balanced Budget” with actual re-
ceipts equalling actual expenditures.

Delay in Congressional consideration of
the budget is a major problem. Each year
Congress has failed to enact major portions
of it before the next budget was prepared.
Congress has resorted to the device of con-
tinuing resolutions to earry on the activities
for which it has not made appropriations.
Such delay needlessly compounds the com-
plexities of budget preparation and frus-
trates the potential of the budget as an effec-
tive management and fiscal tool.

The fragmented nature of congressional
action results in a still more serious prob-
lem. Rarely does the Congress concern itself
with the budget totals or with the effect of
its individual actions on those totals. Appro-
priations are enacted in at least 15 separate
bills. In addition, “backdoor financing” in
other bills provides permanent appropria-
tions, authority to borrow and spend with-
out an appropriation, and program author-
izations that require mandatory spending
whether or not it is desirable in the light of
current priorities.

We believe that the manner in which Con-
gress reviews and modifies the budget should
be changed to include the following:

1. adoption of a rigid spending ceiling to
create restraint on the total at the begin-
ning of each annual review;

2. avoldance of new “backdoor financing”
and review of existing legislation of this
type; and

3. prompt enactment of all necessary ap-
propriation bills before the beginning of the
fiscal year

The Congress must accept responsibility
for the budget totals and must develop a
systematic procedure for maintaining fiscal
discipline. To do otherwise in the light of the
budget outlook is to accept the responsibility
for increased taxes, higher interest rates,
higher inflation, or all three.

We believe that there should be no increase
in the national debt and that such debt
should be repaid during the next 100 years.
The note of repayment shall be such that
one-tenth of such debt shall be repaid during
each 10-year interval.

Finally, we emphasize the major issue,
beyond deficit financing and the public debt,
is simply the level of aggregate governmental
spending. The federal government is simply
spending too much money. The almost ex-
ponential growth in special interest legisla-
tion and spending must be brought under
control. The abandonment of all deficit fi-
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nancing will make possible better control of
federal expenditures, in addition to being the
most effective tool for stopping infiation.
Therefore, problems associated with deficit
financing and run-away federal spending are
inter-related.

Business and Labor

We believe in maximizing free competition
in our soclety.

We support the transfer of services now
provided by government, wherever possible,
into the private sector so that they will be
subject to the beneficial effects of competi-
tion. In addition, we oppose the issuing of
government grants of monopoly privilege
which are designed to protect individuals or
companies from competition.

We endorse the legitimate role of labor
unions in attemping to gain better and safer
working conditions for their members, but
suggest the elimination of those special legal
priviliges which allow unions to gain restric-
tionist wage rates, higher than the free mar-
ket rate. Such wage rates lead to unemploy-
ment or lower wages in other sectors of the
economy, and reduce the general level of
prosperity.

We encourage employers to treat their em-
ployees as people rather than cogs in a ma-
chine, with the recognition that better per-
sonnel relations and more flexibility and in-
dependence for workers leads to greater pro-
ductivity, which benefils all segments of the
economy.

We recognize the role of small and new
businesses in increasing competition and in-
novation in the economy, and encourage the
elimination of arbitrary government stand-
ards in safety, product reliability, and ac-
counting procedures, as well as taxation poli-
cies, which tend to benefit large established
firms at the expense of smaller, younger ones.
We further encourage the use of tax credits to
compensate firms for expenses incurred in
doing bookkeeping for Social Security, with-
holding taxes and other government pro-
Erams.

International business

We encourage the abolition of all artificial
trade barriers between countries.

Only by allowing unrestricted trade be-
tween countries will the world ever be able
to achieve the highest efficlency possible in
production, thus helping to solve problems
of hunger and poverty throughout the globe.
Perhaps even more important, economic ties
between countries will help strengthen diplo-
matic ties and ensure peace in the world.

Agriculture

We believe that the federal government
should eliminate the following controls or
programs:

1. Farm Subsidies

2, Acreage Allotments

3. Land Use Planning

4. All USDA invelvement in non-agricul-
tural areas.

The elimination of these programs will re-
sult in greater production and allow farm
products to seek their true market price.
With greater productivity we will guarantee
a better supply of food to prevent hunger in
the world.

Ownership of gold

We believe that any citizen of the United

States should be allowed to own gold.
AMERICA OF THE FUTURE

The YRNF believes that our country’'s fu-
ture is threatened by an energy crisis con-
cerning both its human and natural re-
sources.

Petroleum

The U.S. demand for oil by the year 1980
will range between 20-25 million barrels per
day.

We believe that our nation must avoid
becoming heavily dependent on oil from po-
litically unstable countries. The Soviet Union
could succeed in controlling the flow of Mid-
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dle Eastern oil to the United States by play-
ing on Arab economie, diplomatic and mili-
tary dependence on the U.S.8.R. Therefore,
we believe it to be in our best national in-
terests to avoid future delays and uncer-
tainties in planning the development of the
Alaskan North Slope oil reserves.

We believe that the price of economic
growth need not be the deterloration of the
quality of our lives and our surroundings.
Indeed, in the future, as history has veri-
fied, economic growth and an Increase in the
quality of life must go hand in hand.

Gasoline tares

We feel that taxes from the sale of gasoline
should be used only for the planning, build-
ing and maintaining of roads, streets and
highways.

It is not only impractical, but improper for
the government to be in the business of
transporting people in our urban areas, at
the expense of the people in other parts of
the country. Future transportation needs
must be met and can be met most efficiently
by following the prineciples of the Repub-
lican Party, the principles of Free Enterprise.

Private industrial commitment

Last year private sector spending for
pollution and environmental control jumped
by 50 percent.

Thus, we have every reason to believe that
private industry will handle its own problems
in this area. Concurrently, each individual
must take the responsibility for looking after
his own home and workplace. Your backyard
is not the domain of the Federal Govern-
ment. We must look to the energy of the
individual and of private industry to solve
“future needs” of America. We must convert
the so-called crisis of the environment into
an opportunity for unprecedented progress
and resurgence of individual responsibility,

Future resources

It is our belief that we should work for the
creation of a laissez-faire, free market
economy, The following steps should be
taken:

1. The fiat money of today should be re-
placed by an inflation-free dollar backed by
gold.

2. Taxes should be reduced through the
abolition of the practice of withholding
taxes.

3. The personal gracuated
should be abolished.

4. We must move toward reduction of our
National debt. A first step should be the
selling of those government-owned busi-
nesses that are unconstitutionally run in
direct competition with other free enter-
prise businesses. In itself this would net our
government $65 billion dollars and means a
144 decrease in that debt.

Human resources

The human resource—the individual—
when allowed to solve his own problems and
develop his own potential, is a limitless
source of energy. Human energy, the skill,
industry, and productivity of the American
people, is the driving force of our economy.

When initiative is taken from the individ-
ual and replaced by Federal action of a public
dole system the individual loses his vital
energy and productivity in society.

The original Americans

On future needs in the area of Indian
Affairs, it is our belief that we should guar-
antee those individual freedoms, that be-
cause of bureaucratic mismanagement, have
been taken from our Original Americans. To-
wards this end, we support the abolition of
the Bureau of Indian Affairs whose policies
of “Cradle to Grave” soclallsm have kept
the American Indian a second-class citizen,

Self-protection

We believe that the basle constitutional
right of all citiZens to keep and bear arms
should not be restricted.

income tax
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Present and proposed state and federal
laws which abridge this baslie right are un-
constitutional and ireffective In keeping fire-
arms out of the hands of criminals or reduec-
ing the number of gun-related crimes.

Future Stability

We urge the YRNF to redouble its eflorts
in recruiting candidates with the courage,
ability and love of country of our great lead-
ers of the past.

Women’s rights

We strongly reaffirm the constitutional
rights that provide for the equality of the
sexes,

Drugs

Drug abuse remains as one of the most
vicious and corrosive forces attacking the
foundations of the American society, es-
pecially its youth. It is a major cause of
crime and a merciless destroyer of human
lives. The Young Republican National Fed-
eration encourages and endorses actions to
fight this contagion of disease and crime
with all of the resources at our command.

We realize that the problem of drug abuse
cannot be quickly solved, but the massive
efforts that have been launched by the Nixon
administration must be continued through:

1. Increasing American support for inter-
national efforts to control narcotic traffic;

2. Expanding programs of education, We
believe the best hope of saving other young
people from drug addiction js through edu-
cation, An effective health education pro-
gram dealing with personal growth and de-
velopment, which includes teaching a respect
for drugs, will aid the student in fulfilling
his role in society. A strong and secure self-
concept is the most practical prevention of
drug abuse. One of the primary causes of
drug addiction is the search for instant
gratification from doubts, fears and uncer-
tainties;

3. Expanding programs of rehabilitation,
training and treatment. We believe the cas-
ual first time user or possessor of drugs must
be kept away from jails and prisons and
given the opportunity to participate in treat-
ment programs designed to keep them from
becoming addicts. For those persons already
addicted to drugs, we support the concept of
community based treatment programs;

4. Endorsing legislation to make drugs less
accessible;

5. Opposing legalization of marijuana. We
intend to solve problems, not create bigger
ones by legalizing drugs of unknown physical
and psychological impact;

6. Endorsing tougher criminal penalties for
the heavy trafficker of heroin and other major
drugs. We feel the death penalty is justified
for heavy drug pushers; and

7. Endorsing stricter law enforcement as a
deterrent to drive pushers of dangerous drugs
from the streets, schools and neighborhoogs
of America.

Government controls

In order to continue the country’s economic
growth in the future, the government must
be removed from the area of general eco-
nomic controls and the influence of govern-
ment on technical design, rate regulation,
transportation, and communication must be
minimized.

Government by the people

Our country’s course must be charted so
as to pretect our freedom from abridgement
by the bureaucratic manipulation of any
government entities. Our present situation
verifies that when the government grows be-
yond the control of the people, only govern-
ment benefits. We pledge our future energies
to drastically reducing the size of all phases
of government so as to return our country
to government by the people. Eternal vigil-
ance is the price of liberty.

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, in
July of this year the Young Republican
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National Convention adopted a truly
amazing platform—it shines like a bea-
con, cutting through the dismal fog of
today’s pragmatic, unprincipled polities.
It is indeed refreshing to see our national
organization of Young Republicans re-
assert in clear-cut, no-nonsense terms,
the prineciples of individual liberty in
politics and free enterprise in economics.

With these principles as a firm base,
let us consider the platform position on
one crucial issue: Welfare reform.

Although unpublicized by most of the
news media, welfare is truly a national
scandal. In July 1963, there were some
7,292,000 persons receiving welfare pay-
ments totaling approximately $301 mil-
lion. Projected over a full year, the total
in 1963 was approximately $3.6 billion.
If medical payments to welfare recip-
ients are included, the figure climbs to
about $4.7 billion.

By July 1973, only 10 years later, the
number of persons on welfare had more
than doubled to a figure of 14,700,000,
while total payments more than tripled
to a figure of $927 million per month,
or about $11.2 billion per year. When
medical payments are added, the yearly
total is $20 billion.

It is obvious thet if such growth con-
tinues, it will bankrupt our Nation. But
what will stop its growth? As is made
explicit by so-called “welfare rights” or-
ganizations, the whole welfare program
is based on the premise that those who
cannot or will not work have a right to
the income of those who do. Thus if you
earn your own living, you are penalized;
if you do not provide for yourself, you
are rewarded.

How long can a nation survive when
productivity is penalizea and indolence
rewarded? Is it any wonder why the wel-
fare roles keep multiplying?

The Young Republicans, unlike today’s
liberal establishment who simply ignore
the crisis they have created, take the only
position that can break the welfare
spiral: They emphasize work incentives,
and not a system of deles. This, coupled
with their position that welfare should
be funded and administered by the
States, and not the central government,
would go ¢ long way toward cleaning up
our welfare mess and would of course
return fiscal stability to our Federal
Government.

I congra.a'ate the Young Republicans
eon their strong stand on the principles
of individual liberty, and their rejection
of pragmatism. I only hope that the
“party regulars” both Democrat and Re-
publican take note.

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, the Young
Republican National Federation repre-
sents many thousands of young people
who are moving, at various stages in their
young lives, into the political arena.
Some of them are fresh from the high
school and college campuses of this
great country, infused with a thirst to put
their educations and their ideals to work.
Others are already in the business and
professional world—young doctors, law-
yers, engineers, writers, scientists. The
two things they share are the hope and
confidence of the young, on the one hand,
and a fresh perspective, on the other.
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I was delighted recently to see the plat-
form adopted by these young people at
their national convention. I would like
to share a part of it with my colleagues.
Because I would not impose on the time
of the Congress to read into the REcorp
the entire platform, I would like to select
one particular section—the section on
health care—as reflective of the idealism
and the new perspectives embodied by
these many newcomers to political life.
The convention urged a new emphasis
on improved health education, at all
levels, and then adopted this statement:

It is our belief that the federal government
has no role to play in providing health care
beyond assurance that comprehensive cov-
erage be made available to all Americans at
a reasonable cost through private Insurance.

What is so interesting—and so enlight-
ening—to me, Mr. Speaker, is that a
group of young Americans widely ac-
claimed as the most politically aware,
best educated generation of our history,
has looked with compassion and concern
at the health needs of the American peo-
ple and has recognized that it is in the
best interests of the people to keep the
Federal Government out of the health
care business.

These young people have not been bur-
dened with the task of working too close
to the forest to see the trees; they do not
see problems—and solutions—in terms of
the 1930's and 1940's. Thcy look with
fresh eyes at the medical needs of the
people, and look with objectivity and
calm at the many health care programs
that have been instituted by this Govern-
ment and by other governments. They
hold no pride of authorship in those pro-
grams and are able to evaluate them in
real terms of good done, restrictions im-
pesed, moneys spent. Their conclusion—
like the conclusion of an increasing num-
ber of experts in the health care field—
is that the American people have received
a high level of care, at reasonable cest,
under the private health care system, and
the Federal programs have invariably
endangered the quality of care and in-
creased costs.

Mr. Speaker, it is 1efreshing to find so
many young people recognizing that the
answers to our problems must come from
private enterprise; recognizing that the
result of our past actions, well-inten-
tioned though they might have been, has
too often been the precise opposite of
what the Congress had hoped.

We are all aware of the immense cost
overruns in the medicare and medicaid
programs, and persons knowledgeable in
the health care field are aware, also, that
regulations imposed by the health
bureaucracy have resulted in increased
cost at the doctor’s office and at the hos-
pital and nursing home. Doctors are
aware that the congressional impera-
tive to oversee what it spends has often
resulted in strong pressures upon the
medical professional to comply with arti-
cial national “norms” rather than treat
each patient, individually, in accordance
with the doctor's knowledge of that pa-
tient and consistent with the best, on-
the-scene medical judgment.

Many of my colleagues see these prob-
lems, and they recognize, as well as any,
the failures of the Federal Government
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in providing health care through medi-
care and medicaid. They are aware of the
recent expose in Reader’s Digest of the
low quality of care in VA hospitals; of
the loud and angry complaints by our In-
dian citizens who receive care through
Federal agencies; of the skyrocketing
medicaid costs which have driven State
governments to the brink of bankruptey.

Our trouble in the Congress, Mr.
Speaker, is that many in this House and
in the Senate helped to author the legis-
lation that ereated these programs. They
saw problems and believed the way to
solve them was to spend the taxpayers’
money on artificial national solutions.
Now they feel a commitment to that ap-
proach and to those Federal programs.
It is difficult to break the habits of a
half century.

That, Mr. Speaker, is where we owe our
thanks to our young people. These new
voices in the Young Republican National
Federation speak with a candor and
freshness which we cannot have in the
Congress. I eommend this health care
recommendation to all of my colleagues
and suggest that it is advice worth fol-
lowing.

Mr. FREY. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
join with the gentleman from Idaho
(Mr. Symwms) in praising the Young Re-
publican erganizations, both nationwide
and throughout the States. As a former
State chairman of the Florida Young
Republicans, I can truthfully say that
the experience gained through it has
been most important in my service in the
Congress. The Young Republican organi-
zation affords not only training grounds
for those interested in the political sys-
tem, but gives them practical experience
in the very real world of politics. If this
country is going to continue to grow in
greatness, the young people must be in-
volved. One of the Senators when asked
about the Watergate hearing and poli-
tics, in essence fold young people to “turn
off.” I think this is just plain wrong. I
think young people should become more
involved. The challenge of Watergate is
not the challenge of less involvement,
but the challenge of more involvement.
The Young Republican organization has
afforded this opportunity to many young
people, including many Republican
Members of Congress.

I would certainly be remiss if I did not
say a few words about the present na-
tional chairman, Dick Smith of Florida.
Dick and I have worked together in the
Young Republieans since the 1960’s. Dick
worked his way up through the Young
Republican ranks and has always done
an outstanding job. There is no question
of his ability, his sincerity or his dedi-
cation. I am convinced that the national
federation of Young Republicans is going
to build upon its outstanding record un-
der his leadership and be even more im-
portant in the future. Congratulations to
the chairman, Dick Smith, and to all
members of the Young Republicans. We
know you will keep up your goed work
and that you will redouble your efforts in
these trying times, I e¢annot end these
remarks without thanking especially the
many, many Young Repuhblicans in Flor-
ida who were instrumental in my elee-
tion and who have been instrumental in
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keeping me in the Congress. They know
of my feelings as I have expressed them
many times publicly. Without them, I
would never be here. I only hope that we
never let them down.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
as a former State chairman of the Flor-
ida Young Republicans, it gives me great
pleasure to join my colleagues in con-
gratulating the Young Republican Na-
tional Federafion on their thoughtful
and responsible platform, adopted at
their convention in Atlanta this summer.

It is a source of special pride to me
that the new national chairman of the
Federation, Dick Smith, hails from my
home State of Florida. This fine young
man has long been active in Young Re-
publican activities, and served as mna-
tional treasurer of the Federation for
the past 2 years.

No one who has ever atiended a meet-
ing or convention of Young Republicans
has failed to be impressed by the aware-
ness and concern of these young men
and women over the future of this coun-
try. Moreover, this growing organization
of over half a million young Americans
speaks out for what is best in America.
The Federation’s 1973 platform opens
with an affirmation of their commitment
to the values upon which their couniry
and party were founded.

The platform states:

We believe that the genius of the American
system is in its pervasive emphasis on the
liberty of the person, and its careful effort
to distribute pelitical power so that no single
man or group can ride roughshod over the
ifreedoms of the rest.

I would like to commend this platform,
Mr. Speaker, to all of my colleagues for
their thoughtful consideration. I believe
that they will then agree with me that
our future is in good hands. The mem-
bers of the Federation of Young Repub-
licans are committed to working for this
Nation—in their home communities, in
the States, and at the national level.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, in
July of this year, I had the pleasure of
speaking before the Young Republican’s
National Convention in Atlanta. The
Young Republican National Federation
adoption a platform at this convention
which I would like to commend to the
altention of my colleagues.

I believe that these concerned young
men and women are to be congratulated
for their informed and forthright com-
mentary on America’s place in the world,

1t seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that while
I might not agree with every specific pro-
posal in their national defense platform,
the ideas of these fine young people de-
serve the most serious consideration by
all of us.

The Young Republicans have re-
minded us very cogently, I believe, that—

The gravest threat to world peace is for the
United States to abdicate its leadership role
because it became second-rate in the nuclear
age . . . among the great nations, only the
strong survive.

The Young Republicans went on to
point out that—

The strongest policy of deterrence agalnst
war and for world peace is that the United
States must maintain unmistakable strategic
superiority.
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They believe this can best be done by
restoring U.S. supremacy in military re-
search and development.

The Young Republicans are rightly
concerned in my view that under SALT
I the ABM Treaty limits our defenses to
militarily insignificant levels. In addi-
tion, the Interim Agreement on Strategic
Offensive Arms gives the U.S.S.R. an in-
tolerable advantage in offensive nuclear
weapons. The Young Republicans con-
clude and I agree that—

We find this number-two position as &
world military power to be totally unaccept-
able and our mnational sf.rat-egy pollcy of
minimal deterrence should be altered imme-
diately to regain and retain strategic su-
periority.

There is no more important area of
concern for the future of our Nation, Mr.
Speaker, than our national defense. I am
happy to be able to congratulate the
Young Republican National Federation
for the serious contribution they have
made to our informed discussion of these
problems.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks on the subject of
my special order and to include extrane-
ous material.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the reguest of the gentle-
man from Idaho?

There was no objection.

LAND USE BILI—AN ALTERNATIVE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Arizona (Mr. STEIGER) is reec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, today, I am introducing legislation
that will serve as an alternative to H.R.
10294, the land use bill currently before
the House Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee.

I am offering this bill in an atiempt
to bring the provisions and the effeets
of this legislation back into line with its
stated intent. The intent of H.R. 10294
is to encourage and assist the State to
plan for the wise and balanced use of
its land resources. A reading of what the
bill actually says immediately reveals
that H.R. 10294 goes much further than
encouraging and assisting. Presently,
there is a wide disparity between intent
and effect; my legislation seeks to close
that gap.

The proponents of H.R. 10294 are con-
stantly reassuring us that the States will
have almost total control in developing
their land use plans and that the
Federal Government’s role will be lim-
ited to overseeing their activities, but
once more I submit that a study of the
actunal wording points out the unlike-
liness of a passive Federal role.

HR. 10294, as it stands now before
the Interior and Insular Affairs Com-
mittee, contains line after line of re-
quirements, criteria, instructions, and
suggestions that the States must con-
sider or comply with before the Secre-
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tary of the Interior will decide if a State
is eligible to receive a grant.

If the Secretary rules that a State has
not followed these Federal requirements
in developing its land use policy, not
only can he withhold these grants, but
he may also impose sanctions on unre-
lated Federal funds. Under H.R. 10294,
these sanctions would be imposed, in
amounts up to 21 percent, in three areas
of Federal funding: First, airport and
airway developments; second, Federal
highways; and third, land and water
conservation. The injustice of forcing
States into compliance with this act by
using this type of threat must not and
should not be tolerated.

I believe that if we are to have land
use planning legislation, that it should
do only what it professes to do and no
more. We must not allow legislation of
this type to become a tool by which the
Federal Government intervenes in still
another area of essentially State and
local responsibility.

Federal legislation in this area of State
and local responsibility must be written
with a minimum of Federal controls.
State and local governments must be
free to carry out their constitutional
duties and to decide for themselves how
their needs can best be met. It is not for
us sitting here in Washington to decide
what kind of land use controls a State
needs, but it is instead up to the people
closest to the situation who understand
the needs of their people best.

The legislation that I am introducing
restores the proper balance between the
original intent and the effects of this
legislation. I am attaching a section-by-
section analysis of my bill at the con-
clusion of these remarks, but I would
like to point out some of the major dif-
ferences between this bill and H.R. 10294.

Both bills authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to make grants to the States
to assist them in setting up their land use
plans, but instead of requiring States to
follow numerous and restrictive require-
ments in developing their plans—as H.R.
10294 calls for—my bill allows the States
to decide for themselves the range and
content of their plans. Under my bill, the
content of a State’s land use plan will not
be dictated from Washington, but will be
formulated by State and local officials—
as it should be.

The sanction provisions which still re-
main intact in H.R. 12094 are not pres-
ent in my legislation. The Federal Gov-
ernment should not be given this coer-
cive, economic “stick” to force the States
into compliance if they choose not to
participate in the program.

I have included language in my bill
that will insure that private property
rights will remain unchanged. Under my
bill, not only must nothing in the act
diminish the rights of owners of property
as provided for by the Constitution of the
United States—as H.R. 10294 states—but
neither shall anything in the act dimin-
ish the rights of owners of property as
provided for by the Constitution and laws
of the State in which the property is
located. Our citizens are guaranteed
better protection of their property rights
under State constitutions and laws than
under the U.S. Constitution. This lan-
guage insures that the States will follow
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their existing laws in implementing this
act, and not be tempted, as they would be
under H.R. 10294, to use the provisions of
the act to circumvent these laws.

H.R. 10294 requires the Secretary of
the Interior to tell the States which lands
within each State he considers to be areas
of critical environmental concern of more
than local significance, while my bill al-
lows the States to determine what they
consider to be critical areas.

I have eliminated the bureaucratic and
useless Interagency Land Use Policy and
Planning Board from my legislation in
an attempt to make the administering
of this act more efficient.

Also, I have reduced the extremely
high and wasteful funding levels by 60
percent—from $100 million per year to
$40 million—and cut the number of years
for funding from 8 to 5.

These are some of the major differ-
ences between H.R. 10294 and the bill I
am introducing today—for more detail
as to what my bill calls for, I am enclos-
ing a section-by-section analysis.

I urge my colleagues to look at this al-
ternative carefully. I believe that it is
both a reasonable and balanced approach
to solving the controversies and problems
involved in land use planning:
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE STEIGER

Lanp Use Brn
TITLE I—ASSISTANCE TO STATES
Part A—Findings, policy, and provision for
grants
Section 101—Findings

PFinds an urgent need for land use plan-
ning to promote general welfare, secure a
wise and balanced allocation of resources, and
provide for social, economic, and environmen-
tal well-being and long-term needs of Nation.

Section 102—Declaration of Policy

Declares it the policy of the federal gov-
ernment in cooperation with the several
states and their subdivisions and other orga-
nizations to: 1) assure lands are used in
ways contributing to man and nature living
in productive harmony and under which re-
quirements of present and future genera-
tions can be met, and 2) encourage and sup-
port States to establish effective land use
planning and decision-making processes.
Section 103—State Land Use Planning Grants

Authorizes the Secretary of Interior to
make annual grants to eligible states, de-
fines an eligible State land use planning
agency as one having primary authority for
development and administration of a land
use planning process, describes the form
and functions of a state-local intergovern-
mental advisory council on land use plan-
ning.

Part B—Land use planning process
Section 104—State Planning Process

Describes an eligible state land use plan-
ning process as one which considers all land
and natural resources in the State and which
provides for:

An adequate data base.

Technical assistance and training for State
and local personnel.

Public involvement and participation by
State and local officials in planning process.

Methods for coordinating the land use
activities of State and local governments, the
activities of areawide agencies.

Methods to coordinate activities of land
use interstate agencies, those of local gov-
ernments, those of Indian tribes, and those
pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management
Act and those of federal land management
agencies.

Resolution of conflicts arising between
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State land use plans and the plans of In-
dian tribes by a three member board.

Methods to consider and evaluate factors
influencing land use—agriculture, forestry
industry, transport, energy, open space, rural
development, public services, education,
esthetic, ecological, geological factors, rec-
reational needs, unique characteristics of
areas having national significance, impacts
of the land use program on the local prop-
erty tax base and state revenues, require-
ments of the State, region, and nation for
adequate energy supplies.

The definition, identification, designation,
and regulation of areas of critical state con-
cern, large-scale development, land use of
regional benefit, and areas suitable for or
which may be impacted by key facilities.

Section 1056—Implementation

Encourages states to utliize general pur-
pose local governments in the implementa-
tion process and for planning, review, and
coordination purposes as to the regional im-
plication of local plans and implementation.
This Section also states that nothing in this
Title should be deemed to: 1) permit a fed-
eral agency to intercede in a State’s land
use management, 2) enlarge or decrease a
State’s authority to control the use of Fed-
eral land, 38) diminish the rights of property
owners as provided by the constitutions and
laws of the Federal and state governments.

Section 106—Interstate Cooperation

Encourages states to coordinate their land
use plans on an interstate basis through
compacts subject to Congressional approval.

Part C—Federal action
Section 107—Determination of Eligibility

Requires the BSecretary to consult with
other Departments before making a grant
under section 103, requires the Secretary to
determine a State's eligibility for a grant no
later than three months following applica-
tion, requires the Secretary to be satisfied
that the grant will be used to develop and
implement a land use planning process, re-
quires periodic reports from the States on
work completed and scheduled.

Section 108—Appeal Procedure

Provides for an appeals procedure for
Btates ruled ineligible for grants by the
Becretary.

Sectlon 109—Consistency and Coordination
of Federal Actions

Requires Federal projects and activities af-
fecting land use including permits and 1li-
censes, grant, loan or guarantee programs,
such as mortgage and rent subsidy programs
and water and sewer construction, but ex-
cluding revenue sharing be consistent with
the State’s land use planning process, except
in cases of overriding national interest. Re-
quires applicants for a required Federal per-
mit, or license or assistance for an activity
affecting land use to transmit the views of
the relevant local government and areawise
planning agency a statement as to the con-
sistency of the proposed action with the land
use planning process. Requires that Federal
activities conducted in an area not subject to
the land use planning process be conducted
s0 as to minimize adverse impact upon the
environmental. Requires all Federal land
management agencies to consider the State
land use programs, and State, local and pri-
vate needs and to coordinate their land use
activities on the Federal lands with the State,
local land use activities on or for adjacent
non-Federal lands to the extent such coordi-
nation is not inconsistent with existing law.

TITLE II—ASSISTANCE TO INDIANS

Section 201—Indian Land Use Planning

Granta

Authorizes the Secretary to make land use
planning grants to any Indian tribe to assist
in developing a land use planning process for
Indian reservation and other tribal land of
that tribe.
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Outlines what the process must provide for
(le., identifying areas of critical concern,
areas of key facilities, and areas for potential
larpge-scale development, coordinating with
ctates which contain these tribal lands, and
resolution of conflicts between state land use
plans and the plans of Indian tribes by a
three member board.)

Section 202—Eligibility

Secretary must be satisfied that the tribe
intends to expend funds for the development
of a land use process for the reservation or
other tribal lands, before making any grants.

After three years the Secretary must be sat-
isfied that the tribe has developed a planning
process and is making good faith efforts to
put it into operation before grants are made.
Section 203—Tribal Reporting Requirements

Any tribe receiving a grant must report to
the Secretary each year on its activities.
TITLE IIT—ADMINISTEATION
Bection 301—Office of Land Use Policy and
Planning Administration
Establishes this office in the Department of
the Interior to administer the Act. The Direc-
tor is to be appointed by the President (with
consent of the Senate). Among other duties,
the Secretary through this office will admin-

ister the grant in ald programs, analyze the -

land resources of the U.S. and the resulis
from this Act, and consult and consider the
views of other Departments in the issuance of
guidelines, rules and regulations.
Bection 302-—Guidelines, Rules, and
Regulations

Frovides that guidelines will be issued to
Federal agencies and the States by the Sec-
retary no later than six months after the ef-
fective date of enactment. BEefore any guide-
lines, rules or regulations can take effect, they
must be submitted to the Congress. They be-
come effective if within 60 days the Congress
does not pass a disapproving resclution.
Section 303—Recommendation as to National

Policy

Authorizes the Secretary to study the need
and substance of national land use policies,
and to make his report within three years
after enactment. In this study the Secretary
must consider the need for policies which:

Insure that all demands upen the land, in-
cluding economic, soclal and environmental
demands, are fully considered in land use
planning;

Consider the long-term interest of the Na-
tion and insure public involvement as a
means to ascertain such interests;

Insure the timely siting of facilities and
development necessary to meet national or
reglonal requirements;

Encourage the conservation and diversity
of the natural environment and the preserva-
tien of unique areas of national significance,

Section 2304—PBiennial Report

Requires the Secretary to report biennially
to the President and Congress on matters
concerning land use programs and problems.

Section 305—Utilization of Personnel

Authorizes the head of any Federal de-
partment or agency to furnish the Secretary
with information or appropriate personnel
that he requests to carry out his functions.

Bection 306—Technical Assistance

Allows the Secretary to provide techni-
cal assistance to any state or Indian tribe eli-
gible for grants in the performance of its
functions,

Section 307—Hearing and Record

Authorizes the Secretary to hold hearings
and to take testimony in carrying out the
provisions of this Act.

Section 308—Appropriation Authorization

Authorizes (1) $40,000,000 for each of five
fiscal years in grants to the states; (2) 83,-
000,000 for each of five fiscal years for grants
to Indian tribes; and (3) $8,000,000 for each
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of three fiscal years for administration of the
Act,
Section 309—Allotments

Grants to any state during any fiscal year
must not exceed 75 percent of the estimated
cost of the program. Grants to Indian tribes
may be made in amounts of 100 percent of
the estimated cost.

Section 310—Financial Records

The recipients of grants must keep and re-
port the information concerning their pro-
grams that the Becretary requires.

Section. 311—Effect on Existing Laws

This section sets out specific laws which
are not to be affected by this Act (ie. this
Act must not supersede, repeal, or conflict
with the Coastal Zone Management Act of
1972).

Section 312—Definitions
Defines key terms such as: “areas of criti-
cal State concern”, “Indian reservation and
other tribal lands', “key facilities”, “large-
scale development’', ete.

HEARINGS ON THE VICE PRESIDENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Georgia (Mr. BLACKBURN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BLACEKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I
understand that the FBI and the In-
ternal Revenue Service have begun in-
vestigations in preparation for hearings
on the nomination of our distinguished
minority leader to be Vice Fresident.
These investigations are quite proper
and I want to congratulate the nominee
for offering his full cooperation in these
matters. He has consented to politically
and financially disrobe in order for the
Senate Rules and Administration Com-
mittee, the House Judiciary Committee,
the Congress, and in fact, the entire
Nation to examine every scar and
blemish.

A valid question could be asked as to
how many Members of this body would
enjoy the thought of having every detail
of their personal finances examined in
public? I strongly suspect that each of
us would like to feel that there are some
areas of privacy left even for those of
us in public office.

I do not recall any instances in Ameri-
can history when a man chosen for the
occupancy of the office of Vice President
has been subjected, or has agreed to be
subjected to, such public scrutiny. I am
confident that GerarLp Forp will emerge
with high marks from even the most
partisan of our colleagues. The guestion
yet remains, however, as to how valid
are our demands upon GEeraLD FoORD
when we ourselves would consider such
demands upon ourselves onerous and
UNNEeCcessary.

DIFFICULT VOTE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. Hocan) is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, today the
House voted to override the President’s
veto of House Joint Resolution 542, the
war powers legislation. This was one of
the most difficult votes I have cast since
coming to Congress.

I firmly believe that there is a need for
Congress to reassert its constitutional
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powers to declare war. The Korean and
Vietnam wars were waged at great sacri-
fice of our men and treasure without war
ever having been officially declared. This
troubles me. I would favor some means
to restrict Presidents from waging unde-
clared wars.

The framers of the Constitution were
explicit in their desire that the power to
declare war and raise armies be left to
the legislature with the President havy-
ing the power to act as Commander in
Chief after war is declared. The “sudden
attack” doctrine has been recognized as
an exception to this rule. To my mind it
is essential that the President have the
flexibility to respond instantly to a na-
tional or international crisis. To deny
the President this power is potentially to
paralyze the country. I am not sure
whether House Joint Resolution 452
would allow the President this needed
flexibility to respond.

House Joint Resolution 542 provides
that the President shall “in every pos-
sible instance” consult with congres-
sional leadership before and during com-
mitment of U.S. Armed Forces to hos-
tilities or situations where hostilities may
be imminent if Congress has not declared
war. Specifically, the President must
submit a report within 48 hours after he
commits U.S. Armed Forces to hostilities
outside U.S. territory, its possessions and
territories; commits U.S. Armed Forces
to territory, airspace, or waters of a for-
eign nation, except for supply, replace-
ment, repair or training of existing
forces; or substantially enlarges U.S.
Armed Forces equipped for combat and
located abroad.

The report must include a description
of the circumstances necessitating the
action, the constitutional and legislative
provisions giving authority for the action,
the estimated scope of activities, their
estimated cost, and any other informa-
tion which the President may consider
useful.

The President’s report must be sub-
mitted to the Speaker of the House and
the President pro tempore of the Senate
and referred to the House Foreign Affairs
Committee and the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. If Congress is not in
session, the Speaker and the President
pro tempore may request the President
to convene Congress to consider the re-
port.

Unless Congress enacts a declaration
of war or a specific authorization for the
use of U.S. forces within 60 days after
the report is submiited, the President
must terminate all activities. The Presi-
dent must also terminate hostilities if
Congress so directs by concurrent resolu-
tion—not subject to Presidential veto.

The recent outbreak of hostilities in
the Middle East, and the continuing
danger of a confrontation between the
United States and the U.S.S.R. because
of that conflict, made me wonder wheth-
er or not passage of House Joint Resolu-
tion 542 over the President’s veto would
be well advised, or whether it would be
potentially dangerous. While I support
the general objective of it, I do not think
House Joint Resolution 542 is sound leg-
islation. It seeks to reconcile irreconcil-
able points of view. It seeks to impose
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limitations on Presidential authority
which may be unconstitutional. At the
same time, it attempts to develop a stat-
utory definition of the President’s pow-
ers which some may feel is too much of “a
blank check.”

If House Joint Resolution 542 were
now on the books, section 2 would deline-
ate the President's “constitutional pow-
ers” regarding the commitment of troops.
In the light of the present threatening
situation in the Middle East, Congress
at this moment could well want to have
a direct say on any commitment of our
forces. That crisis, furthermore, should
lead Congress to weigh carefully the con-
sequences of restricting the Commander
in Chief’s ability to respond.

The resolution provides that the Pres-
ident must immediately withdraw troops
from all hostilities if Congress mandates
such a course through the use of a con-
current resolution. This is a major flaw
in the bill. Concurrent resolutions nor-
mally do not have the force of law, and
certainly do not have that effect where
they do not purport to be simply a with-
drawal of authority previously granted
by Congress. The proponents of House
Joint Resolution 542 want to eliminate
the constitutional responsibility of the
President to approve legislation. This, to
my view, is unconstitutional.

I am troubled by the language of sec-
tion 5(b), which would enable the Con-
gress, through its own inaction, to limit
the President’s authority to defend the
United States. Under that section, the
Congress—through a failure to act—
would prohibit the President from con-
tinuing an emergency action. Should we
legitimize a situation where constitu-
tionally appropriate actions of the Pres-
jdent can be thwarted by an unwilling-
ness of the House or the Senate to take
a stand? This would make possible a
“cop out” of historic dimensions.

Through inaction the Congress could
force the President to terminate use of
U.S. Armed Forces. Within 60 calendar
days the President would have to termi-
nate the use of the Armed Forces in situ-
ations covered by the resolution, unless
the Congress has: First, declared war or
specifically approved the President's
action; second, extended the 60-day pe-
riod: or third, is physically unable to
meet because of an armed attack upon
the United States. If Congress fails to
act, our Armed Forces must be with-
drawn. In my opinion, Congress shirks
its responsibility on the issue of war and
peace unless it takes positive action to
approve or disapprove the President's
action.

Some have expressed another objec-
tion that in attempting to accommodate
the Senate’s position in conference and
define the President’s powers as Com-
mander in Chief, the resulting compro-
mise gives statutory sanction to certain
unilateral warmaking powers that the
President has not previously possessed.
They believe that this legislation would
actually increase the President's au-
thority to wage war, not restrict it as
claimed by proponents of the war powers
resolution, While I do not see this pro-
posal in that light, it is an argument
worthy of note.

our colleague from Virginia (Mr.
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WaHaITEHURST) , who taught history for 18
years before coming to Congress, re-
minds us that nearly 40 years ago, the
United States experienced a time of dis-
illusionment with foreign involvement
that has some strong parallels today.
The frustrations that followed our par-
ticipation in World War I lingered into
the 1930's, and with the rise of the dic-
tatorships, we searched for the means to
avoid another foreign war. It is generally
conceded now that America followed a
false path then, but follow it we did.
Congress passed a series of laws known
as the Neutrality Acts, all designed to
keep us out of a war that had been
fought nearly 20 years before. Far from
guaranteeing our neutrality, the Neu-
trality Acts actually emboldened the
aggressors to act more recklessly; the
record shows that they pointed to the
Neutrality Acts as proof that the United
States would stand by while the aggres-
sors had their way.

Today the House faced an issue
fraught with the same kind of conse-
quences that flowed from the Neutrality
Acts of nearly two generations ago.

Mr. Speaker, I agonized over this vote
perhaps more than over any other vote.
I finally decided to vote to sustain the
President’s veto. Since this point of view
did not prevail, I hope efforts will be
made in the next Congress to correct
some of the flaws in the legislation we
approved today.

WARMAKING POWERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Massachusetts (Mrs. HECK-
LER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts, Mr.
Speaker, today the House of Represent-
atives is being given a historic oppor-
tunity to reassert its powers and prerog-
atives under the Constitution in the area
of warmaking.

I believe that Congress has defaulted
to the Executive in carrying out war-
making powers for too long. The Ameri-
can people and the best interests of our
country demand that Congress assume its
constitutional responsibilities in ques-
tions of war and peace.

The Constitution specifically delegates
the President as the “Commander in
Chief” of our Armed Forces and allo-
cates the authority to “declare war” to
the Congress. This division of warmak-
ing powers bhetween the legislative and
executive branches of Government is in-
tended to facilitate a working partner-
ship in dealing with decisions relating
to the commitment of our Armed Forces
overseas.

Our painful experience in Vietnam
serves to remind all Members of Con-
gress that the American public is de-
manding a direct voice in all future war-
making decisions. As the Representa-
tives of those people who would be called
upon to serve in combat during an in-
volvement in another military conflict,
we must restore our rightful role as par-
ticipants in these vital decisions.

The war powers resolution is not de-
signed as an attack or criticism of any
President or past Presidential actions but
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rather as an effort by Congress to insure
that it is permitted to exercise its full
constitutional responsibilities in war-
making questions.

The desire to reestablish the right of
Congress to correct the imbalance of
power between Congress and the Presi-
dent in regard fo war powers is inter-
preted by critics of the war powers res-
olution as an attempt to weaken the
Presidency by reducing the flexibility of
\;.he President in national security mat-

ers.

Our Founding Fathers decreed that
while the President would serve as Com-
mander in Chief of our Armed Forces,
only the Congress could commit the
Nation to war. During recent decades
our Presidents have allocated them-
selves increasing authority in warmaking
based on our cult of gaging Presidential
strength on the basis of military decisions
made without consultation with Con-
gress.

The war powers resolution is designed
to reaffirm the traditional role of con-
gressional partnership with the President
in decisions which would affect the lives
of the millions of people we represent.

We have been negligent in guarding
our authority in dealing with questions
of war and peace. It is time that we
reinstate a viable system of checks and
balances between the legislative and
executive branches of Government in the
area of warmaking powers. I urge my
cclleagues to vote to override the Presi-
dent’s veto of House Resolution 542.

LACK OF BUDGET REFORM IS IN-
FLATING OUR NATIONAL DEBT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. KempP) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. KEMP, Mr. Speaker, in the nearly
3 years in which I have served in this
body, the Congress has increased the
total national debt ceiling no less than
five times. Today, this House voted for
a sixth increase in only 29 months.
SHARP INCREASES IN NATIONAL DERT CEILING

UNPARALLELED IN RECENT TIMES

When I first voted on legislation to
increase the debt ceiling, the total ceiling
stood at $377 billion. We were asked to-
day to increase the total ceiling, through
June 30, 1974, to $478 billion. If signed
into law that will be a 29.4-percent in-
crease in the total debt ceiling within 29
months. If one works backwards from
the June 1971 vote—my first on this is-
sue—one is struck by the inescapable fact
that it had taken 168 months—back to
1957, the first year of President Eisen-
hower's second term—for the national
debt ceiling to have been increased by
the same percentage. In summary, the
total national debt ceiling is being now
increased at a rate 5.8 times the rate for
the period from 1957 to 1971. That figure
and its implications for our fiscal integ-
rity and economic stability are re-
sounding.

PREVIOUS SUPPORT OF DEET CEILING INCREASES
RECALLED

Why do Members of Congress who are
fiscally responsible sometime vote for
extensions in the public debt ceiling?
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In my own instance, I have voted for
such increases in the past because—

To attack the problem of Government
spending at the point where the credit
of the United States was apparently at
stake;

At the point at which obligations had
already been made;

At the point at which parties ostensibly
had relied on the word of the Govern-
ment to meet its obligations; and

In summary, at the point of consider-
ing a debt ceiling increase is to attack a
result—not a cause—of the fiscal crisis
within which our Government finds it-
self today.

The places at which the Congress, in its
exercise of its constitutional role with
respect to the purse, should attack the
problem of Government spending is, first,
at the authorization level, and, second,
at the appropriation level. We too often
forget that the Government can only
indebt itself in the pursuance of pro-
grams specifically authorized and funded
by the Congress.

It is, for one who desires to hold down
the national debt ceiling, a logical action
to vote against an increase in that ceiling
only when one has consistently voted
against the authorizations and appropri-
ations which constitute, collectively, the
need for an increase in the ceiling.

There are many Members who, in the
exercise of both their own conscious and
the electoral mandates of their constit-
uencies, vote consistently against exces-
sive authorizations and appropriations
for activities which they believe to fall
outside the proper roles of Government.
When taken jointly, their votes would
have curtailed expenditures in excess of,
or at least equal to, the proposed in-
creases in the national debt ceilings. I
trust that I am perceived to be in con-
cert with these Members.

I have voted, heretofore, for extensions
of the public debt ceilings, because I felt
the “nay” votes to be directed at the
results, not causes, of our fiscal crisis.

VOTED AGAINST THIS INCREASE TODAY

I believe the time has passed when we
can afford that judgment. In full con-
sistency with my votes against excessive
authorizations and appropriations, I
voted today against an increase in the
public debt limit.

I believe there is an obligation para-
mount to others which must be raised on
this issue—an obligation to fiscal respon-
sibility which can best be served by send-
ing a message to all Members of these
two bodies, as well as to the administra-
tion, that excessive Federal spending
must be stopped now. This Congress can
no longer afford a ritualistic provision
for huge increases in the debt limit; that
time has passed.

The question which was before us to-
day—whether or not to increase the pub-
lic debt limit—raised serious concerns
which go beyond the pages of that bill.

These concerns must not be allowed to
go unmentioned, for only when the Con-
gress comes to grips with them will we
move once again to the economic sta-
bility and viability which have been the
hallmarks of our free market economy
and the free society within which it fune-
tions with its inherent ability to resolve
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adequately any real or perceived malad-
Jjustments.
CONGRESS DEEDS MUST MATCH ITS WORDS

In an address to this body as recently
as October 31, I stressed the need for
Congress to match its deeds with its
words:

When one examines the spiraling rate of
increase in the public debt ceiling—and when
one further examines the volume of expendi-
tures being authorized by the Congress,
which collectively constitute the need for
continuing debt-ceiling increases—the need
is apparent for this assemblage to come to
grips—immediately and effectively—with the
causes of our concerns.

If there is any single issue on which the
actions of the Congress must be brought into
line with its words, it is this subject of vir-
tually uncontrolled Government expendi-
tures in practically every field of human en-
deavor—sapping the vitality of the {free
enterprise system, interfering with the
mechanisms of the free market economy, and
jeopardizing the political freedoms which
cannot exist without economic freedom,

We cannot stand in the well of this cham-
ber and urge an end to excessive total Fed-
eral spending, yet vote for increases—general
or selective—in the levels of authorization or
appropriation over and above the capabilities
of Federal revenues to meet those levels.

We cannot stand in the well of this Cham-
ber and urge an end to excessive infiation,
yet vote for increases in Government ex-
penditures which can be met only through
additional borrowing or through additional
printing of money—either and both of which
add to the causes of inflation.

We cannot stand in the well of this Cham-
ber and urge particular demands of various
“fiscal constituencies” be met, yet ignore the
conclusion that collectively the meeting of
those special constituency demands will re-
sult in unlimited Federal spending.

We cannot stand in the well of this Cham-
ber and urge the private and independent—
volunteer—sectors of the economy meet
their fair share of the burden of helping
eradicate soclial and economic ills, yet en-
act revenue-raising legislation which takes
from them their capabilities of bearing the
financial burdens of such assumptions of
responsibility.

We cannot stand in the well of this Cham-
ber and urge States, municipalities, and
counties assume their full share of govern-
mental responsibility, yet take from them
available tax bases from which must come
the funds for assuming those full shares of
responsibility.

We cannot stand in the well of this Cham-
ber and urge remedial action on this urgent
problem without first realizing that its ulti-
mate resolution lies not only in the will of
the Congress, as the first branch of Govern-
ment, to assume its proper and full consti-
tutional roles with respect to the purse, but
also in the issue being joined head on
through a comprehensive, fully interrelated
program effort. Piecemeal effort to first at-
tack the problem here, then again there, will
not resolve this matter. Only through a uni-
fled and unidirected effort will we be able
to adequately meet this problem and resolve
it. It will require a great degree of personal
courage of convictions among the Members
of this branch. But we need keep only one
thing in mind to Inspire us to rise to meet
this challenge: If we fail in it, we invite the
collapse of our monetary and economic sys-
tems and, ultimately, of the ability of Gov-
ernment to discharge its responsibilities.

. Ld Ll - Ll

Government spending—and the raising of
revenue requisite to that spending—must
have & ceiling beyond which it invites either
or both the collapse of the economic strength
of the Nation or freedom. Because Govern-
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ment works with numbers which are be-
yvond normal human comprehension—who
can adequately contemplate the size of 1
billion of anything—because it sees a broad
scope of issues, because it has not yet reached
the breaking point, the Congress finds it hard
to impose self-restraints on the levels of its
own authorizations and appropriations. Yet
everyone, even the most casual observers,
knows that Government has a voracious ap-
petite for the people’s earnings.

The statistics prove the tendencies of Gov-
ernment to siphon off ever greater shares of
the people’s income for itself, yet that casual
observer to whom I have referred knows that
all—I repeat, all—income of Government
must ultimately come from the people them-
selyes through personal income taxes,
through corporate income taxes passed on to
the consumers in the form of higher costs,
through excise taxes and user charges, et
cetera.

Government must realize that it cannot in-
definitely tax the people at constantly in-
creasing levels without destroying the peo-
ple’s ability to support themselves and their
families. In the end they will wind up de-
fenseless, at the mercy of a vast special-in-
terest-oriented Government bureaucracy they
unwittingly helped to create, a bureaucracy
which perpetuates itself through the con-
sumption of the people's livelihood.

- * L - L

The Congress has not done its fair share
of the job of maintaining a growing economy,
halting inflation, keeping the budget under
control, establishing national priorities in a
consistent pattern. Why? It could very well
be, and I believe that it is, that the Congress
does not now have the machinery with which
to deal with these problems. Of what do I
speak?

Of the four identifiable phases in the budg-
et process, three are presently in need of
conscious overhaul—budget execution and
control, review and audit, and authorization
and appropriation. The Congress has abdi-
cated—and I use that word advisedly—its
authority because it has lacked the technical
machinery with which to use its constitu-
tional powers of the purse.

The top priority of the Congress, there-
fore, ought to be to develop the vehicle
itself—the vehicle which will allow us to
get a handle on the budget, to view it as a
totality, to establish a ceiling—which can
also be done through a mechanism.

No matter how hard this body must “bite
the bullet” in determining that the present
level of Federal spending must be the maxi-
mum at which we must stop, we simply
must arrive at agreement on an absolute
standard against which priorities for Federal
expenditures can be established by this first
branch of Government. As long as we adhere
to the ever-flexible, no-celling way in which
the Congress authorizes and appropriates
moneys today, we will contlnue to feed, at
the expense of the people, the insatiable ap-
petite of Government for dollars. Theory?
Philosophy of Government? Speculation? No.
Fact, Federal internal revenue collections
have risen in 32 years from $5.34 billlon in
1840 to $209.8 billion in 1972—a staggering
3,858-percent increase.

The mechanism which has made the most
sense to me, and to the eminent economists
with whom I consult on these important
matters, is the revenue control and tax re-
duction program first proposed on a State
level by Governor Reagan in California. That
program’s aim is to control the size of Gov-
ernment spending and the tax rates necessary
to raise revenues by placing a progressively
lower ceiling on tax collections over a fixed
period. The program would impose a con-
stitutional limitation on the percentage of
total personal income which the State will
be permitted to take from the people in the
years ahead, gradually reducing the percent-
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age which taxation bears to income by 0.1
percent per annum over the next 15 years.
As an illustration of the importance of adopt-
ing such an absolute standard, if present
trends continued in California during the
next 15 years, the rate would rise from its
present 8.75 to 12.27 percent—nearly a 33-
percent jump. Yet the plan still more than
adequately provides for the State’s revenue
needs, for even while the tax rate is being
reduced, gross revenues in the State will
climb nearly three times. The plan also pro-
vides for emergencies upon a declaration by
the State legislature by a two-thirds vote.
In summary, the plan is a method not only
to control taxes but to control the amount
of money the State can spend as well.

This concept represents an idea whose time
has come, It can be, with appropriate amend=-
ments to conform it to the Federal process,
made applicable to the Federal Government.
In close association with noted economists
and tax experts I am now working on the
preparation of both an amendment to the
Constitution and an enabling statute which
would carry a closely similar plan into op-
eration on a Federal level. Such a measure
will have many advantages.

First, it will mean the recognition, at last,
that there is a limit on the level of income
which Government can take from the people.

Second, it will mean a recognition by this
body that it must assert positive and con-
scious fiscal leadership for the Natlon.

Third, it will enable the Congress to deter-
mine how much money can be expended by
the Federal Government within a fiscal year,
thereby establishing according to meaning-
ful criteria, the priorities among the myriad
of spending proposals.

Fourth, it will enable the Congress to ex-
ercise more fully its power over the purse.

Fifth, it will enable Congress to ex-
ercise that power of the purse in a manner
which will require the executive to come
openly to the Congress for the funds for
any emergency, particularly in the area of
foreign or military policy.

Mr, Speaker, I believe firmly that if this
body is ever to come squarely to grips
with the issues of spending, deficits, and
inflation encouraged thereby that it will
be only through the use of mechanisms
which deal with the process of author-
ization, appropriation, and priority set-
ting. Parkinson’s law—that, spending
rises to meet income—and the more
recently formulated corollary—that
spending rises to slightly exceed income,
in expectation of increased income—
shows clearly that we will never ade-
quately tackle this problem by simply
attacking the level of spending. We will
tackle it only through the development
of congressional mechanisms for estab-
lishing priorities and spending levels
among them and through the establish-
ment and adhesion to a revenue and
spending standard which cannot exceed
a fixed percentage of the total national
income.

REMARKS OF PRESIDENT
SANGOULE LAMIZANA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the Hounse, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. Diges) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker I would like
to insert for the thoughtful attention of
my colleagues the remarks of President
Sangoule Lamizana of Upper Volta dur-
ing the reception on his behalf by Chair-
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man Morgan of the House Committee on
Foreign Affairs on October 16, 1973. Pres-
ident Lamizana, who was here on a
drought relief mission on behalf of the
Sahelian states of West Africa afflicted
by the drought, was accompanied by his
Foreign Minister and Ambassador, the
Ministers of the other five States of Mali,
Mauritania, Niger, Chad, and Senegal
and by the Ambassadors of these five
States.

He concluded his remarks by saying:

Greatness entails obligations. You repre-
sent a great people. Because of the feelings
that motivate you, you can help to arouse
American public opinions to assist us in
winning the difficult battle we are waging
against hunger, thirst, and poverty in order
to give the people of the Sahel renewed rea-
son to live and to hope.

The text is as follows:
REMARKS OF PRESIDENT SANGOULE LAMIZANA

First of all, I should like to thank you,
through you, the American people whom you
are privileged to represent and who have gen-
erously expressed their solidarity with the
peoples of the Sahel, sorely tried by a drought
lasting for several years.

I should also like to emphasize how much
we appreciate this meeting, which is a fur-
ther expression of your great interest in our
problems.

We would like to see In that interest evi-
dence that we have excellent advocates with
the American people. An advocate obvlously
needs to be perfectly familiar with his
client’s case in order to be prepared to defend
him with a maximum chance of success. That
is why it seems appropriate for me to describe
briefly to you the current situation in the
Sahelian countries and the steps that should
be taken to ensure the survival of our people.

It was during the 1972-73 crop year that
the drought which had prevailed for
five years assumed dramatic proportions.
Throughout the Sahelian region the rains
began late, were irregular and badly distrib-
uted, and ended too soon. The efforts of five
months of hard work were reduced to nought.
The grain heads were formed, but were
empty. There was no hope of harvest. The
farmer could then foresee the suffering that
would come to his household, his wife, his
children, his neighbors, the entire village.

The over-all shortage throughout the re-
gion was estimated at 850,000 tons of grain.
Reserves had been greatly reduced by the
shortages of the preceding years.

In order to attend to the most pressing
needs, the local governments mobilized the
feeble means at their disposal and appealed
for national solldarity. The response has been
affirmative but Incapable of meeting the
needs that must be met.

As early as September 4, 1972, President
Senghor called the atfention of the world to
t".e difficulties and shortages threatening the
Sahelian peoples. At the beginning of Octo-
ber 1972 requests were submitted by our gov-
ernments to friendly countries and organiza-
tions for the foodstufls necessary to meet
the food needs of our people. Again, the re-
sponse was affirmative but somewhat tardy.
The tragedy of the Sahel was beginning.
Imagine the torment of a father who begins
the day wondering what he can give his
children to eat; imagine entire herds of
cattle dying for lack of water and pasture;
imagine population movements—resembling
the Exodus in the Bible—in pursuit of a
meager portion of food scarcely capable of
supporting life; imagine all that and you
will have a barely accurate idea of the trag-
edy of the Sahel.

At the beginning of last month, we still
had hope of a sufficient harvest for this farm
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year. Unfortunately, the rains needed to sup-
port that optimism did not fall and it is now
certain that the situation will be worse in
some countries of the Sahel.

It is therefore advisable to begin now to
take the necessary steps to provide our peo-
ple with the required foodstuffs as soon as
the needs arise. We must stress the need
to deliver aid promptly so that the distribu-
tion centers may be appropriately stocked
before the roads become impassable. Indeed,
we must not forget the unhappy experience
of last year when we expended large sums
to cover the high costs of air transport.

However, although we attach great im-
portance to emergency assistance operations,
we must not forget that the primary concern
should be the struggle against the drought
itself. Indeed, we must take all necessary
steps to protect our people from similar dis-
asters.

Our experts, our cabinet ministers, and
then the Chiefs of State of the six countries
met at Ouagadougou last month to consider
the entire range of measures to be taken.
At the conclusion of their work, they unani-
mously adopted an action program divided
into three parts:

Emergency measures to meet the food
needs of men and animals by establishing
emergency reserves for the years ahead;

National programs; and

Actlon falling under the heading of re-
glonal cooperation.

The comprehensive effect of those pro-
grams emphasizes regional cooperation de-
signed to meet, in order of priority:

The needs of men, animals, and plants for
water to increase agricultural and animal
production;

The need to rebuild the herds decimated by
the drought;

The urgent need to rebulid and protect
soil through reforestation;

The repair and improvement of our roads;

Research for development of a subregional
seed plan to solve the Sahel’s agricultural
and animal husbandry problems and to pro-
vide better knowledge of the drought phe-
nomenon in order to combat it more effec-
tively.

We have not of course forgotten the cam-
paigns against human endemic diseases and
for health protection of cattle.

That program may seem ambitious but it
is the absolute minimum in order to begin
rehabilitation of the Sahel. It will require a
total investment of about a billion dollars
for our six countries over a period of five to
ten vears.

Alone, we can never realize from our own
resources the financlal means necessary for
execution of that program. That is why, In
view of the scope and serlousness of the
problems created by the drought, the Chiefs
of State of the Sahelian zone have entrusted
to me the mission of coming to put before
the United Nations General Assembly and
the American people the polgnant drama
taking place in that region of Africa so that
the International community may be mo-
bilized to save the Sudano-Sahelian peoples.

The American people have made sacrifices
a thousand times greater in other situations.
We hope that their contribution will be in
proportion to their greatness. History drew
us together under sad circumstances, and
then estranged us. It now brings us fogether
once again in a world which is becoming in-
creasingly smaller. It is, perhaps, first of
all, a guestion of saving our people from
famine, but it is above all a question of help-
ing them to rebuild their producing capital
s0 that they may in future be worthy soclal,
cultural, and economic partners of the
American people.

History decreed that Africa, and especially
Sahelian Africa, should provide its men and
its blood to build the developed countries.
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Is it not fair that those countries should lend
their support today to rebuild Sahelian
Africa?

There has been an unquestionable expres=
sion of interest here in the problems of the
Sahel, and I should like to take this oppor-
tunity to thank all the private organizations
that have been created to mobilize funds and
good will for the purpose of helping our
people.

This meeting is further evidence of your
understanding and of the concern of the
people whom you represent.

You know our problems and our needs.
From the bottom of our hearts we hope that
you will consent to remain our most ardent
supporters among your colleagues in the
Senate and House of Representatives. It is
a work of human brotherhood which every
man worthy of the name should endorse and
support.

Greatness entails obligations. You repre-
sent a great people. Because of the feelings
that motivate you, you can help to arouse
American public opinion to assist us in win-
ning the difficult battle we are waging against
hunger, thirst, and poverty in order to give
the people of the Sahel renewed reason to
live and to hope.

APPOINTMENT OF SPECIAL WATER-
GATE PROSECUTOR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. CULVER) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, today I am
reintroducing, with the cosponsorship of
Mr. WHITE, Mr. Hanna, and Mr. STEELE,
the joint resolution for judicial appoint-
ment of a special Watergate prosecutor.
I would like to note that Mr. WaITE and
Mr. HanNa should have been listed as

cosponsors last week, but their names
were inadvertently omitted from the copy
of the bill given to the Clerk of the House.

PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS’
BENEFITS ACT OF 1973

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. Ropino)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to report that a number of mem-
bers of the Committee on the Judiciary
join me today in the introduction of a
clean bill, the “Public Safety Officers’
Benefits Act of 1973.” This important
bill, providing a $50,000 gratuity to the
survivors of law enforcement officers and
firemen, represents the culmination of
extensive hearings and exhaustive mark-
up sessions by the members of the Immi-
gration, Citizenship, and International
Law Subcommittee, of which my col-
league, the Honorable JosHUA EILBERG
serves as chairman. This bill has already
been favorably reported by the subcom-
mittee and will be considered by the full
committee in the very near future.

Members of the House will recall that
on October 11, 1972, this body unani-
mously approved legislation to compen-
sate survivors of law enforcement officers
who die in the performance of certain
hazardous duties as well as firemen killed
while protecting life and property from
fire. Last year the Senate also acted
favorably upon this legislation. The dif-
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ference between the House and Senate-
passed versions were resolved and a con-
ference report was filed on October 17,
1972. However, because of the adjourn-
ment of the 52d Congress, I regret action
could not be taken on this critical
legislation.

In the 93d Congress, numerous public
safety officers bills have been introduced by
the Members, including one introduced at
the request of the administration. The Sen-
ate has again passed a death benefit bill
substantially in the form agreed upon by
the conference committee in the 92d Con-
Tess.

The bill I am introducing today is similar
to the conference version and is the product
of additional hearings at which time the
members of the subcommittee received addi-
tional new data on this subject. Through
the diligent efforts of subcommittee Chair-
man EILBERG, the Members have reported an
improved bill.

This bill is designed to meet the im-
mediate financial needs of the depend-
ents of public safety officers who die while
in the performance of specified duties or
while engaged in other hazardous duties
which are determined by LEAA to be po-
tentially dangerous. The intent of this
scope of coverage was to compensate
those law enforcement officers who at-
tempt to protect the public, but often die
because of the numerous risks associated
with the public safety profession. It was
felt that the major risk of death con-
fronting law enforcement officers often
results from their exposure to criminals.
Consequently, this legislation expressly
covers law enforcement officers when
they are engaged in: apprehending a sus-
pect or a material witness; protecting or
guarding a person held in connection
with a crime, or preventing crime. It also
covers volunteer and professional fire-
fighters who die while actually and di-
rectly engaged in fighting fires.

The bill contains a specific definition
of the term “law enforcement officers’;
so that activities of corrections, proba-
tions, and parole authorities and pro-
grams relating to the prevention, control
or reduction of juvenile delinquency or
narcotic addiction are expressly covered
as well as police efforts to prevent, con-
trol or reduce crime. I am especially
pleased to report that this bill specifically
includes within its coverage volunteer
firemen and other eligible public safety
officers serving a public agency in an of-
ficial capacity without compensation:
thereby including reserve and volunteer
law enforcement officers.

This bill differs from the bill passed
by the House in the 92d Congress in pro-
viding that interim emergency benefit
payments not exceeding $3,000 may be
paid upon a showing of need prior to the
final determination when it is found that
& public safety officer’s death is one with
respect to which a benefit will probably
be paid. It was believed that an interim
payment provision was important be-
cause many times the families of slain
law enforcement officers are in immedi-
ate need of finances to help them
through this difficult and trying time.

Finally, this bill provides coverage for
deaths resulting from injuries sustained
on or after October 11, 1972, rather than
becoming effective upon date of passage.
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Since the House overwhelmingly ap-
proved gratuity benefits for survivors of
public safety officers last year on Octo-
ber 11, 1972, after the Senate had already
passed similar legislation, it appears only
fair and equitable to provide benefits
for the survivors of these unfortunate
officers killed subsequent to the time the
legislative intent was indeed made clear.

Mr. Speaker, the public support for
this legislation has been made evident
to all Members. The bill is premised on
the conclusion that law enforcement and
firefighting are inherently dangerous ac-
tivities and that it is in the national in-
terest to upgrade and improve employ-
ment opportunities in the public safety
field. Passage of this legislation will
substantially improve the morale of pub-
lic safety officers, enhance recruitment
efforts and provide a guarantee of some
measure of security to the dependent sur-
vivors of those who give their lives in
safeguarding our society. I am confident
this worthwhile and urgently needed leg-
islation will be speedily enacted into
law.

The following members of the Judi-
ciary Committee have joined me today in
introducing this vital measure: Messrs.
DonNoHUE, KASTENMEIER, EILBERG, FLOW-
ERS, SEIBERLING, DANIELSON, DRINAN,
RANGEL, THORNTON, OWENS, McCLORY,
SMITH, RAILSBACK, F1sH, MAYNE, HOGAN,
CoHEN, LoTT, FROEHLICH, MOORHEAD, and
MARAZITI.

ROY SCHMIDT: A YOUNG AMERICAN
LOST TO UsS ALL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. WoLFF) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, this Sat-
urday it will be my sad duty to attend
memorial services for a young man who
grew up in Carle Place, Long Island, part
of my congressional district. Marine
Capt. Walter Roy Schmidt, Jr., origi-
nally listed as a prisoner held by the
North Vietnamese, died in a remote vil-
lage in Indochina.

Roy Schmidt was the pilot of an A-4E
aircraft, shot down on June 9, 1968, over
North Vietnam and shortly thereafter
he was listed by the United States as a
prisoner of war. For 414 years, his fam-
ily lived with hope, awaiting his return.
But, when our POWs were released last
January, the United States was informed
that Roy was not to be included, and the
North Vietnamese held no record of his
capture or imprisonment. Subsequently,
the Navy Department listed Roy as miss-
ing in action. Now, after hopeless
months of waiting for any indication he
is alive, Roy’s family has been notified he
has been officially declared dead.

I never knew Roy, not as a youngster in
Carle Place, nor as a young man who left
for Vietnam. I have, however, come to
know his family well, and through them,
to gather some impressions of this young
man. It is sad to know he is gone, for his
loss is more than the personal one which
Lila and Wally Schmidt and their
daughter Helen must bear. Roy’s death
denies this country the value of a human
who would have made his unique
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contribution to the greatness that is the
United States. His tragedy is ours.

Roy was one of those young men who
enlisted in the Marines, knowing full
well he risked duty in Vietnam, but
caring only that this Nation had a stake
there he felt it was necessary to defend.
In less than 3 months he flew over 100
missions. Concerned about the deaths of
his friends, awed by the skill of his su-
perior officers, and aware of the folly of
war, at the same time he felt certain it
was right to join American forces and
fight for the United States in that un-
happy corner of the world.

And so, for more than 55 years, the
Schmidts have suffered with the burden
of uncertainty about Roy’s fate. When
they finally believed there was no hope
left, they requested the Navy to declare
him legally dead, allowing release from
the limbo in which they lived and letting
Roy rest in the peace he so richly de-
serves.

We cannot lift the burden of grief
from the hearts and minds of the
Schmidts, but we can offer our prayers
for them and their son, Roy, a young
man of promise with great faith in this
Nation and its future.

At the conclusion of my remarks, I
want to include in the Recorp a news
story written by Chapin Day of Newsday
at the time the Schmidts were informed
thal the determination of death had
been made. Chapin has developed a good
and close friendship with the Schmidts
during their ordeal and has written his
story with the compassion and under-
standing evoked by this fine family.

Because in his short life Roy was for-
tunate enough to work at something he
truly loved—flying—we may take some
small comfort that his life was not
wasted. My sympathies and heartfelt
wishes go to the Schmidts as they go
through this difficult time. They were
blessed with a fine son who brought them
and this Nation honor, a young Ameri-
can now lost to us all,

AcoNIZING WAIT ENDS For FAMILY
(By Chapin A. Day)

CarLE Prace—The Marine Corps captain
in dress blues came to the Schmidt family’s
door at 9 yesterday morning, He was ex-
pected.

He brought the family members a message
that for more than five years they had de-
voutly believed they would never have to
receive—but a message that, in the end, they
had requested. The secretary of the Navy,
the captain sald, had declared Capt. Walter
Roy Schmidt Jr. killed in action. Schmidt,
listed as a prisoner of war since 1968, had
become the 533rd Long Islander to die in the
Vietnam war. Eight others from Long Island
still are missing.

For the dead man’'s parents, Walter and
Lila, and his 20-year-old sister, Helen, the
message evoked both a sense of loss and a
sense of relief. It represented official con-
firmation of something they had reluctantly
come to accept since last January when they
learned that Schmidt, a Marine Corps pilot,
was not among the POWs released in South-
east Asia. The message slso meant an end
to years of dealing with Pentagon bureauc-
racy that has left them embilttered. “This
ends the fighting,” Helen said.

Yesterday, in the llving room of their home
at 40 Tenth Ave., the Schmidts reminisced
about some of the happy times with “Roy.”
A large oll color portralt of him smiled down
over the fireplace. But there were serlous
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moments as well. “Had he been fighting for
a different cause,” Mrs. Schmidt said, “we
would have felt more justification for his
loss.”

Because of a court injunction obtained by
some familles of men still missing in South-
east Asia, the Defense Department has been
barred from changing the status of missing
men unless a family requests a change. The
Schmidts had made such a request June 22
after the Pentagon had been unable to pro-
vide them with any further information
about Roy's fate. A reporter asked Mrs.
Schmidt if she now regrets making that re-
quest. “No, I think Roy would want us to
do this and I don't regret it,” she answered.

The Navy secretary’s decision lists
Schmidt's death as occurring on June 8,
1968, the day his plane was shot down while
on a bombing mission in the A Shau Valley,
South Vietnam. He was 23. Born in Queens,
Schmidt had moved to Carle Place with his
family in 1947, He graduated from Carle Place
High School in 1963 and attended Nassau
Community College for a year and a half be-
fore enlisting in the Marines, A memorial
service will be held at 11 a.m. Nov. 10 at the
Cathedral of the Incarnation, Garden City.

The service will bring at least a symbolic
end to five and a half years that Mrs, Schmidt
said yesterday have been “a totally agonizing
experience. But if you're looking for some
consolation,” she added, "he was doing what
he wanted to do and some people live their
whole lives without doing what they want to
do. He leved to fly.”

MR. JOE BEIRNE DISCUSSES
LABOR’'S ROLE IN POLITICS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Tennessee (Mr. FuLTon) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr, FULTON. Mr, Speaker, the urgency
of campaign spending and fund-raising
reform remains pressing although it, like
other important issues facing the Nation
today, have tended unfortunately to be
submerged from public view by Water-
gate and its attendant scandals.

Recently, in an article which appeared
in the Washington Post on October 15,
the president of the Communications
Workers of America spoke out very
forcefully on the demonstrated need of
this reform.

The Communications Workers of
America, as many know, is one of the
most active organizations within the
American labor movement, in grassroots
politics. Its members are well known for
their contributions of time, energy, and
talents to a variety of local level pro-
grams all designed to foster better gov-
ernment by bringing people closer to
their government at every level.

Of course Mr. Beirne’s personal obser-
vations are his own which may or may
not be shared by others. However, his
pointed arguments in support of reform
are basic and solid.

Mr. Speaker, I include Mr., Beirne's ar-
ticle in the Recorp at this point and
commend it to the attention of my col-
leagues:

THE ROLE OoF LaBoR IN PoOLITICS
(By Joseph A. Beirne)

If there Is one positive contribution to the
American way of life that the current ad-
ministration has made, it has been to focus
our attentlon on money in politics with
crystal clarity.

Never hefore have we been treated to such
a blatant exhibition of governmental favor-
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itism to those who came up with the money
at the right time. Corporate antitrust prob-
lems can apparently be solved by doling out
a little cash. The only problem is that the
assessments are being made by political
parties in the form of contributions and not
by courts in the form of fines. Ambassador-
ships also have taken a more dominant posi-
tion in the marketplace. The most disgusting
aspect of this practice is that in the eyes of
the world we reduce our highest ranking
diplomatic envoys to little more than a pack
of rich kids. They may not know much about
world affairs, but rest assured that they
won't be caught eating steak with their salad
fork at state dinners.

So, in the light of Watergate and related
money-oriented scandals, Congress is begin-
ning to discuss some type of reform of our
campaign and election practices, The natural
goal of any such reform would be to end the
concept of “politicians for rent to the high-
est contributor,” as AFL-CIO Legislative
Director Andrew Blemiller put it in recent
testimony before the Senate Privileges and
Elections Subcommittee. To do this, we must
commit ourselves to a system of publicly
financed elections. Anything else would con-
tinue to perpetuate the election of wealthy
candldates at the expense of truly repre-
sentative legislative bodies.

Reform must go beyond giving a reason-
able opportunity to all who wish to run for
public office. The amount of money spent on
political campaigns is virtually out of controi
In 1972, the amount spent by candidates
secking office is estimated in the neighbor-
heod of $400 million. There is little hope to
bring this spending under contrcl through
our current system. CWA Secretary-Treas-
urer, Glenn E, Watts, said out in testimony
before the aforementioned Subcommittee
that “at the current rate of inflation and
with the built-in increases in campaign
costs, campaign spending by the year 1084
could reach an estimated $1 billion.” If §400
million can get us Watergate, $1 billion
should be sufficient to guarantee the repeal of
the Bill of Rights. In the midst of all reform
talk there are healthy doses of finger point-
ing and hand washing, Just as I think the
primary villains have been the corporate
campaign financiers, others cite labor’s po-
litical contributions. If you are expecting me
to say that we don’t contribute, forget it.
We most definitely contribute voluntary dol-
lars to candidates who support the views of
millions of working men and women. There
is an Important difference here and it in-
volves people.

Labor unions are about the only major
organizations that represent large numbers
of working people and are in a position to
speak out on their behalf. Whether it be In
regard to legislation or political contribu-
tions, labor must view itself as a spokesman
for these workers and as an alternative
sounding board to corporate interest and
their trade associations. In the contribution
of political Tunds, the AFL-CIO has long
depended on the Committee on Political Edu-
cation (COPE). The money that COPE dis-
penses goes to candidates of iabor's choosing,
who are supportive of the views of working
people. There are no “bag men” for COPE
money, and there are no Mexican laundro-
mats necessary. Our contributions are above
board, and they are made with the consent
of our membership.

Within CWA, we have taken steps to insure
full membership participation in dispensing
of political contributions. Advice from lower
echelon officials is sought before contribu-
tions are made which would affect the po-
litical status in their districts or states. Only
if we operate in a democratic manner in-
ternally can we hope that our efforts will
insure the democraiic process externally.

The particlpation of our membership in
political matters is crucial. Recent legislative
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failures have demonstrated that. If cur po-
litical contributions are so effective, why
couldn't labor muster enough support to
guarantee a new minimum wage bill? Why
couldn’t we swing enough support to disaster
relief and health care? Our answer lies In
increasing membership activity in politics.
Quite simply, we are commitied to the in-
clusion of people in politics—not only dol-
lars. These initiatives are paying off. In the
recent Democratic Telethen II, a request for
volunteers brought over 10,000 CWA mem-
bers to answer telephones throughout the
country. And I don't believe that will be
their final effort.

In the future, when reform does come to
campaigning, I for one will be happy to see
labor conform to all money control regula-
tions. But labor's members, the people, will
never abandon participation in the political
process. They will always be active and their
voice will always be heard. Failure to keep
people invelved would result in turning cam-
paigns back over to money barons and thus
leave our democratic system twisting slow-
ly . ..slowly in the wind.

MEDICARE AMENDMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempeore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Mrs. Grasso)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. GRASSO. Mr. Speaker, today my
colleague from Minnesota (Mr. FRASER)
and I are intreducing a bill te freeze
through 1974 the medicare part A hos-
pital deductible at its present level of
$72.

This aetion was initiated because
HEW announced on October 11 that, in
compliance with a provision of the social
security law, the deduetible would be
raised from $72 to $84 effective January
1. Secretary Weinberger noted that this
increase was not inconsistent with the
Cost of Living Council's policies and re-
flected certain interpretative changes in
the Council’s regulatory poliey.

In an effort to have this massive 16.6-
percent increase reconsidered, I asked
Mr. Dunlop of the Council for an ex-
planation of the Couneil’s decision. The
Council’s response indieated that it has
no intention of reviewing and modifying
its approval of this burdensome increase.

Mr, Speaker, seme 290,000 Connecticut
residents are eligible for medicare bene-
fits. It is estimated that around 69,000
of our State’s eitizens will be hospitalized
next year. They will face increased med-
ieal costs at a time when they must pay
higher prices for feod, rent, and other
basic necessities.

We know that the 5.9-percent inerease
in social security benefits, scheduled to
take place in July 1974, will not balance
these high prices, and that added ex-
penses for health care will be an inteol-
erable burden fer many of our older citi-
zens. Therefore, we must take action im-
mediately to prevent this 16.6-percent
increase in the part A medicare de-
ductible.

The bill I am introducing today, iden-
tical to legislation introduced November
§ in the other body with 31 sponsors,
makes two ehanges in the present medi-
care law. First, it freezes through 1974
the part A deductible cost at $72. Second,
it amends the formula contained in the
law by changing the base year for com-
puting cost increases from 1966 to 1972.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

This will insure more reasonable annual
increases in the deductible in future
years,

Earlier this year, 53 of my colleagues
joined me in cosponsoring a resolution
opposing increases proposed by the ad-
ministration in both parts A and B of
medicare. I am hopeful that this effort
to keep medicare costs to older Ameri-
cans from skyrocketing will generate
comparable suppert in the House.

COPPER EXFORT INSANITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Rhede Island (Mr. TIERNAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, in Sep-
tember of this year the United States im-
ported 10,209 short tons of refined copper
at a price of nearly 90 cents per pound.
In the same month we exporfed 16,041
short tons of copper.

The domestic price of copper has been
frozen at 60 cents per pound. This has
resulted in the ridiculous practice of
exporting copper which would sell at 60
cents per pound in the United States and
buying copper which costs 90 cents per
pound.

This insanity cost the American con-
sumer over $6 million in September.

Under the terms of the price control
regulations an importer of copper may
pass on the increased ecost to the con-
sumer. Thus it cost the companies noth-
ing to switch to imported copper. At the
same time the copper producers make
a 47-percent price freeze “bonus prof-
it” on the copper which they export.

I have repeatedly written to the Sec-
retary of Commerce asking him to im-
pose export controls as long as the priee
freeze is in effect. I am told that the
Secretary of Commerce is monitoring ex-
ports and will limit them when it becomes
necessary.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that when
the export of copper costs the consumer
of this country $6 million per month it
is time to limit exports of copper.

On October 3 I introduced H.R. 10733.
This bill would limit the exports of cop-
per during the price freeze or when sales
are made from our national stockpile.
This legislation is sorely needed in order
to prompt the Secretary of Commerce
to correct the practice of exporting our
raw materials and importing someone
else's raw materials at a higher cost.

A similar situation affects the prices
that Americans are paying for aluminum,
steel, and various plastics. The Secretary
of Commerce waits while the eompanies
make higher profits and the American
consumer pays and pays and pays.

CPA AT THE POSTAL RATE
COMMISSION

The SPEAKER, pro fempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. FuqQua) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, the Postal
Rate Commission is one of the agencies
that has been mentioned as a farget of
the Consumer Protection Agency’s advo-
cacy under the three bills pending before
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a subcommitiee on which I serve. The
Postal Rate Commission, however, has
asked to be excluded frem CPA jurisdic-
tion, an wunlikely possibility, I would
Jjudge.

The bills are H.R. 14 by Congressman
RosentHAL, H.R. 21 by Congressmen
Hovrrierp and HorTon, and H.R. 564 by
Congressman Brown of Ohio and myself.

The major difference among the bills
is that H.R. 14 and H.R. 21 would allow
the CPA to appeal to the courts the final
deeisions of all other agencies, includ-
ing decisions not to act as requested.
‘The Fugua-Brown bill would not grant
such an extraordinary power to the non-
regulatory CPA,

The Postal Rate Commission was
among several selected which were asked
by me to list their 1972 proceedings and
activities that would be subject to CPA
advocacy under the bills.

I have been sharing these responses
with the Members in order to avoid a re-
peat of the confusion we experienced
last Congress when debating a CPA bill.

I now place in the Recorp the Postal
Rate Commission's listing of its proceed-
ings and informal activities which would
be subject to CPA advocacy under all of
the bills and CPA-initiated court appeal
under all except the Fuqua-Brown bill. I
should note, Mr. Speaker, that the Com-
mission’s request for exclusion from CPA
advocacy is found in its covering letter
to me, which I also place in the Recorp:

PosTAaL RATE COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., September 26, 1973.
Hon. Don Foqua,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESsMAN Fuqua: This is in re-
sponse to your letter of September 7, 1973,
requesting certain information eoncerning
operations of this Commission that might be
within the advocacy jurisdiction of an in-
dependent Consumer Protection Agency,
creation of which is now under considera-
tion by Congress.

Detailed answers to your specific gquestions
are attached hereto. By way of supplemen-
tal information, we think it may be useful
to briefly sketch several unusual features of
the Postal Reorganization Act which distin-
guish the regulatory functions of this Com-
miission from those of other federal agencies.
See 39 US.C. §§ 101, et seq. Our authority
extends over the Postal Service and is related
primarily to those aspects of its operations
which affect rates, classes, and services, as
set forth in Chapter 36 of the Act.

Under the Act this Commission conducts
formal proceedings to determine the reason-
nbleness ef postal rates and fees (39 US.C.
§3622) and mail classifications (39 U.S.C.
§3623). The Commission may alse hold hear-
ings on proposals by the Postal Service for
changes "in the nature of peostal services
which will generally affect serviceona * * *
substantially nationwide basis” (39 US.C.
§3661); and it has jurisdiction to consider
complaints that postal rates and services do
not conform to the policles of the Act (39
U.B.C. § 3662).

The Postal Service is an independent es-
tablishment of the executive branch of the
Government (39 US.C. § 201). The Governers
cf the Service are appointed by the Presi-
dent, with the advice and consent ef the
Senate, and are “chosen to represent the
public interest generally” (39 U.S.C. § 202).
The members of the Postal Rate Commission
are also appointed by the President and are
selected “on the basis of their professional
qualifications” (39 U.S.C. § 3801) to carry
out the policies of the Act. In addition, the
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Act contains a unique statutory provision
under which “an officer of the Commission,
who shall be required to represent the in-
terest of the general public,” participates in
all hearings on rate and classification mat-
ters (39 US.C. §3624). In performance of
this function, he and his stafl present testi-
mony and exhibits through witnesses on his
staff, cross-examine the witnesses of other
participants, present pleadings and legal
briefs, and, upon conclusion of the proceed-
ings, this Commission officer presents oral
argument to the Commission.

Thus, Congress has established a compre-
hensive scheme under which the interests
of the public are expressly represented at
three separate levels: (1) through the gov-
erning body of the regulated entity; (2)
through the members of the regulatory
agency; and (3) through an agency stafl
official. Moreover, in Postal Rate Commission
proceedings, unlike those of other regulatory
agencies, the regulated entity itself Is a gov-
ernmental body, functioning in the public
interest.

In addition to these special statutory pro-
visions for protection of the public interest
in Commission proceedings, the Commission
took further steps this year to promote rep-
resentation of the public interest in Com-
mission proceedings. By rulemaking effective
February 6, 1973 (39 Fed. Reg. 3510) the
Commission initiated and adopted a new
regulation authorizing limited participation
in Commission proceedings. This rule was
adopted in recognition of the fact that full
participation in Commission proceedings can
be expensive, in view of the complexities of
the evidentlary and legal issues involved, and
in view of the procedural requirements im-
posed by the Administrative Procedure Act.
The new rule permits interested persons to
present the Commission with evidence and
recommendations on the issues, without in-
curring the burdens of full participation.

In view of the special statutory and regu-
latory" plan governing the Commission, we
do not believe that, as to postal rates, classes
and services, the objectives of HR. 14, HR.
21, and H.R. 564 would be furthered by su-
perimposing on the present regulatory
scheme a provision for participation, on be-
half of the public, of still another agency of
the Federal Government., We urge, therefore,
that if legislation is enacted, Congress make
clear that it §s not intended to apply to the
Postal Rate Commission. (As an analogy your
attention is invited to 39 U.S.C. § 410, which
exempts the Commission from many laws ap-
plicable to other agencies, such as most laws
dealing with federal contracts and employ-
ment.)

We hope that these comments and the
responses which follow will prove helpful to
you. We will be happy to provide any addi-
tional information you may require.

In responding to your inguiries, we have
preceded each of our answers with the
related guestion for your convenient refer-
ence. The Commission has no further com-
ments or recommendations concerning the
proposed bills at this time.

Very truly yours,
JoHN L. Ryan,
Chairman, Postal Rate Commission.

Question 1. What regulations, rules, rates
or policy interpretations subject to 5§ US.C.
553 [the Administrative Procedure Act
(APA) notice and comment rulemaking pro-
visions| were proposed by your agency during
calendar year 19727

Answer. 1. Amendments to the Commis-
slon’s regulations on evidentiary and filing
requirements in rate and classification cases.
The purpose was to require the Postal Serv-
ice and intervenors to provide more compre-
hensive and detalled data for evidentiary
records developed before the Commission in
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formal postal rate and classification proceed-
ings. See 37 F.R. 14243 (July 18, 1972).

2. Amendments to the Commission’s gen-
eral rules of practice and procedure, includ-
ing an amendment allowing limited par-
ticipation in Commission proceedings to
mitigate the financial burden of full-scale
intervention., See 37 F.R, 165564 (Aug. 18,
1972).

Question 2. What regulations, rules, rates,
or policy interpretations subject to 5 US.C.
566 and 657 (that is, APA rulemaking on the
record) were proposed or initiated by your
agency during calendar year 19727

Answer. With respect to rates,
Answer to Question 3, below.

Question 3. Excluding proceedings in which
your agency sought primarily to impose di-
rectly (without court action) a fine, penalty
or forfeiture, what administrative adjudi-
cations (including licensing proceedings)
subject to 5 U.8.C. 566 and 557 were proposed
or initiated by your agency during calendar
year 19727

Answer. On June 5 1972, the Commission
issued its Recommended Decision in the first
postal rate case, Docket No. RT71-1. The
rates recommended by the Commission after
approval by the Governors of the Postal
Service, were initiated in July 1972.

Docket No. R71-1, a case of first impression
under the Postal Reorganization Act which
was characterized by unusual complexity
of issues, multiplicity of parties, and an ex-
tensive evidentiary record, began in February
1971, when the Postal Service filed a request
for a change in rates.

Question 4. What adjudications under any
provision of 5 U.S.C. chapter 5 seeking
primarily to impose directly (without court
action) a fine, penalty or forfeiture were
proposed or initiated by your agency during
calendar year 19727

Answer, None.

Question 5. Excluding proceedings subject
to 5 U.8.C. 554, 5566 and 557, what proceedings
on the record after an opportunity for hear-
ing did your agencyr propose or Initiate during
calendar year 19727

Answer, None.

Question 8. Will you please furnish me
with a list of representative public and non-
public activities proposed or initiated by
your agency durlng calendar year 1972?

Answer. 1. Interpretative letters in re-
sponse to requests from Members of Con-
gress.

2. Interpretative answers to letters from
members of the public.

3. Informational methodological presenta-
tions to Commission and staff members by
large mall users and by enterprises in com-
petition with the Postal Service, These pres-
entations were generally open to the publie,
and the subject of notices in the Federal
Register.

4. Informational tours of Postal Service
facilities by Commission and staff members.
As in (3) above these tours were generally
open to the publie.

5. Testimony before the House and Senate
Post Office and Civil Service Committees.

6. Preparation of an affirmative action
plan for equal employment opportunity
within the Commission,

Question 7. Excluding actions designed
primarily to impose a fine, penalty or forfeit-
ure, what final actions taken by your agency
in calendar year 1972 could have been ap-
pealed to the courts for review by anyone
under a statutory provision or judicial in-
terpretation?

Answer. Under sections 36256 and 3628 of
the Act, the Board of Governors of the
Postal Service could have allowed the Com-
mission’s Recommended Decislon in Docket
No. R71-1 to take effect under protest and
appealed it to a U. 8. Court of Appeals. There
was no such appeal.

see the
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In addition, the Governor's decision to
approve the Commission’s Recommended De-
cision in Docket No. R71-1 was subject to
appeal to a U. 8. Court of Appeals by any
aggrieved party to the case, pursuant to sec-
tion 3628 of the Postal Reorganization Act.
The decision was appealed by several inter-
venors, and was upheld by the court.!

ISRAELI CASUALTIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. PobpELL) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. PODELL, Mr. Speaker, Israel has
revealed her casualties in the present
war, 1,854 soldiers killed. In proportional
terms this is said to be equivalent to 140,-
000 dead in a country the size of
America. We who live in a country with
200 million people and are daily bom-
barded with the stories of tragedy spring-
ing from a world population of over 3
billion quickly become inurea to statis-
tics.

Hundreds of thousands have died in
recent months from natural disasters in
Bangladesh, Ethiopia, and West Africa.
The Israelis themselves have vivid mem-
ories of the death of 6 million just one
generation ago. What impact can the
death of 1,854 men have?

Yet, according fo Jewish tradition,
when even a single man is killed it is as
though an entire world has been de-
stroyed. We must think of Israel as a
single community to appreciate their
feelings today.

For weeks they have waited to hear
how many of their young men died in
the war and still there is no relief for
they must continue to wait for the final
blow; 1,854 died but the names of these
men are not yet public. Hundreds have
died almost overnight with no one know-
ing whether the dead include relatives,
neighbors, or close friends. But there is
another dread that Israel must feel now;
perhaps these 1,854 were only the first to
die in this year’'s war. Any day the fight-
ing may begin anew. The troops have not
been welcomed home to join their fami-
lies and mourn their fallen comrades.
They remain on the lines facing a re-
built Egyptian army. The region and the
entire world waits for Secretary Kissin-
ger to perform a miracle and create an
agreement between two sides who neither
believe nor trust the promises of the
other. Our role can only be that which
the administration has chosen simul-
taneously to arm Israel in case fighting
is renewed and to push all parties to the
dispute toward negotiations and peace.

In remembering the dead we turn to
God and hope for the peace that has yet
to come. In closing I would like to include
the prayer recited by Jewish mourners,
the Kadish.

May His great name be magnified and
sanctified in the world which he has cre-
ated according to His will.

May He establish His kingdom during
your life and days and during the life of

1 AAP v. Governors of the United States

Postal Service; F.2d——, Nos. T2-1641,
et al, (D.C. Circuit, decided June 26, 1973).
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all the House of Israel, speedily and soon.
And let us say: Amen.

Let His great name be blessed for all
eternity.

Blessed, praised and glorified, exalted,
extolled, and honored, magnified and
lauded be the name of the Holy One,
blessed be He; though He is above all the
blessings and hymns, praises and conso-
lations which are uttered in the world.
And let us say: Amen.

May there be abundant peace from
heaven and life for us and for all Israel.
And let us say: Amen.

May He who causes peace to reign in
the Heavens make peace for us and for
all Israel. And let us say: Amen.

JEWS IN CHILE SAY THEY ARE OK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. Aszuc) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, on October
15 I inserted in the REcorp an editorial
that indicated there was an anti-Se-
mitic tone to the recent military coup in
Chile. The editorial, which appeared in
the Daily Texan, a student publication of
the University of Texas, quoted anti-
Semitic remarks that appeared in a letter
to the editor to a Chilean newspaper and
in an editorial that appeared in another
Chilean paper. It also cited reports from
political refugees that leaflets were being
dropped from military helicopters in res-
idential areas of Chile urging Chileans
to turn in anyone whose name indicated
they might be Jewish. The Texan editori-
al was sent to me by a former constituent,
who requested that I eall attention to it.

Because of the history of anti-Semitic
actions by other Fascist régimes, I was
disturbed by the Texas report and looked
inte the matter further. After talks with
Latin American authorities, I was as-
sured that there is no evidence of overt
anti-Jewish activities by the Chilean
junta.

I have also since received a flat denial
of the University of Texas newspaper
charges by the Comite Representativo de
la Colectividad Israelita de Chile, the offi-
cial voice of the Jewish community. Their
cabled statement of October 26 signed
by Gil Sinay, president, and Robert Levy,
secretary, says:

We emphatically deny these statements
as absolutely false. No leaflets inciting anti-
SBemitic persecution have been issued. No
anti-Jewish publicatlons have appem-ed un-
der present regime. To the contrary from the
first moment present government authorities
have explicitly assured rejection of all racial
and religious discrimination. Nobody has
been persecuted as a Jew and Jewish insti-
tutions continue activities with absolute
normaley. Publications referred to were made
in August under rrevious regime and did not
have the exaggemt.ed !mportauce intention-
ally attributed to same.

I am, of course, pleased to set the rec-
ord straight and reassured that there
have been no attacks on Jews per se by
the military junta.

I remain appalled by and oppesed to
the ruthless, antidemeocratic actions of
the present military-dominated Chilean
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Government, which has destroyed iree-
dom of the press, suppressed pelitical op-
position and unions, engaged in book-
burning and, in its unlawful seizure of
power, slatghtered thousands of Chileans
as well as several American citizens who
happened to be working in Chile at the
time of the coup and who were shot down
by agents of the military regime.

WATERGATE AND IMPEACHMENT

(Mr. ASHBROOK asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ASHBROOK., Mr. Speaker, Water-
gate, the tapes, Agnew's resignation, talk
of impeachment, resignations and firings.
Mideast wars, energy crisis—the list goes
on and on. These are most hectic times
to be serving in the Congress.

I am probably in a better position than
most to objectively look at the cloud sur-
rounding the President. My voice pro-
tested administration policies as early as
March 1969. At that time, most of my
objections were directed at failing to
carry out campaign promises and advo-
cating policies in direct refutation of
1968 promises and platforms. Between
1969 and 1972 I continued to question the
policies that the Nixon administration
was advocating. I publicly challenged
these policies in several 1972 Presiden-
tial primaries. As a Republican I have
fought within my party for even higher
standards than I apply to the Democratic
Party. My record clearly shows that I
publicly have applied the same principles
to Republican and Democrat Presidents.
My allegiance is first to principles, net
to leaders.

Without being partisan or political, I
can honestly say that the same standard
my Democratic colleagues want to apply
to Richard Nixon was not applied to
Lyndon Johnson when the Bobby Baker
and Billy Sol Estes scandal was raging.
The hope for partisan advantage can
sometimes replace the need for impar-
tiality. This does not diminish the cuipa-
bility of the Nixon administration but it
tells a little about those who are yeling
the loudest for the President’s hide.

The Watergate mess was an arrogant
and stupid abuse of power by a handful
of self-seeking men. The Nixon respon-
sibility, although not direct I believe, was
clearly there. One of his greatest errors
has been to foster an almost irrational
sense of personal loyalty. Not to the Con-
stitution, not to the country, not to the
prineciples of his own party but personal
loyalty to him and the office of the Presi-
dency. There is a heady feeling of power
in the White House even in the most fav-
orable circumstances and the loyalty cult
breeds problems of the Watergate arro-
gance and coverup type.

In the atmosphere of loyalty to the
man rather than to the country and the
Constitution, men soon believe that the
end justifies the means. Those who felt
that way committed crimes and should
be punished. In the case of Mr. Agnew,
it is very trying for me because he was
and is a close personal friend. He must
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be judged, however, by the same stand-
ards he so ably applied to everyone else.
Those standards he so eloguently expli-
cated in the famous law and order
speeches were supported wholeheartedly
by most Americans, including myself.

The President’s mistake in naming a
partisan, Archibald Cox, to the position
of special prosecutor was compounded by
his mistake in firing him. There is no
way he could have the public with him
on that issue. The release of the tapes
srobably eased the pressure on the Presi-
dent and will help remove some of the
public doubts surrounding Watergate,
but it was on again, off again once more.
The administration’s statements about
existence and nonexistence of certain
Watergate tapes were further examples
of bungling. Presidential errors have
been frequent but these are not grounds
for impeachment. If we impeached Presi-
dents for mistakes of judgment and even
foolishness, we probably would not have
had a President keep his office in this
century.

No mistake Mr. Nixon has made is any
worse than the covert Bay of Pigs dis-
aster in President Kennedy's term, for
example. Disappointment in & President
and frustration are not constitutional
grounds for impeachment. Grounds for
impeachment are, as the Constitution
says:

Treason, Bribery, or other high Crimes and
Misdemeanars.

The President is right, in my opinion,
in pressing for spending limitations and
endeavoring to cut down Federal deficits
which fuel the fires of inflation. He is
wrong in pressing aid to our Communist
enemies in the Soviet Union. He is right
in pressing for governmental reforms in
education and agriculture programs. He
was wrong in vetoing the war powers bill
and I will vote to override that veto. The
people do not want secret diplomatic
deals culminating in presidential wars
where the President dispatches troops to
Vietnam, the Middle East or the Domini-
can Republic without a vote of the Con-
gress.

The Watergate scandal was, in large
part, the result of actions by people who
have never held elective office. Few of
them were really Republicans but the
Republican Party is taking the rap for
the wrongdoings of the Nixon appointees.
The Republican Party has not caused
Mr. Nixon any problems, it is exactly
vice versa. In fact, had he relied more on
the advice of Republican congressional
and party leaders, he would not now be in
the deep quagmire in which he finds
himself. Opportunism seemed to be the
guiding light of the White House coterie
which perpetrated the Watergate fiasco.
There is a lesson to be learned from the
Watergate scandal—that is, that prin-
ciples must give direction to political
parties and officeholders and loyalties
must be to principles rather than to
men. A politics divorced from principle
is a politics in which Watergates and
future Watergates are possible. I state
now as I did in Pebruary 1972:

That the major reason why most Ameri-
cans distrust politics and parties in general
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is the fact that, on both sides, there seems
to be a demand for partisan advantage
rather than advocacy of principle.

The Republican Party must once again
remember the words of the late Senator
Robert A. Taft, Sr.:

A party kills itself and removes any ex-
cuse for its existence when it adopts the prin-
ciples of its opponents.

The Watergate aftermath makes nee-
essary the Republican Party's reaffirma-
tion of basic principles. The Republican
Party must work for such goals as limited
government, controls on excessive Gov-
ernment spending, and a strong national
defense,

I am not now in favor of the impeach-
ment of Richard Nixon. I am in favor of
impartiality and justice in any current
or future investigations into wrongdoing
of any administration—Democrat or
Eepublican.

As in the past, I will continue to speak
for the best interests of our Nation as I
see them and to support or criticize
Fresidents and legislation without regard
to party or political consequence.

A BALANCE IN THE MIDDLE EAST

(Mr. ASHBROOK asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, many
Americans are rightly concerned with the
conflict in the Middle East. In recent
days the Egyptians have been reported to
be ready to reengage in war with the
Israelis. I think our Government must
have a realistic approach to this im-
portant area. First, let me state that Tam
opposed to the introduction of any Amer-
ican ground troops in this area. Second,
I am in favor of the United States re-
supplying the Israelis with weapons. The
United States’ resupply of Israel is neces-
sary to maintain a military balance in
the Middle East. I do not think that the
United States should do more than re-
supply.

We must remember in that part of the
world there are more than just two
sides—the Arabs and the Israelis. On the
Arab side there are the completely anti-
Western regimes like those in Egypt,
Syria, and Iraq, which are also heavily
influenced by the Soviet Union. Addition-
ally, there are a number of more moder-
ate states. Such states as Saudi Arabia,
Kuwait, and Jordan can and should be
friends of the United States. I urge those
states that I have named, as well as the
other moderate states in that region, to
disassociate themselves with the radical
ones.

Also, we must remember that this pres-
ent war probably would not be taking
place if the Soviet Union had not been
supplying both Egypt and Syria with all
types of advanced weapons. Reports show
that the Soviets were involved in a mas-
sive buildup in Egypt just prior to the
present conflict. This action on the part
of the Soviet Union continues. Growing
evidence shows that the Soviet Union
apparently knew of the current hostili-
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ties before they took place. It seems that
the Soviets think that they can use dé-
tente to further their own ends and will
use it whenever possible.

We must be aware of the continuing
Soviet efforts to gain predominance in
the whole Mediterranean area. Ameri-
can foreign policy must be cognizant of
Soviet moves in this part of the world.

Also, we must not lose sight of the fol-
lowing factors: First, Israel’s considera-
tion of the conflicts in the Middle East
as determining its very existence; sec-
ond, Soviet efforts to unify the Arabs
against the United States and to create
problems in NATO; third, Arab efforts
to use oil as a weapon against the United
States, Western Europe and Japan; and
fourth, an unfortunate unity between
Arab radicals and moderates. The Mid-
dle East conflict is not one prone to easy
solution. The Arabs must assure the Is-
raelis that they have given up their ef-
forts to throw the Israelis into the sea
while the Israelis must be willing to give
assurances to the Arabs that they, the
Israelis, are willing to enter into serious
negotiations regarding the conquered
lands.

After the 1968 war, I wrote the follow-
ing regarding the Israeli-Arab conflict.
It is appropriate for today and I include
it with these remarks:

WASHINGTON REPORT
(By Joun M. ASHBROOK)
FRIEND AND FOE

It seems now that everyone has a pre-
scribed course of action for Israel to follow in
that tiny nation's postwar problems of what
to do with occupled territory. The most no-
torious “‘occupiers” seem to be the most
sanctimonious in their denunciations of the
Israell and they should, of course, be suspect
in their demands. I personally believe that
Israel should never give up Jerusalem, and
should divest itself of occupied territory only
when other conditions precedent have been
accomplished. When India, the most sancti-
monious of the lot, gives up the tiny nation
of Goa which it gobbled up a few years ago
and the U.S.S.R. releases its hold on satel-
lite countries—or at least has free and open
elections—then I would advocate that Israel
cough up.

We tend to overlook one salient fact in this
fickle and materialistic world—the right of
national existence independent of what the
big powers, the UN or so-called world opinion
might think at that particular moment. I be-
lieve that Israel clearly has a right to exist.
Its existence was threatened by Nasser's
threat of extinction. In a rapid war which
captured the imagination of most people in
the world, Israel proved its determination and
fighting spirit. It was a David and Goliath
situation of biblical parallel. Israel still ex-
ists and it also has the self-evident right to
determine the means to continue that exist-
ence,

Why is Israel considered in a different con-
text from other nations of the world? Rus-
sla, the Congo, India, Nigeria, Vietnam, Ger-
many or even the U.S. to name a few—have
a different set of rules applied to them. The
inherent weakness of the UN was shown In
the withdrawal of troops when Nasser plan-
ned his attack. Now the UN wants to inter-
vene and chart the course which Israel must
follow. The same UN which was silent when
India stabbed Goa and when the commu-
nists erected the Berlin Wall now abounds
with talk of sanctions and censure.

As I have noted before, our foreign policy
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is very foggy when it comes to understanding
communism. It is built around the fallible
assumption that the U.S.S.R. has changed
and has no aggressive plans, It is built
on maintaining the status gquo and “stabiliz-
ing"” the situation everywhere no matter how
bad it is and how impossible a continuation
of that status quo might be. There was no
status quo in the Near East but our policy
experts plaintively announced otherwise.
There is no status quo now. The Arab world
will rise to wipe out Israel just as surely as
the sun comes up tomorrow and yet our
policy is dictated towards the belief that this
will not happen, Little wonder that Israel,
seeing things more clearly, wants to direct
her own independent course. I not only don't
blame her for this but freely support her in
this stand.

The communist world is leading the
chorus of demands that Israel give up the
Arab sector of Jerusalem and its vantage
points now acquired at the Gulf of Agaba
and the Suez Canal. The communists were
busily working to change the status guo in
the Near East all of the time our govern-
ment’s leaders were saying this was not hap-
pening. Worse, Soviet military might is even
now being deployed to ready the Arab assault
against the free world nation of Israel.

I have asked the Administration for an
explanation of the folly it pursues in provid-
ing military weaponry and training to Arab
countries which are clearly in the commu-
nist eamp, and which will be used against
the friendly nation of Israel, Our taxpayers
have provided F-104 jet-fighters, M-48 tanks
and other classified equipment to Jordan,
Soviet Air Force technicians are using them
and experimenting with them.

We can only hope that the Israeli de-
stroyed enough of our own equipment that
our communist enemy cannot use them and
copy them. These are the same weapons we
use in Vietnam and you can figure that out.
How many U.S. Army technical and train-
ing manuals have been delivered to the Arabs
and therefore available to the Russians?
Some of the artillery and mortars that Jor-
danians fired into Jerusalem were from our
military assistance programs. The answer our
State Department gives when we raise the
question of the advisability of training coun-
tries is preposterous. The traditional justifi-
cation is that it helps maintain American in-
fluence. This is pure baloney.

Our basic problems cannot always be re-
duced to simple generalities, but one general-
ity which is abundantly clear, however, is
the tendency of this Administration to treat
everybody as a friend and not make a dis-
tinction between friend and foe. There is
clearly a cold war and there are clear, visible
sides in this cold war. We should stop treat-
ing our enemies like they are frilends. Take
Syria, for example. They are so militantly
pro-communist that not even a fool could
miss their line. The Syrian government de-
nounced the U.S. as an aggressor in Vietnam,
welcomed a Viet Cong delegation to Damas-
cus, permitted Communist China to provide
weapons and guidance to Syrian-based ter-
rorists who ralded Israel and proclaimed
Syria a spearhead of the struggle against
what they denounced as U.S. imperialism,
While they are doing all of this the State
Department was channeling aid to Syria
and we were training Syrian military officers.
This is only a portion of their anti-American
and pro-Soviet record. Yet, our blind policy
counts them in the “doubtful” category so
we keep trying.

Jordanian King Hussein left President
Johnson to embrace Nasser on his return.
Egypt now has welcomed a Soviet naval task
force, including missile cruisers to Port Said
and Alexandria. There is little doubt regard-
ing their intentions. Why so much doubt,
then, in our policy?
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I will support amendments to our Foreign
Aid bill to stop all aid to countries who have
broken diplomatic relations with us. A roll
call of our aid in the Near East is most illu-
minating. Iran: $1.756 Billion; Iraq: $102 Mil-
lion; Jordan: $573 Million; Saudi Arabia:
£209 Million; Syria: $73 Million; Egypt, $1.1
Billion; Yemen: §42 Milllon. Of all of the
Mideast nations, Lebanon and Jordan seem
to be the least anti-American.

One should not need to ask the simple
question: If the Arabs had won the war, what
would have been the result? Would they
have carried out their repeated threats to
exterminate Israel? Don't forget that it was
Nasser and the Arab bloc which threatened
annihilation—not the Israell. Yet, we now
hear the Communist bloc calling Israel the
aggressor. It isn't hard to understand them
because they act and react in the manner
you expect. It is guite another story when
it comes to understanding our own State
Department.

It is time to stop alding those who are a
part of the Soviet Unlon’'s aggressive plans
in the Mideast and recognize the distinction
between friend and foe, Israel is our friend.
They are a free nation. They believe In dem-
ocratic ideals. We should be glad to be on
their side. However, they can well wonder
about their friends. President Johnson indi-
cates we can't recognize the unification of
Jerusalem and British Foreign Secretary
Brown says Israel must pull back 100%.
By the way, who won that war,

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. MasoN (at the request of Mr,
Poace). for today, on account of illness
of wife.

Mr. BeLL (at the request of Mr. GERALD
R. Forp), for week of November 5, on
account of official business.

Mr. Davis of Wisconsin (at the request
of Mr. GeraLp R. Forp), from Novem-
ber 5 through November 189, on account
of official business,

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. McCoLLISTER) and to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. StEI1GER of Arizona, for 10 minutes,
today.

Mr. BracksURN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Hocan, for 60 minutes, today.

Mrs. HEckLER of Massachusetts, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. Kemp, for 10 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Rvan) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. Dicas, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CULvVER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLEz, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Ropino, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. WorrF, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ForTon, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. Grasso, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. TierNaN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Fuqua, for 5 minutes, today.
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Mr. PopeLL, for 10 minutes, today.
Ms. AszUg, for 5 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted

Mr, Younc of Florida, to revise and ex-
tend his remarks immediately following
those of Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN during de-
bate on the veto of the war powers bill.

Mr. Borring, and to include extraneous
material.

Mr. Biacer, to revise and extend his re-
marks prior to the vote on House Joint
Resolution 542, the war powers of Con-
gress and the President.

Mr. Biacer, to revise and extend his
remarks prior to the vote on the rule on
H.R. 11104, the public debt limit.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. McCoLrisTer) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. HiLpis in two instances.

Mr. McCLOSKEY.

Mr. QUIE.

Mr, LanpcreBE in 10 instances.

Mr. Roncarro of New York in three in-
stances.

Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances.

Mr. GUBSER.

Mr. HosMmeRr in three instances.

Mr., WymaN in two instances.

Mr, HarvEY in two instances.

Mr. MARAZITI.

Mr. ArRcHER in two instances.

Mr. CarTER in three instances,

Mr. Steiger of Wisconsin in two in-
stances.

Mr. DUNCAN.

Mr., GILMAN.

Mr. WYLIE.

Mr. FRENZEL.

Mr. GOODLING.

Mr. ABDNOR.

Mr. Huskr in three instances.

Mr, McCLORY.

Mr. HoGanN.

Mr, GOLDWATER.

Mr. LuJan in two instances.

Mr, ERLENBORN,

Mr. MinsHALL of Ohio.

Mr, RINALDO.

Mr. BrovyHILL of Virginia.

Mr. HORTON.

Mr. HANRAHAN,

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Ryan) and to include ex-
traneous matter) :

Mr, CuarLEs H. WiLson of California
in 10 instances.

Mr. TIErNAN in 10 instances.

Mr. GonzaLEz in three instances.

Mr. RarICK in three instances.

Mr. DINGELL.

Mr. Evins of Tennesssee.

Mr, WoLFF in seven instances.

Mr. Ropivo in three instances.

Mr. CHARLES WiLsoN of Texas in four
instances.

Mr. RoyeaL in 10 instances,

Mr,. CULVER.

Mr. BincaaAM in 10 instances.

Mr. Cray in six instances.

Mr. ALEXANDER,

Mr. Epwarps of California in four in-
stances.
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Mr. OBEY in six instances.

Mr. HARRINGTON in five instances.

Mr. KYROS.

Mr. DuLskr in six instances.

Mr. EocH.

Mr. YATRON.

Mr. FasceLL in three instances.

Mr. PREYER in two instances.

Mr. AnpErsoN of California in two in-
stances.

Mr. STUDDS.

Mr. RoseNTHAL in five instances.

Mr. McCORMACK.

Mr, RIEGLE.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o'clock and 34 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, November 8, 1973, at 12 o'clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXTV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’'s table and referred as follows:

1529. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of Agriculture, transmitting a report on the
rural environmental assistance program for
fiscal year 1972, pursuant to 50 Stat. 329;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

1530. A letter from the Chairman, National
Advisory Council on International Monetary
and Financial Policies, transmitting a special
report of the Council on the proposed re-
plenishment of the resources of the Interna-
tional Development Association (H. Doc. No.
93-181); to the Committee on Banking and
Currency and ordered to be printed,

1531. A letter from the Chairman, National
Advisory Council on International Monetary
and Financial Policies, transmitting a special
report of the Counecil on a proposed contribu-
tion and subscription of resources to the
Asjian Development Bank (H. Doc. No. 93—
182); to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency and ordered to be printed.

1532, A letter from the Administrator of
General Services, transmitting a prospectus
proposing an amendment to the extension
project authorized for the Post Office and
Courthouse Building at Tyler, Tex., pursuant
to the Public Bulldings Act of 1959, as
amended; to the Committee on Public Works.

1533. A letter from the Administrator of
General Services, transmitting a prospectus
proposing alterations to buildings 12 and 22,
Military Ocean Terminal, Bayonne, N.J, for
occupancy by the New York Federal Archives
and Records Center, pursuant to the Public
Buildings Act of 1959, as amended; to the
Committee on Public Works.

1534. A letter from the Administrator of
General Services, transmitting a revised pros-
pectus for proposed alterations to the new
Post Office Building in Washington, D.C., pur-
suant to the Public Bulldings Act of 1959, as
amended; to the Committee on Public Works.
RECEIVED FROM THE COMPTROLLER GGENERAL

1535. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port that improvements are needed In the
Atomic Energy Commission’s program for the
protection of special nuclear material; to
the Committee on Government Operations.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. MELCHER: Committee of Conference.
Conference report on S. 1081 (Rept. No.
93-624) . Ordered to be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CLARK:

H.R. 11304. A bill to require educational
institutions engaged in Interscholastic ath-
letic competition to employ certified athletic
trainers; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. COCHRAN:

HR. 11305. A bill to amend title II of
the Social Security Act so as to liberalize
the conditions governing eligibility of blind
persons to receive disability insurance bene-
fits thereunder; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. COHEN:

H.R. 11306. A bill to provide for the ap-
pointment of a Special Prosecutor and for
other purposes; to the Commiitee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. DOMINICE V. DANIELS:

H.R. 11307. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FRASER (for himself and Mrs.
GRraAss0) :

HR. 11308, A bill to limit the medicare
inpatient hospital deductible; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GILMAN:

H.R. 11309. A bill to amend title II of the
Boclal SBecurity Act to Increase to #7.500 the
amount of outside earnings which (subject
to further increases under the automatic
adjustment provisions) is permitted each
year without any deductions from benefits
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. GINN:

HR. 11310. A bill to designate certain
lands in the Blackbeard Island National
Wildlife Refuge, McIntosh County, Ga., as
wilderness; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

HR. 11311. A bill to name the Federal
building, U.8. Post Office, U.8. Courthouse, in
Brunswick, Ga., as the “Frank M. Scarlett
Federal Building™; to the Committee on Pub-
lic Works.

By Mr. HASTINGS (for himself, Mr.
Covuins of Texas, Mr. LeNT, Mr. Mc-
Dape, and Mr. METCALFE) :

HR. 11312, A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act to provide that under
certaln circumstances exclusive territorial
arrangements shall not be deemed unlawful;
to the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce.

By Mr. McFALL:

H.R. 11313. A bill to amend the Shipping
Act, 1916, in order to prohibit the practice of
port equalization; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisherles.

By Mr. NICHOLS:

HR. 11314. A bill to provide that daylight
saving time shall be observed on & year-
round basis; to the Committee on Interstate
pnd Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. PEPPER:

H.R. 11315. A blll to provide emergency
security assistance authorizations for Israel
and Cambodia; to the Committee on Forelgn
Affalrs.

By Mr., PEYSER (for himself, Mr.
KocH, Mr. Brager, Mr. MurrHY of
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New York, Mr. Worrr, Mr. RANGEL,
Ms. Aszue, Ms, CHiISHOLM, Mr.
BrAsco, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. LENT,
Mr. AppaBBo, Mr. BiNcHAM, Ms.
HoLrzMmaN, and Mr. BApILLo) @

H.R. 11316. A bill to provide that the Sec-
retary of State shall make certain compen-
satory payments to States and political sub-
divisions with respect to United Nations
property tax exemptions to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. PICKLE (for himself, Mr.
THONE, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. YATRON,
Mr. Fuqua, and Mr. STEELMAN)

HR. 11317. A bill to assure an adequate
supply of freight cars for the movement of
the Natlon’s goods, to encourage the produc-
tion and acquisition of freight cars and to
facilitate the efficient use of rolling stock,
to provide that the Secretary of Transporta-
tion certify his approval or disapproval of
plans submitted to him by grain exporters
regarding their proposed use of freight cars,
and amending the Interstate Commerce Act;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. POWELL of Ohio (for himself,
Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. Davis of South
Carolina, Mr. GUYERr, Mr. HUBER, Mr.
RosiNsoN of Virginia, Mrs. SCHROE~
pER, Mr. Ryan, and Mr. LEGGETT) :

H.R. 11318. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to provide that educa-
tional institutions receive a reimbursement
for each student commissioned through the
Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC) pro-
gram at the institutions; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. RAILSBACK:

H.R. 11319. A bill to establish an Office of
Rural Health within the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, and to as-
slst in the development and demonstration of
rural health care delivery models and com-
ponents; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. RARICK (for himself, Mrs. HAN-
sEN of Washington, Mr. Biges, Mr.
Evans of Colorado, Mr. GUNTER, Mr.
BERGLAND, Mr. WyaTrr, Mr. BAKER,
Mr, THoNE, Mr, Symms, Mr. Sisk,
and Mr, Hicks) :

H.R. 11320. A bill to provide for the Forest
Service, Department of Agriculture, to pro-
tect, develop, and enhance the environment
of certaln of the Nation's lands and re-
sources; and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. RODINO (for himself, Mr.
DoNOHUE, Mr. EASTENMEIER, Mr.
EILBERG, Mr. Frowers, Mr. SEIBER-
LG, Mr. DANIELSON, Mr. DrINaN,
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. THoaNTON, Mr.
Owens, Mr. McCrory, Mr. Ssarre of
New York, Mr. RATLSBACK, Mr. FisH,
Mr. MaYNE, Mr. Hocan, Mr. COHEN,
Mr. LoTrT, Mr. FroEHLICH, Mr. Moor-
HEAD of California, and Mr. Magra-
ZITI) @

H.R. 11321. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and SBafe Streets Act of 1968,
as amended, to provide benefits to survivors
of certain public safety officers who dle in
the performance of duty; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SCHERLE:

H.R. 11322. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the
tax on the amounts pald for communication
services shall not apply to the amount of
the State and local taxes pald for such serv-
ices; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SMITH of Jowa (for himself,
Mr. Apams, Mr. Aoparmo, Mr. ALEX-
ANDER, Mr. AxprEws of North Da-
kota, Mr, BrownN of California, Mr.
BurrLisoNn of Missourl, Mr. CoxnTE,
Mr. CorrEr, Mr. Duncan, Mr. Evins
of Tennessee, Mr. FasceLn, Mr. For-
SYTHE, Mrs. Grasso, Mr. HaMILTON,
Mr., IcHORD, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. LEH-
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maN, Mr., MezviNsky, Mr. MUrPHY
of New York, Mr, OeEy, Mr. PERKINS,
Mr. PrREYER, and Mr. REES) @

H.R. 11323. A bill to amend the Commodity
Exchange Act to strengthen the regulation
of futures trading, to require public dis-
closure of certain information relating to
sales of commeodities, to bring all agricul-
tural and other commodities traded on ex-
changes under regulation, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. STAGGERS (for himself, Mr,
Moss, and Mr. HoOSMER) :

HR. 11324. A bill to provide for daylight
saving time on a year-round basis for a 2-year
trial period; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. STEIGER of Arizona (for him-
self, Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr., DeErRwWIN-
sK1, Mr. DickiNsoN, Mr. HosMEeR, Mr.
Parrms, Mr. Younc of Alaska, Mr.
Baxer, and Mr. Do H. CLAUSEN):

H.R. 11325. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to make grants to assist
the States and Indian Tribes to develop and
implement land use planning processes; to
coordinate Federal programs and policies
which have land use impact; and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. TEAGUE of California:

H.R. 11326. A bill to provide that daylight
saving time shall be observed on a year-
round basis; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin:

H.R. 11327. A bill to provide that daylight
saving time shall be observed on a year-round
basis; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself, Mr. Hos-
MER, Mr. Nix, Mr. HarrINGTON, Mr.
LeaMman, Mrs, Grasso, Mr, HAWKINS,
Mr. MircHELL of New York, Mr. Ran-
GEL, Mr. PopELL, Mr. CoRMAN, Mr.
BrownN of California, Mr. CONYERS,
Mr. Meeps, Mr. MoLLoHAN, Mr. Eo-
warps of California, Mr. CaarLES H.
WiLsoN of California, Mr. MITCHELL
of Maryland, Mr. RoseNTHAL, Mr.
PrrpER, Mr. YaTRON, Mr, Winw, Mr.
Kryros, and Mr, WIDNALL) :

H.R. 11328. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment within the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare of a National Center
on Child Abuse and Neglect; to provide a
program of grants to States for the develop-
ment of child abuse and neglect prevention
and treatment programs; and to provide
financial assistance for research, training,
and demonstration programs in the area of
prevention, identification, and treatment of
child abuse and neglect; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BYRON:

HR. 11329, A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a
definition of food supplements, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. FISH:

H.R. 11330. A bill to establish an independ-
ent Special Prosecution Office, as an inde-
pendent agency of the United States, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr, FRASER:

HR. 11331. A bill to terminate the Airlines
Mutual Ald Agreement; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce,

By Mr. HASTINGS:

HR. 11332. A bill to repeal the act of Jan-
uary 5, 1027, relating to jurisdiction over the
taking of fish and game within certain In-
dian reservations; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs,

By Mr. ULLMAN:

HR. 11333. A bill to provide a T-percent
increase in soclal security benefits beginning
with March 1974 and an additional 4-percent
increase beginning with June 1974, to pro-




November 7, 1973

vide increases in supplemental security in-
come benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. LUJAN:

H.R. 11334, A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of an American Folk Life Center
in the Library of Congress, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on House
Administration.

H.R. 11335. A bill to amend the Fecurities
Exchange Act of 1934 to restrict persons who
are not citizens of the United States from
acquiring more than 35 percentum of the
nonvoting securities or more than 5 percen-
tum of the voting securities of any issuer
whose securities are registered under such
act, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 11336. A bill to prohibit without con-
gressional approval expenditures of appropri-
ated funds with respect to private property
used as residences by individuals whom the
Secret Service is authorized to protect; to
the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. PREYER (for himself, Ms. AB-
2UG, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. BrownN of
California, Mrs. CorrLins of Illinois,
Mr. Pascern, Mr. ForsYTHE, Mr,
FouNTAIN, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. Ky-
ROS, Mr. McCorMACK, Mr. MANN, Mr.
MoAKLEY, Mr. MoLLOHAN, Mr., Moss,
Mr. MvorpHY of New York, Mr,
O'Hara, Mr. PerPErR, Mr. Regs, Mr.
Rovy, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. TavyLor of
North Carolina, Mr. TiERNaAN, and
Mr. WALDIE) :

H.R. 11337. A bill to confer jurisdiction
upon the district courts of the United States
over certain civil actions brought by the
Congress, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa (for himself,
Mr. ANprREWS of North Carolina, Mr.
CULVER, Mr. DaNIELSON, Mr. Nix, Mr.
PEPPER, Mr. PicKLE, Mr. RoBINsoN
of Virginia, Mr. RopiNo, Mr. RoE,
Mr. RoseNTHAL, Mr. Roy, Mr. SEIBER-
LING, Mr. Smxes, Mr. Srack, Mrs.
BuLLivaN, Mr. THomPsoN of New
Jersey, Mr. TiIErNAN, Mr. UpaLr, Mr,
UrLrmawN, and Mr. WaLDIE) :

H.R. 11338. A bill to amend the Commod-
ity Exchange Act to strengthen the regula-
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tion of futures trading, to require public dis-
closure of certain information relating to
sales of commodities, to bring all agricul-
tural and other commodities traded on ex-
changes under regulation, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. SYMINGTON:

HR. 11339. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to require that
patients may not be treated with investiga-
tional new drugs without their consent, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ARCHER (for himself, Mr. ARM~
STRONG, Mr. BurkE of Florida, Mr.
Epwarps of California, Mr. Frey, Mr.
Hastines, Mr. Hemwz, Mr., HubNUT,
Mr. KercHEUM, Mr. LENT, Mr. LorT,
Mr. Losaw, Mr. McCoLLISTER, Mr.
McDADE, Mr, McEKINNEY, Mr. MARTIN
of North Caroclina, Mr. MiNsHALL of
Ohio, Mr. MorLroHAN, Mr., PEYsSER,
Mr. REGUuLa, Mr. RopmwsoN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. Ropmno, Mr. SHoup, Mr.
¥atrow, and Mr. Youwne of South
Carolina) :

H.J. Res. 813. Joint resolution to express
the sense of Congress that a White House
Conference on the Handicapped be called
by the President of the United States; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. CULVER (for himself, Mr.
WHITE, Mr. STEELE, and Mr. HANNA) :

H.J. Res. 814. Joint resolution to provide
for the appointment of a special prosecutor,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GILMAN:

H.J. Res. 815. Joint resolution to provide
for the appointment of a Special Prosecutor
to investigate and prosecute any offense aris-
ing out of campaign activities with respect
to the election in 1972 for the Office of the
President; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. KEMP:

H.J. Res. 816. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide a limit, established
in relation to national income, on Federal
revenue and expenditures, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LONG of Maryland:
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H.J. Res. 817. Joint resolution to provide
for the appointment of a Special Prosecutor,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

By Mr. LONG of Maryland (for him-
self, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. REEs, Mr.
Fraser, Mr. Uparr, Mr. BrownN of
California, and Mr. HELSTOSKI) :

H. Con. Res. 376. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that Richard
M. Nixon should resign from the Office of
President of the United States; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BYRON:

H. Res. 689. Resolution to seek peace in
the Middle East and to continue to support
Israeli's deterrent strength through transfer
of Phantom aircraft and other military sup-
plies; to the Committee on Foreign Aflairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr, BROYHILL of Virginia:

H.R. 11340. A bill for the rellef of Mrs.
Maritza Busch; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr, BURTON:

H.R. 11341. A bill for the relief of James R.

Oom, Jr.; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. DRINAN:

H.R. 11342. A bill for the relief of Benjamin
R. Lucardie; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

350. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Yisrael
Yeshayahu, Speaker of the Knesset, Tel Aviv,
Israel, relative to treatment of prisoners of
war by Egypt and Syria; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

351. Also, petition of James L. Dillard, St.
Albans, N.Y., relative to redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE RE-
PORTS ON BLIND VENDORS ON
FEDERAL PROPERTY—RICHARD
STARNES’ ARTICLE HIGHLIGHTS
ISSUES

HON. JENNINGS RANDOLPH

OF WEST VIRGINIA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Wednesday, November 7, 1973

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, on
Tuesday, October 30, the Washington
Star-News published an article by Rich-
ard Starnes, of the Scripps-Howard News
Service, entitled “GAO: Blind Get No
Breaks.” The article briefly reviews the
recent report prepared by the Comp-
troller General of the United States on
sources and uses of vending machine in-
come on Federal property, which was au-
thorized by the Subcommittee on the
Handicapped.

Mr. Starnes’ article also mentions S.
2581, the Randolph-Sheppard Act
Amendments of 1973, which I introduced
on October 13, and which thus far enjoys
the cosponsorship of 28 Senators.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

GAO: BLIND GET No BREAKS
(By Richard Starnes)

A sharply worded report by the General
Accounting Office accuses the Defense De-
partment and the U.S. Postal Service of de-
priving blind concession stand operators of
hundreds of jobs and possibly millions of
dollars in income.

The GAO investigation was ordered by Sen.
Jennings Randolph, D-W, Va., coauthor of a
37-year-old law intended to give sightless
persons preference in operating concession
stands in government buildings.

In spite of the law, Randolph said, “blind
vendors have met with obstacles every tortu-
rous step of the way."” He estimated that the
3,600 licensed blind vendors now operating
stands could be doubled in five years “if the
onerous restraints of undue competition are
lifted.”

“They (blind operators) find competition
from federal employe welfare and recreation
assoclations which operate their own vend-
ing machines. They find military post com-
manders who are unwilling to consider blind
vendor sites at their installations. They even

find . . . that an employe assoclation at a
major federal space installation demanded
that blind vendors give 10 percent of their
profits to the employe association.”

The GAO report made It clear that the
principal abuses in the blind vendor pro-
gram took place In Postal Service and De-
fense Department installations.

From responses to questionnaires sent to
291 postal installations, GAO found there
were 68 vending stands operated by the blind,
and one vending stand and 2,873 vending ma-
chines controlled by employe associations.

“Employe associations had gross receipts
of $2.8 million . . . and a net income of §1.6
million,"” GAO reported.

“About $86,800 of the net income was as-
slgned to blind vendors under income-shar-
ing arrangements; the remainder went for
employe benefits such as recreation pro-
grams, scholarships, and gifts.”

Six of 10 blind Postal Service vendors ques-
tioned at random by GAO reported net in-
come of under $3,000, the report said.

GAO noted that a Postal Service audit had
found abuses in the handling of income from
vending operations and that there had been
insufficient supervision “to insure compli-
ance with federal policles and regulations.”

Expanding the blind vendor program in
postal installations, the report added, “will
depend on postal officials’ attitudes” and
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