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already seen over a $1 million drop in its
budget) be continued or will they be dropped
in favor of some different approach?

We already have one indication In the
President'’s fiscal 1974 budget proposal which
calls for a de-emphasis on health services
delivery with a possible switch-over to Health
Maintenance Organization. A total of $147
million for OEO health programs is required
in the 1974 Budget for HEW, compared with
the 1973 obligation of $165.2 million, a reduc-
tion of $18.2 million. When this account of
$147 million is transferred to the HEW
Health Services Dellvery budget of 1974, one
discovers a further cut in the overall Health
Services Delivery budget of nearly $#47 mil-
lion. Further, the administration is pro-
posing a reduction in the 1973 appropriation
of some $45 million, bringing the total net
loss to some $110 million.

The innovative ‘“one-door” approach to
health care for the poor that has been the
hallmark of Community Health Centers may
well be lost as the administration shuffles
priorities in health care—with the result that
the poor, with their very special set of health
problems, will suffer. The successful South-
Central Community Health Center in Los
Angeles services about 500 people per month,
and has demonstrated its importance of the
community.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, a word about OEO
Legal Services. Recent reports and news
stories have indicated a definite Administra-
tlon bias against OEO's Legal Services’
“back-up” centers. Since this committee will
soon be dealing with legal services legislation,
I would like to make a few observations con-
cerning the role these centers have played
in our community and their critical rela-
tionship to the rest of OEQO's programs.

Two centers in California—the Los An-
geles-based Western Center on Law and Po-
verty, and the University of California at
Berkeley’s National Housing and Economic
Development Law Project—serve as vivid ex-
amples of their fundamental value and im-
portance. The "back-up” functions of the
Western Center have included assistance in
appellate litigation, training assistance, and
clinical education assistance to law schools.
The recent California precedent setting deci-
slon of Serrano vs. Priest, declaring uncon-
stitutional California’s school financing
scheme, was a direct result of Western Cen-
ter’s skill and involvement. Also, the Western
Center participated in the case of Blair vs.
Pitches, wherein the California Supreme
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Court declared unconstitutional the practice
of repossessing personal property upon the
mere filing of an action by a creditor without
a prior court hearing to determine the valid-
ity of the charge. These cases have profoundly
altered the law, affecting significantly the
lives of thousands of the poor by a single
ruling.

The kinds of assistance and services these
centers provide to legal service projects and
to law schools are badly needed by individ-
ual projects and by lawyers who don’'t have
the time or expertise to become proficient
in every area of poverty law, The centers also
play a role with the rest of OEO’s programs.
The “back-up” functions of the Berkeley
project, for example, are directed at assist-
ing lawyers working with Community De-
velopment Corporations. One of the recent
successful CDC ventures they contributed to
was the Sallnas Valley “Strawberry Coopera-
tive.” It brought a group of migrant families
from average incomes of $3500 per year to
nearly $12,000, and provided the basis for
future spin-offs of new cooperatives spon-
sored by the parent “Strawberry Coop.”

“Back-up” centers like these fill a special
need for Legal Services projects and for pro-
grams like Community Development Corpo-
rations attempting to help the poor. Efforts
to help the poor always face legal problems.
In many cases, developments in one area can
be applied to others. In general, legal serv-
ices lawyers cannot, by themselves, provide
a broad range of expertise in every facet of
“poverty law.” The function of back-up
centers is to assist by “filling in the gaps”
and searching out new ways to handle legal
problems faced by the poor. They help make
the Legal Services program and all OEO's
programs a unified operating system. When
this Committee considers the Legal Services
Corporation legislation, I would strongly
recommend that specific provisions should
be made for preserving and protecting the
independence necessary to ensure the con=-
tinual role of these centers.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I would just like
to point out that what I am worried about
today is not only the decrease in federal
funds, The President’s Budget for 1974 repre-
sents more than a shift in priorities of spend-
ing the federal tax dollar. It demonstrates a
radical reorganiaztion of our federal system
of government.

This proposed new federalism represents a
direct challenge to the institutional changes
developed over the last five years in employ~
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ment practices, education, and in medical
and legal professions in improving the ac-
cess of services to the poor. OEO brought
the alienated and disenfranchised into the
democratic process, gave them a window to
government, provided them with hope at a
time when hope was obscure. With the dis-
mantling of OEO, not only the symbol of con-
cern, but the actual involvement and com-
mitment of the government will be sus-
pended

Who will lobby for the poor in commu-
nitles where the poor have no effective voice
in the decisions of government? I urge this
Committee to review carefully the full im-
plications of the President’s proposal before
it accepts the demise of OEO, and to con-
sider the possibility of enacting categorical
funding legislation to preserve these pro-
grams which have alded the poor.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Com-
mittee, thank you very much for your pa-
tience and courtesy in allowing me to pre-
sent this testimony.

DRUG ABUSE EDUCATION

HON. PETER A. PEYSER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, February 26, 1973

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, today, I
have joined with my distinguished col-
league and good friend from the State of
Washington, Lroyp MeEebps, in introduc-
ing an extension of the Drug Abuse Edu-
cation Act of 1970.

I feel that this act has played an in-
valuable role in this country’s war
against drug abuse, and it is absolutely
vital that we continue this program.

The moneys that are authorized in this
bill are an investment in the fight
against the misuse of drugs, and the re-
turns from this investment will be meas-
ured in saved lives and saved moneys for
drug rehabilitation programs. This pro-
gram is an intricate part of our con-
tinued efforts to curb drug abuse, and it
deserves the full support of Congress.
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Dr. Lawrence P. Fitzpatrick, national
chaplain, the American Legion, Coin,
Iowa, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, plant our feet this day
on a solid foundation that we may truly
represent those who have sent us to this
office. Give us a backbone of steel that
we may stand straight and tall. Give us
a voice strong and resonant that we may
speak out to defend our Nation when
and where she is right and to voice the
need for change when and where she
might be wrong. May our deliberations
this day help bring peace to a world
caught up in turmoil. God help us when
Fa?u do right; God forgive us when we

Be with each of us as we try to carry
out the responsibilities that we alone
can fulfill. Be with us this day and
throughout life. Amen.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

THE JOURNAL

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

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed with amend-
ments, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested, a joint resolution of
the House of the following title:

H.J. Res. 345, Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 1973, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the

Senate insists upon its amendments to
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 345) en-
titled “An act making further continuing
appropriations for the fiscal year 1973,
and for other purposes,” requests a con-
ference with the House on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. MAGNUSON,
Mr. PAsTORE, Mr. BisLE, Mr. MONTOYA,
Mr. INoUYE, Mr. Young, Mr. HRUSKA, MT.
Corron, and Mr. BROOKE to be the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF U.S.
GROUP OF NORTH ATLANTIC
ASSEMBLY

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 1, Public Law 689, 84th
Congress, as amended, the Chair appoints
as members of the U.S. Group of the
North Atlantic Assembly the following
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Members on the part of the House:
Mr. Hays, of Ohio, Chairman; Mr. Ro-
pINO, of New Jersey; Mr. CLARK, of Penn-
sylvania; Mr. Brooks, of Texas; Mr.
BurTton, of California; Mr. Arenps, of
Illinois; Mr. DeviNe, of Ohio; Mr.
MaTHIas of California; and Mr. RUPPE,
of Michigan.

LEGION HONORS CONGRESSMAN
GEORGE MAHON

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

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, the Ameri-
can Legion Award for Distinguished Pub-
lic Service will be presented this year to
our distinguished and beloved colleague
from Texas, Representative Georce H.
MasHoON, chairman of the House Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

The Distinguished Public Service
Award has been presented five times in
the Legion's history to individuals in
public life who have rendered outstand-
ing service to the Nation. Prior recipients
are the Honorable Carl Vinson, Georgia;
the late Senator Everett M. Dirksen, Illi-
nois; Representative OLin E. TEAGUE,
Texas; former Speaker of the House of
Representatives John W. McCormack,
Massachusetts, and Representative Les-
LIE C. ARENDS, Illinois.

Announcing the selection of Congress-
man MaHON as the sixth recipient to be
.honored by the American Legion, Na-
tional Commander Joe L. Matthews said:

Congressman Mahon is being recognized
for 38 years of outstanding service to the
nation and its veterans as a member of the
United States Congress. I can think of no
other individual who is more deserving. As
Chairman of the House Committee on Ap-
propriations, he has shown compassion and
concern for the needs of our sick and dis-
abled veterans and thelr dependents, He has
fought for a strong and viable defense pos-
ture for the Nation. George Mahon is a dis-
tinguished American patriot and I am de-
lighted that the Leglon has accorded him
this honor.

Chairman MaHON’s career in public
life began in 1926 when he was elected
county attorney of Mitchell County,
Tex. A year later he was appointed dis-
trict attorney and was subsequently
elected to that office three times. Upon
the creation of the 19th Congressional
District of Texas, Mr. MasoN became a
candidate for U.S. Representative from
that district and was elected in 1934. He
has been reelected at 2-year intervals
since that time. Only one Member of the
House outranks him in length of service.

Mr. ManoN became a member of the
House Appropriations Committee in 1939
and has served as chairman since May
of 1964. The Appropriations Commit-
tee is the largest committee in the Con-
gress and one of the most powerful. The
chairmanship is one of the important
posts in government.

Congressman MAHON is chairman of
the Joint Senate-House Committee on
Reduction of Federal Expenditures and a
member of the Joint Study Committee
on Budget Control. He is also a member
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of the Board of Regents of the Smith-
sonian Institution.

Presentation of the award to Chair-
man MasonN will be a highlight of the
American Legion’s dinner honoring the
Congress at the Sheraton Park Hotel in
Washington, D.C., on February 28. This
dinner is a feature of the annual Wash-
ington conference, and over 2,000 Mem-
bers of the Congress, Legionnaires, and
guests are expected to attend.

INFLATION-RECESSION TRENDS

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

Mr. O’'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, the eco-
nomic phenomenon of inflation-recession
seems likely to become a classic affliction
of Republican administrations. Disturb-
ing trends in this morning’s news add to
my apprehension that this Republican
administration is leading this Nation
once again into another round of infla-
tion-recession such as we experienced in
1969-70 and in 1957-58.

To ordinary Americans, inflation-re-
cession means that prices are going up
and job opportunities are going down. It
means that additional thousands of
Americans are going to be out of work
and those lucky enough to have jobs are
going to pay even more for groceries,
rent, and other necessities.

Evidence of these disturbing trends
comes today in the form of an increase
in the prime lending rate and the fence-
straddling by the administration on its
wage-guidelines policy and its phase IIT
game plan.

Tighter credit is going to mean less
investment by industry and fewer jobs
for Americans, The shocking rise in food
prices last month has already impelled
the AFL-CIO to say that it will ask for
commensurate wage increases to make
up the difference.

In response, Treasury Secretary
Shultz and John Dunlop, the new Chair-
man of the Cost of Living Council, told
the press that the administration would
stick to its 5.5 percent wage guidelines—
maybe. Meanwhile, the president of the
AFL-CIO was also telling the press that
administration officials had assured him
that the guidelines would eventually be
discarded.

Mr. Speaker, these conflicting state-
ments show why this administration’s
credibility with the American people is
at an all-time low.

I hope the Congress will exercise its
responsibilities of economic review and
make the adjustments that are necessary
to guide the Nation away from recession
and toward a socund and benevolent eco-
nomic prosperity.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
FEDERAL RECORDS COUNCIL

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of title 44, United States Code,
section 2701, the Chair appoints as mem-
bers of the Federal Records Council the
following members on the part of the
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House: Mr. Burrison of Missouri and Mr.
FrENZEL, of Minnesota.

REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON STUDY
OF BUDGET CONTROL

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

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker and my
colleagues, as you know, the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. Urrman), and I are
joint chairmen of the Committee on the
Study of Budget Control. We have a
special order scheduled for this after-
noon where this matter will be discussed.
I take this 1 minute to call attention
to that and say that the prime purpose
we will have in the discussion is to ask
our colleagues fo give to that committee
the benefit of their views in connection
with a series of hearings which we will
conduct.

I proudly announce at this time that
32 rather independent members of this
joint committee have come out with a
preliminary report that is unanimous.
It has to do with bringing together the
facts that face us financially and how
it got this way, as a good start to find-
ing some solution, but it will all go down
the drain, I say, unless we adopt a reso-
lution putting it into effect.

At any rate, we will have a colloquy
between the cochairman here, Mr. UrLL-
maN and I, as well as other members of
the committee in the special order fol-
lowing the bill today.

I hope you will be here to take part
in it and appear before the committee,
also, to give us the benefit of your views.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 345,
FURTHER CONTINUING APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1973

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to take from the Speaker’s
table the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 345)
making further continuing appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, and for other purposes, with Sen-
ate amendments thereto, disagree to the
Senate amendments, and agree to the
conference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
MaHON, PAssMAN, NATCHER, FLoop, Mrs.
Hansen of Washington, Messrs. ADDABEO,
CEDERBERG, RHODES, MicHEL, and
SHRIVER.

PERMISSION TO FILE A CONFER-
ENCE REPORT ON HOUSE JOINT
RESOLUTION 345

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the managers may
have until midnight tonight to file a con-
ference report cn the joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 345) making further continu-
ing appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1873, and for other
purposes.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

ConrFeERENCE REPORT (H, REPT. No, 93-33)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.J.
Res. 345) “making further continuing ap-
propriations for the fiscal year 1973, and for
other purposes,” having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses
as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ment numbered 1.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 6, and agree to the same.

The committee of conference report in dis-
agreement amendments numbered 2, 3, 4,
and 5.

GEeORGE H. MAHON,
OrTo E. PASSMAN,
WirLiAM H. NATCHER,
DaANIEL J. FLOOD,

JuLiA BUTLER HANSEN,
JosSEPH P. ADDABBO,
ELForD A. CEDERBERG,
JoHN J, RHODES,
RoserT H. MICHEL,

GaArNER E, SHRIVER,
Manageérs on the Part of the House.
JOHN L. MCCLELLAN,

WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
JoHN O. PASTORE,
ALAN BIBLE,
JosErH M. MONTOYA,
DanrteL K. INOUYE,
MirTroN R. YoUNG,
RoMAN L. HRUSEA,
Norris COTTON,
EpwWarD W. BROOKE,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
CoMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference of the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the joint reso-
lution (H.J. Res. 345) making further con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, and for other purposes,
submit the following joint statement to the
House and Senate in explanation of the effect
of the action agreed upon by the managers
and recommended in the accompanying con-
ference report:

Amendment No. 1: Extends the expiration
date of the continuing resolution for foreign
ald to June 30, 1973, as proposed by the
House Instead of April 30, 1973, as proposed
by the Senate. This action is taken most re-
gretfully because of the present situation
and attendant circumstances and this is not
to be regarded as a precedent. It is not our
intention to tolerate this practice in the
future, '

Amendment No. 2: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in a technical amendment of the Sen-
ate.

Amendment No. 3: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate
which provides an annual obligation rate of
not to exceed $6,224,000 for the American
Revolution Bicentennial Commission during
1;1912 period February 16, 1973, to June 30,

3.

Amendment No. 4: Reported In technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate,
which repeals the termination date of May
15, 1973, for Customs preclearance activities
included in Public Law 92-351. The con-
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ferees are agreed that Customs preclearance
activities should be continued at the present
level of operations until such time as the
matter can be further considered and a long
range policy determined.

Amendment No. 5: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur In the amendment of the Senate
which requires the President to submit pe-
riodic reports on impoundments to the Con-
gress.

Amendment No. 6: Changes section num-
ber.

GeorGE H. MAHON,
Or1T0o E. PASSMAN,
‘WinriaM H. NATCHER,
DaniEL J, FLOOD,
JULIA BUTLER HANSEN,
JOsSEPH P. ADDABBO,
Evrorp A. CEDERBERG,
JoHN J. RHODES,
RoBERT H. MICHEL,
GARNER E. SHRIVER,
Managers on the Part of the House.
JoHN L, McCLELLAN,
WARREN . MAGNUSON,
JOHN O. PASTORE,
ALAN BIBLE,
JosErH M, MONTOYA,
DantEn K, INOUYE,
MmntToN R. YOUNG,
RomMaw L. HRUSKA,
Noreis CoTTON,
Eowarp W. BROOKE,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO
MAKE IN ORDER CONSIDERATION
OF CONFERENCE REPORT ON
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 345
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that it may be in

order at any time after today to consider

a conference report on the joint resolu-

tion (H.J. Res. 345) making further con-

tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, and for other
purposes.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, did the gentleman
from Texas not receive permission to file
a conference report?

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, the answer to his ques-
tion is, “Yes.”

I am now asking unanimous consent
that it may be in order to consider the
conference report any time after today.
‘We have not yet prepared the report, of
course, but we are going to go to con-
ference this afternoon at 3 o’clock. I
was asking unanimous consent that it
would be in order to consider the con-
ference report at any time after today,
which I assume would be tomorrow, be-
cause the continuing resolution expires
on the 28th of February.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I would say
to the gentleman from Texas that I
assume there are some Members of the
House who might like a little time to
ascertain what is in the conference re-
port that is to be filed. So I would sug-
gest to the gentleman from Texas that
he come to the House tomorrow with
that request if a conference report is
agreed upon today.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?
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Mr. GROSS. Yes; I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. MAHON. What will be agreed to in
conference, of course, is not completely
predictable. The House continued the
foreign aid programs and the activities
provided for in the Departments of Labor
and Health, Education, and Welfare bill
until June 30. The other body continued
the Departments of Labor-HEW portion
of the continuing resolution to June 30,
but continued the foreign assistance pro-
grams only until April 30. That would be
a matter in controversy.

Also the other body added a proviso
that makes it mandatory upon the Presi-
dent every quarter to give a report on
funds which are being impounded or
withheld from expenditures.

The Senate also added amendments
providing financing for the American
Revolution Bicentennial Commission
and deleting the May 15 cutoff date for

. customs preclearance. That is the ex-

tent of the Senate changes.

Mr. GROSS. I would say to the gentle-
man from Texas that those are highly
important amendments that the other
body has added. I would think it possible
the gentleman from Texas might reach
an agreement at midnight tonight, and
call the bill up at noon tomorrow with
little or no notice to the Members of the
House. I would therefore state that if the
gentleman from Texas persists in his
unanimous consent request that I would
be constrained to object, I have no desire
to delay House consideration of the ex-
pected conference report, but I do want
to know what it contains before it is
called up for approval.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my unanimous-consent request.

OFFICIAL OBJECTORS FROM THE
DEMOCRATIC SIDE

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to announce the official objectors
from the Democratic side.

The official objectors for the Private
Calendar will be the gentleman from
Massachusetts, Mr. Boranp; the gentle-
man from Georgia, Mr. Davis; and the
genfleman from Ohio, Mr. James V.
STANTON.

The official objectors for the Consent
Calendar will be the gentleman from
Arkansas, Mr. ALEXANDER; the gentle-
man from Wyoming, Mr. Roncario; and
the gentleman from North Carolina, Mr.
RoOSE.

JOINT STUDY COMMITTEE ON
BUDGET CONTROL

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the Senate Concurrent
Resolution (S. Con. Res. 8) relating to
the designation, administration, and ex-
penses of the Joint Study Committee on
Budget Control.

The Clerk read the Senate Concurrent
Resolution as follows:

8. CoN. REs. B

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the joint
committee established under title III of the
Act entitled “An Act to provide for a tem-
porary increase in the public debt limit and
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to place a limitation on expenditures and
net lending for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1973", approved October 27, 1972 (Public
Law 92-500; 86 Btat. 1324), shall be known
as the Joint Study Committee in Budget
Control (hereafter referred to in this con-
current resolution as the “joint study com-
mittee”).

Sec. 2. (a) During the first sesslon of the
Ninety-third Congress, the members of the
joint study committee shall select two co-
chairman in lieu of a chairman.

(b) The joint study committee is author-
ized to procure the services of individual con-
sunltants, or organizations thereof, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of section 202
(11;;1 the Legislative Reorganization Act of
19486,

SEc. 3. (a) For the perlod from March 1,
19738, through the close of the first session
of the Ninety-third Congress, the joint study
committee is authorized to expend from the
contingent fund of the Senate not to ex-
ceed $200,000 to carry out the provisions of
such title ITI. Of such amount not to exceed
$25,000 may be expended for the procurement
of such individual consultants or organiza-
tions thereof.

(b) During the first session of the Ninety-
third Congress, expenses of the joint study
committee pald out of the contingent fund
of the Senate shall be so pald upon vouchers
approved by either of the two cochairmen of
the joint study committee.

Sec. 4. The joint study committee shall
submit a final report of the results of the
study and review made under such title III,
to the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives and to the President pro tempore of
the Senate, not later than the close of the
first session of the Ninety-third Congress.

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

There was no objection.

The Senate concurrent resolution
was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid upon
the table,

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No. 23]
Hawkins
Hébert
Hogan
Hosmer
Howard
Kastenmeler
King
Eoch
Long, La.
Lujan
Mann
MecCormack
McDade
Mailliard
Meeds
Mills, Ark.
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.Y.
O'Hara

Tdaho Patman
Harvey Poage

The SPEAKER. On this rolleall 369

Members have recorded their presence by
electronic device, a quorum.

Ashley
Badillo
Blaggl
Blatnik
Burke, Calif.
Carey, N.X.
Chisholm
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Collier
Do

Price, Tex.
Quie
Rees
Regula
Riegle
Robison, N.Y.
Rooney, N.Y.
Roybal
Ruppe
Satterfleld
SBcherle
Seiberling
Smith, N.Y.
Stanton,
James V.
Bteed
Symington
Teague, Callf.
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

Frelinghuysen
Froehlich
Gray

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

FAIR LABOR STANDARDS AMEND-
MENTS OF 1973

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

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I want to
announce to the membership that I am
introducing a bill today to amend the
Fair Labor Standards Act to increase the
minimum wage rate under that act and
to extend its provisions to additional
employees.

This bill is almost identical to the
one reported by the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor in the ldst Congress.

The notable differences between the
two bills are:

First. The new hill proposes an even-
tual minimum wage rate increase, in time,
to $2 and then $2.20, and the previous
proposal was for $2 an hour. However, a
yvear has passed, almost, since that bill
was first presented to the House.

Second. The new bill does not contain
a provision to provide relief for domestic
workers and industries injured by in-
creased imports from low-wage areas.
I thought this wise because of the oppo-
sition generated from those areas of the
country not affected by low-cost imports.

I intend to hold very brief hearings,
and any comments or any information
Members have the commitiee will be
glad to receive.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE PRIVILEGED RE-
PORTS

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Rules may have until midnight to-
night to file certain privileged reports.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX
EXTENSION ACT OF 1973

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 197 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 197

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution 1t 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. 3577)
to provide an extension of the interest equal-
ization tax, and for other purposes. 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 mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and Means,
the bill shall be read for amendment under
the five-minute rule. At the conclusion of
the consideration of the bill for amendment,
the Committee shall rise and report the biil
to the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage without
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intervening motion except one motion to
recommit.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr, Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. Larra) pending
which I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I know of no controversy
concerning this rule and, as far as I
know, no controversy on the matter in
order, and, therefore, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

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

Mr. BOLLING. I shall be glad to yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I am glad to note that this is an open
rule and commend the Rules Committee
for it. As far as those words of commen-
dation are concerned, I hope that I will
not have to eat them in subsequent pro-
ductions by the Committee on Rules with
respect to closed rules.

Mr, BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, the Com-
mittee on Rules is grateful for the com-
mendations of the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, in view of the colloquy
that has just occurred, I might say that
this is probably the first time in some 40
years that we have had an open rule on
a tax bill. It provides for 2 hours of
debate.

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope and, I cer-
tainly think, the hope of this House that
we can act responsibly, and I hope that
if any amendments are proposed to tax
bills, and this tax bill in particular, that
they will pertain to the subject under
consideration. I might say if we do not
do that, we will have to take another look
at these closed rules in the future as they
pertain to tax bills.

Mr, Speaker, I might say that this bill
that House Resolution 27 makes in order
merely extends for 15 months the interest
equalization tax, with a couple of slight
amendments, and one of them, I might
say, gives the President the authority to
increase this tax to 114 percent, which
will make about $85 million more in the
U.S. Treasury coming from outside the
continental United States. I think it is
high time we do just that.

Mr, Speaker, I have no further requests
for time.

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

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr, 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 (HR. 3577) to provide an
extension of the interest equalization tax,
and for other purposes.

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-
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eration of the bill HR. 3577, with Mr.
Si1kEs 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 Pennsylvania (Mr.
ScuneeBerr) will be recognized for 1
hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, before
discussing the bill at hand providing for
an extension of the interest equalization
tax, let me make a few brief comments
relative to the international monetary
situation.

As you know, in the year before last,
this country ran a deficit in its mer-
chandise trade account of $2.7 billion,
the first such deficit since 1888. In 1972
the deficit amounted to nearly $7 bil-
lion. As a result of this deterioration in
the balance of trade and also the large
balance of payments deficits over the
past several years which piled up more
and more dollars abroad—perhaps $70
billion—speculative pressure on the dol-
lar reached a peak in the last few weeks.
This pressure reflected the view that the
dollar was overvalued, particularly with
respect to the German mark and the
Japanese yen.

In light of these circumstances, the
President found it necessary to devalue
the dollar by 10 percent. In addition,
there was an agreement to permit the
yen to float upward by another 5 per-
cent.

This action was necessary to avoid a
complete collapse of the international
money markets and to give us some
breathing space during which more rapid
progress, hopefully, can be made in the
international monetary negotiations.
While I have grave doubts, I sincerely
hope that this second devaluation will
be sufficient to hold the line until more
fundamental reforms in the monetary
and trading systems can be made.

In this connection, I note from the
press the administration plans to sub-
mit to Congress trade legislation pro-
viding authority to the President to deal
with our pressing trade problems and to
restore balance in our international trade
account. The administration has also
announced that by the end of next year,
it plans to phase out the restrictions we
presently have on capital outflows.

Today, we are considering the exten-
slon of the interest equalization tax, one
of the measures limiting capital outflows.
Under the bill as reported by your com-
mittee, the tax is continued through
June 30 of next year.

Whether the Congress wants to extend
the tax beyond that date—either to the
December 31, 1974, date requested by the
administration or for some longer period
of time—is a question which can be
settled next year when we are again con-
sidering the interest equalization tax.

The exchange rates adjustments,
which I have discussed up to this point,
are primarily designed to improve our
balance of trade, although they also have
an impact across the board as well. The
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interest equalization tax, on the other
hand, deals only with capital flows as
distinet from movements of goods and
services. The control of capital flows at
the present time is provided by the inter-
est equalization tax in combination with
two other programs: the reduction of
direct investment abroad under the
Commerce Department’s Office of
Foreign Direct Investments and restric-
tions of outflows of funds from banks
under the Federal Reserve Board's vol-
untary foreign credit restraint program.

The interest equalization tax dis-
courages capital outflows from the United
States by increasing the cost for for-
eigners in obtaining capital from U.S.
sources. It does this by imposing a tax
which has thg effect of increasing by
three-fourths of 1 percent the interest
rate paid by foreigners selling debt obli-
gations or stock to U.S. residents. Under
present law, the administration could
raise this tax to the equivalent of a 1%
percent additional interest rate or lower
it to zero.

The bill before us today extends the
interest equalization tax from March 31
of this year until June 30, 1974. Whether
it will be desirable to further extend the
tax beyond this June 30 date is a decision
we can make next year after we have seen
what progress has been made in the nego-
tiations on tariff and nontariff barriers.

Under today’s conditions, however, a
continuation of the interest equalization
tax is clearly needed. This is shown by
the fact that interest rates in the United
States are considerably lower than those
abroad. As of October 1972 for example,
when the yield on U.S. Treasury bonds
was 5.69 percent, the Western European
government bond average was 7.19
percent.

For corporate bonds the differential
between United States and foreign rates
is also substantial. In December 1972,
the U.S. rate on high grade industrials
was 7.33 percent while the rate in the
United Kingdom was 10.40 percent, the
rate in France was 8.30 percent and the
rate in Germany 8.58 percent.

EFFECTIVENESS OF THE TAX

The question usually raised about this
tax is “has it really helped our balance-
of-payments position?” I believe it is
clear that the tax has decreased the for-
eign demand for U.S. capital and in this
manner made our balance-of-payments
deficit smaller than would otherwise be
the case.

An indication of the deterrent effect of
the tax is shown by the fact that in 1962,
just prior to the imposition of the tax,
purchases of new securities by U.S. resi-
dents from countries which are now sub-
ject to the tax were $356 million. In con-
trast, in 1971 only $3 million, and in the
first three-quarters of 1972 $17 million,
were purchased by U.S. residents from
these countries.

Even though purchases by U.S. resi-
dents of securities subject to the tax
decreased drastically, the opposite is true
of purchases from countries not subject
to the tax. These purchases grew from
a level of $722 million in 1962 to $1.5 bil-
lion in 1971. If this same rate of growth
had applied to purchases from countries
subject to the tax, the 1971 level of pur-
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chase would have been $740 million. This
is in contrast to the $3 million which was
actually purchased in 1971.

So far I have discussed the effect of the
tax in the purchases of new securities.
The tax has also discouraged purchase
by U.S. residents of outstanding secur-
ities held by foreigners. In the 3% years
prior to the enactment of the tax, the
net purchase of outstanding foreign se-
curities by U.S. residents amounted to
$274 million a year. Since enactment of
the tax, U.S. residents have actually been
net sellers of foreign securities with net
sales averaging $61 million a year.

While the interest equalization tax at
best is a solution to only a very small
part of our balance-of-payments prob-
lem, nevertheless, I think it is clear that
we should not abandon it now. The bill,
therefore, continues the tax until June 30
of next year. At that time, we will be
in a better position to determine whether
the tax appropriately fits in with our
new program to deal with the balance-
of-payments problems or whether it
should be allowed to expire.

Apart from the extension of the in-
terest equalization tax, the bill makes
only three minor amendments.

The first of these amendments pro-
vides that where a domestic company or
partnership elects to treat its debt as
subject to the interest equalization tax,
the value of the debt is generally not to
be included in the U.S. estate tax base of
a nonresident alien holder of the debt.

The second amendment provides that
the stock or debt obligations of a less de-
veloped country shipping corporation are
not to be excluded from the interest
equalization tax by reason of the less de-
veloped country exclusion.

The third amendment provides that if
a forelgn issuer makes a significant in-
vestment of foreign funds in the United
States, under certain conditions he may
issue stock or debt to U.S. persons which
will not be subject to the interest equal-
ization tax.

These modifications are all minor
modifications which do. not in any way
decrease the effectiveness of the interest
equalization tax. They were all presented
to us by the Treasury Department in the
appearance of the Under Secretary of the
Treasury before our committee.

I urge the adoption of this bill ex-
tending the interest egualization tax
until June 30 of next year. The tax by
itself deals only with a very small part of
our international payments problem but
it is one which we must continue at the
present time if we do not want to worsen
our balance-of-payments problems, I
urge that you vote for the hill as re-
ported by the committee.

Mr., SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I support H.R. 3577,
extending the interest equalization tax
until June 30, 1974. The need for a con-
tinuation of this tax can be clearly seen
by a review of our current balance-of-
payments situation which last year ran
about a $3 billion deficit and by consider-
ing the effects its elimination at this
juncture could have on our Government’s
current efforts to negotiate international
monetary reforms.
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The interest equalization tax is a hal-
ance-of-payments measure designed to
equalize the differential between his-
torically lower interest rates of the U.S.
capital market and those of Europe. The
tax, in effect, provides the equivalent of
a %3 percent per annum rise in interest
costs for foreigners obtaining capital
from U.S. sources, either from the sale
of debt obligations with a maturity of
1 year or more or from the sale of stock.
Its purpose is to increase borrowing costs
for foreigners obtaining capital in the
United States. It is not a tax to produce
revenue since it raises less than $100
million a year, but rather it is being used
to influence particular transactions, and
to discourage the investment of our dol-
lars abroad.

All of us want to move toward free
market conditions in international capi-
tal markets by phasing out the interest
equalization tax as soon as is practical.
In his February 12 statement announc-
ing the revaluation of the dollar, Secre-
tary Schultz noted that the administra-
tion intends to phase out the interest
equalization tax and the controls on for-
eign direct investment by December
1974, at the latest.

It is understood that the Federal Re-
serve Board will consider comparable
steps for their voluntary foreign credit
restraint program. Secretary Schultz
went on to say:

The phasing out of these restraints Is
appropriate in view of the improvement
which will be brought to our underlying
payments position by the cumulative effect
of the exchange rate changes, by continued
success in curbing inflationary tendencles,
and by the attractiveness cf the U.S. econ-
omy for investors from abroad. The termi-
natlon of the restraints on capital flows is
appropriate In the light of our broad objec-
tive of reducing governmental controls on
private transactions.

In view of the continued deterioration
of our balance-of-trdde position, which
in 1972 amounted to more than $6 billion,
and the efforts to achieve fundamental
reform in international monetary ar-
rangements, now is not the time to
eliminate the interest equalization tax.
Even those witnesses testifying before
the committee on the IET, who are
opposed to it in principle, generally
agreed that it should be continued during
this current transitional period while
efforts to establish a broader program
which can restore a lasting balance in
our international payments are vigor-
ously pursued.

The bill before us extends the IET for
15 months, through June 30, 1974, The
committee’s extension of the tax for only
a 15-month period indicates our con-
tinuing concern about long-term reliance
on devices of this type in contrast to
permanent arrangements which go to the
underlying causes of our balance-of-pay-
ments problems. Hopefully, our efforts
toward this end will soon bear fruit. Until
they do, however, the IET, the Depart-
ment of Commerce’s foreign direct in-
vestment program, and the Federal Re-
serve Board's voluntary foreign credit
restraint program will be relied upon not
only to prevent further deterioration of
our balance-of-payments situation, but
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also by our major trading partners as
evidence of our sincere intention fto
redress our balance-of-payments position
and as a contribution to continued inter-
national financial stability. The three
programs are mutually reinforcing with
the result that the elimination of one
of them—like the IET—would endanger
the effectiveness of the others as well as
their total effect. This should not be
allowed to occur.

We are today concerned about a short-
term measure to assist the United States
in its efforts to stem the flow of U.S. dol-
lars abroad, while we undertake solutions
that deal with the fundamental prob-
lems. The Smithsonian Agreement of
December 1971, represented an impor-
tant first step in this process. The subse-
quent proposals of the United States for
international monetary reform, our work
with the Group of Twenty—“G-20"—
and the revaluation announced recently
after consultation with our allies, are im-
portant steps indicating that the admin-
istration intends to work hard for funda-
mental solutions. Efforts to make our
goods competitive through reducing in-
flation, both by a restrained budget policy
and phase III controls, will be an impor-
tant part of this effort. Additionally, the
President has announced his intention
to recommend trade legislation enabling
the administration to negotiate with our
trading partners for the removal of un-
fair barriers to the sale of our goods
abroad.

All of our endeavors are crucial to a
realinement of our balance-of-payments
position and the establishment of equi-
librium in international economic affairs.
As we strive for results from these efforts
we must maintain our current tools to
deal with the immediate problems. The
continuation of the IET for an additional
15 months is important at this critical
juncture in our international economic
relations.

I, therefore, urge approval of H.R.
3571.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SCHNEEBELIL. I yield to the
gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. BROYHILI: of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, 2 years ago during House
deliberation of legislation similar to the
bill we are today considering, I said:

One look at the United States balance of
payments position should be enough to
convince anyone that we need to extend the
interest equalization tax.

Unfortunately, those words are as per-
tinent today as they were in 1971. In
1972, our balance-of-payments deficit
was larger than any year prior to 1971,
and our trade balance deteriorated about
$4 billion from 1971. And the prospects
for improving our position in the imme-
diate future are not good. Accordingly,
we need to continue measures—such as
IET—which have a demonstrable effect
on reducing the outflow of U.S. capital.

The tax first became effective in 1964,
after the payments balance had been in
a deficit position for 6 consecutive years
and showed no signs of improvement.
The theory was that this tax—which ap-
plies to the acquisition of foreign securi-
ties by Americans—would increase for
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foreigners in developed countries, the
cost of raising equity in the United
States. It would, therefore, help substan-
tially to improve our balance-of-pay-
ments position, particularly in periods
when our interest rates were low. It
should be noted that U.S. interest rates
are still lower than those in many foreign
countries.

Since 1964, the IET has been extended
on a temporary basis every 2 years. It is
due to expire on March 31 of this year
and the administration in January re-
quested its extension. In the intervening
period since January, the dollar has been
devalued and new pressures have been
applied for a meaningful rearrangement
of the entire intermational monetary
system. We all agree that this latter step
is crucial to continued economic stability
both at home and abroad and are con-
fident that the administration will pur-
sue this effort with renewed vigor and
urgency. In the meantime, however, we
must continue to insure that our Gov-
ernment has every available tool it needs
to combat the balance of payments prob-
lem. The interest equalization tax is one
of those tools.

The IET, the foreign direct investment
program—administered by the Depart-
ment of Commerce, and the Federal Re-
serve Board's voluntary foreign credit
restraint program all serve to restrain the
outflow of U.S. capital and must be con-
tinued, at least in the short run, until
more basic international monetary solu-
tions can be agreed upon. The elimina-
tion of one of these devices will only re-
duce the effectiveness and impact of the
others. Such a result would be as unfor-
tunate as it would be self-defeating.

Mr, Chairman, the Committee on Ways
and Means gave careful consideration to
the need for extension of the IET and
decided that it should be continued for a
period less than that requested by the
administration. H.R. 3577 provides for an
extension until June of 1974. This bill
was reported by the committee prior to
the recent dollar devaluation and state-
ments by the Secretary of the Treasury
announcing that the administration in
future months would request the elimi-
nation of the IET as part of its effort to
reach long term solutions to our balance
of payments problem. It should be noted,
however, that these solutions have not
yvet materialized and will not be in effect
for some time with the result that for the
present and the immediate future the
interest equalization tax will continue to
be a front line defense against the out-
flow of our capital. As a result, its con-
tinuation is essential.

For these reasons, I urge the approval
of H.R. 3577.

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

Mr. SCHNEEBELIL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, how does
this tax apply to purchases of gold in this
country, American held gold stocks, or
does it apply at all?

Mr. SCHNEEBELI It does not apply
at all because it affects only U.8. pur-
chases abroad of foreign stocks and long
term debt obligations. It is only the in-
vestment of U.S. money abroad that is
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affected. This does not affect the pur-
chases here.

Mr. GROSS. What are we doing with
the gold stocks we have?

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. I think they are
maintained at a pretty constant level of
about $10.5 billion for the last several
years. To the best of my knowledge, and
this is I think under some other com-
mittee, our gold stocks have been at a
rather permanent and substantial base
of $10.5 billion.

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

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

Mr. CONABLE. Is it not true that we
are no longer converting our currency
abroad?

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. That is right. The
gold stocks we have in the United States
are being rather substantially protected.
We are not trading in gold.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
yield further, in other words the gold
stock we have, approximately $11 bil-
lion, is sterile. The gold is sterile and
serves no useful purpose?

Mr., SCHNEEBELI. As the gentleman
knows, gold remains the basis for our
own monetary system.

Mr. GROSS. How can it be a reserve if
we refuse to sell gold or if we refuse to
back our currency with gold? How can it
have that value?

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. I think Congress
took action legislatively to prevent a con-
version of our gold certificates or our se-
curities into gold domestically.

Mr. GROSS. Oh, there is no question
about that, but I am wondering what
purpose this despicable gold, as some
people call it serves. Why do we have it
or maintain it at Fort Knox or the Fed-
eral Reserve vaults in New York? Why
do we keep it? Why do we not peddle it
when gold hits $95 an ounce on the world
market?

Mr. SCHNEEBELI, Probably at some
future date we may permit a conversion
of gold for our currency. We do not do
it now.

Mr. GROSS. I would hope before this
debate concludes that some knowledge-
able members of the knowledgeable Ways
and Means Committee would give some
of us “ancients” some information with
respect to what is being done with this
gold, why we have it at all and why we
do not get rid of it at $95 an ounce and
capitalize on a product we evidently got
for $35 or perhaps even $32 an ounce.

Mr. SCHNEEBELIL, As I say, this is not
within the province of our committee, it
is the Banking and Currency Committee,
and if any members of that committee
are present I would be happy to yield
time to them.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further at this
point?

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

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I think
the point is this. The issue of gold is
not relevant to this particular bill. The
interest equalization tax does not in-
volve the purchase or sale of gold. In
my understanding, on August 15 we sus-
pended a redemption of American cur-
rency in gold to the central banks of
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other countries. It is only suspended
however and therefore our gold reserve
still remains of some significance.
Whether we will ever go back to the
redemption of currency in gold or not
is a serious question, but pending the
determination of that question I think
it would probably be unwise for us to
speculate with our gold in the money
markets in order to take advantage of
the current high values.

Mr. SCHNEEBELIL I would like to as-
sure the gentleman from Iowa that I
share his concern about our gold prob-
lem and about the reliability of our own
currency.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
yield, I am intrigued by the fact that
the report on page 3 sets forth a table,
with respect to gold, and discusses it at
some length. Therefore, it must have
some relation to this bill.

Mr. SCHNEEBELIL Apparently, as our
balance of payments deteriorated, we
transferred a large share of our gold
abroad, but I think that stopped several
Years ago.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. VANIK) .

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I support
this legislation only as a temporary ex-
pedient to measure one form of capital
outflow from the United States.

It is contended by the administration
that this legislation has worked—that
the record discloses a reduction in the
form of capital outflow which is taxed by
this law.

As far as capital outflow is concerned,
this determination is pure illusion. Al-
though tax collections are down—while
transactions subject to the tax may be
less than they were a year ago—capital
outflows from the United States substan-
tially increased by procedures which by-
passed the interest equalization tax.

As I stated in my supplemental views,
this tax reached less than one-tenth of
American capital going abroad—con-
trolling $700 million in taxable invest-
ments while direct investment abroad
for 1971 reached $7.8 billion, to which
must be added the 1971 outflow of $2.1
billion from commercial banks. The 1972
oufiow from all sources is a national
secret—it was never disclosed to our com-
mittee.

The Department of Commerce has not
discouraged direct investment abroad.
As a matter of fact, the Department
merely maintains an inadequate record
of capital outflows in direct investment.

It is shocking, but the administration
seems currently dedicated to the prop-
osition that the more American capital
invested abroad—the better. The admin-
istration suggests that the interest
equalization tax may not be necessary
during the next year.

I find the administration’s policy an
incredible inducement to bleed America
of its capital—at the very moment that
interest rates are propelled upward be-
cause of capital shortages on the domes-
tic scene. History clearly demonstrates
that a domestic capital shortage is a
short-cut to recession and depressed in-
dustrial activity and unemployment in
the United States.

The Federal Reserve System has prov-
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en as impotent as the Department of
Commerce in controlling capital outflows
handled by commercial banks. I doubt
that the Federal Reserve System can
provide an accurate listing of capital
outflows handled by commercial banks
and their foreign subsidiary system.

The recent devaluation is a case in
point. Our recent finaneial crisis was sub-
stantially a self-inflicted wound by
Americans on Americans. Through our
own banking system—with the Federal
Reserve looking on—some skilled and
privileged Americans attuned to the
times, hauled in over a billion dollars in
fat and probably untaxed profits created
through currency speculation and the
devaluation of the American dollar. This
miserable American tragedy should not
be permitted to occur again. The blood
on which these vultures feast is our own.

Where are our senses in this kind of
monetary mischief? What kind of fools
are we to believe that America is better
prepared to meet its current problems
and rebuild our economy by transfusing
our life-giving capital to other nations
which enjoy better economic health than
our own?

It is contended by the administration
that capital investment abroad has re-
sulted in income distributions in the
United States. I defy those who support
this contention to prove whether any
decent or respectable portion of such in-
come has ended up as substantial tax
payments to the Federal Treasury. The
fact is that such income is not repa-
triated—it remains abroad—floating
around with $85 billion other Euro-
dollars ready to light on a tax shelter—
or a tax-free island—or in money specu-
lation. These free-floating American dol-
lars invested abroad, which may one
day call for American defense, have no
patriotism whatsoever—they deserve no
protection nor defense at the expense of
the American people, if they are con-
fiscated or expropriated.

The bill which we consider today and
which terminates on June 30 of next
year should be used as a vehicle to pro-
vide effective controls over all forms of
capital shipments abroad. This Congress
should set the conditions, the terms and
the circumstances under which capital
should move—or when it can move.
Capital outflows in any form should not
be countenanced, when such outflows
contribute to escalating interest rates or
a possible recession in the United States.
At this moment, common economic sense
suggests that export controls should be
considered on capital outflows.

If our Nation should persist in dis-
patching its capital around the world—
if we fail to restrain in some way our
purchase of foreign assets and enter-
prise—the action which we fail to take
may be taken by other countries.

Canada is currently taking official
Government action to curb American in-
vestments—Australia is right behind—
and these nations are among our best
friends.

If we fail to prudently restrain the
volume of American capital investment
and outflow to other countries, they will
enact legislation to accomplish that end.

There are many advantages in an
interchange of investment among the na-
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tions of this world. Such investment can
create interreliance and stimulate trade
between nations. But the timing, extent,
or concentration of such investments
may cause economic imbalance—develop
controlled marketing to the detriment
of all consumers—and may result in the
takeover of specific resources or entire
industries by alien purchase.

It is for these reasons that Congress
must act to set legislative standards and
guidelines to direct the nature, circum-
stances, and the extent of investment
abroad by Americans and investment in
America by foreigners.

It is my hope that Congress will utilize
the time during which this Act is
extended to enact a comprehensive bill
on foreign investment and capital move-
ment.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for time.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3577

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled,

BECTION 1. SHORT TITLE, ETC,

(a) Sm=orr TrrLE—This Act may be cited
as the “Interest Equalization Tax Extension
Act of 1973,

(b) AMENDMENT OF 1954 CopE—Whenever
in this Act an amendment is expressed in
terms of an amendment to a section or other
provision, the reference is to a section or
other provision of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1964,

SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF INTEREST EQUALIZATION
TAX,

Section 4911(d) is amended by striking out
“March 31, 1973" and inserting in lieu there-
of “June 30, 1974."

SEC. 3. OTHER AMENDMENTS.

(a) EstarE TAXATION OF CERTAIN DEBT
WHERE INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX APPLIES.—

(1) ESTATE TAX NOT TO APPLY —The last
sentence of section 2104 (c) (relating to treat-
ment of certain debt obligations for estate
tex purposes) ls amended by inserting “or
section 861(a)(1)(G)" after "“by reason of
section 861(a)(1)(B)".

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall apply with respect to
estates of decedents dylng on or after Jan-
uary 1, 1973.

(b) REPEAL OF EXEMPTION FOR SHIPPING
COMPANIES IN LEss DEVELOPED COUNTRIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL—Section 4918 (relating to
investments in less developed countries) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(e) IssvEs APTER JANUARY 28, 1973, 1N
CasE oF SBHIPPING COMPANIES IN LEss DEVEL~
OPED COUNTRIES.—

“(1) REPEAL OF EXCLUSION.—Except as pro-
vided by paragraphs (2), (3), and (4), sub-
section (a) (2) shall not apply fo acquisi-
tions of stock or debt obligations of a cor-

poration described in subsection (c)(1)(B)-

(relating to certain less developed country
shipping companies) which were issued on or
after January 30, 1973.

“(2) EXCEPTION FOR PREEXISTING COMMIT-
MENTS.—Paragraph (1) of this subsection
shall not apply to an acquisition—

“(A) made pursuant to an obligation to
acquire which, on January 29, 1973—

*“(1) was unconditional, or

“(i1) was subject only to conditions con-
tained in a formal contract under which par-
tial performance had occurred; or

“(B) as to which on or before January 29,
1973, the acquiring United States person (or,
in a case where 2 or more United States per-
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sons are making acquisitions as part of a
single transaction, a majority in interest of
such persons) had taken every action to sig-
nify approval of the acquisition under the
procedures ordinarily employed by such per-
son (or persons) in similar transactions, sub-
ject only to the execution of formal docu-~
ments evidencing the acquisition and to cus-
tomary closing conditions, and the acquiring
United States person (or persons)—

“(1) had sent or deposited for delivery to
the foreign issuer or obligor from whom the
acquisition was made written evidence of
such approval in the form of & commitment
letter, memorandum of terms, draft purchase
contract, or other document setting forth, or
referring to a document sent by the foreign
issuer or obligor from whom the acquisition
was made which set forth, the principal terms
of such acquisition, or

“(i1) had received from the forelgn issuer
or obligor from whom the acquisition was
made a memorandum of terms, draft pur-
chase contract, or other document setting
forth, or referring to a document sent by the
acquiring United States person (or persons)
which set forth, the principal terms of such
acquisition,

“(3) EXCEPTION FOR PUBLIC OFFERING.—
Paragraph (1) of this subsection shall not
apply to an acquisition if—

“(A) a reglstration statement (within the
meaning of the Securities Act of 1933) was in
effect with respect to the stock or debt obli-
gation acquired at the time of its acquisi-
tion;

“(B) the registration statement was first
filed with the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission on January 20, 1973, or within 90
days before that date; and

“(C) no amendment was flled with the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission after Jan-
uary 29, 1973, and before the acquisition
which had the effect of increasing the num-
ber of shares of stock or the aggregate face
amount of the debt obligations covered by
the registration statement.

“(4) EXCEPTION FOR OPTIONS, FORECLOSURES,
AND CONVERSIONS.—Paragraph (1) of this
subsection shall not apply to an acquisi-
tion—

“(A) of stock pursuant to the exercise of
an optlon or similar right (or a right to con-
vert a debt obligation into stock), if such
option or right was held on January 29, 1973,
by the person making the acquisition or by
a decedent from whom such person acquired
the right to exercise such option or right by
bequest or inheritance or by reason of such
decedent’s death, or

“(B) of stock or debt obligations as a re-
sult of a foreclosure by a creditor pursuant to
the terms of an instrument held by such
creditor on January 29, 1973.”

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
4016(a) (2) is amended by inserting “(except
as provided in subsection (e))" and after
“less developed country corporation’.

(c) ExcrLusioN FoR SEcCURITIES IssuEp To
FINANCE NEW OR ADDITIONAL DIRECT INVEST-
MENT IN THE UNITED STATES.—

(1) ExcLusioN FROM TAX.—Subchapter A
of chapter 41 (relating to acquisition of for-
elgn stock and debt obligations) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new section:

“Sgc. 4922, EXCLUSION FOR CERTAIN IssuEs To
FvancE NEw oR ADDITIONAL D1~
RECT INVESTMENT 1IN THE
UNITED STATES.

“(a) GENERAL RULE.—The tax imposed by
section 4911 shall not apply to the acquisi-
tion by a United States person of stock or a
debt obligation constituting all or part of an
original or new issue (as defined In section
4917(c)) which was issued for the purpose
of financing new or additional direct invest-
ment (as defined by the Secretary or his
delegate) in the United States by the for-
elgn issuer or obligor and which qualifies
under subsection (b).
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“(b) QUALIFICATION FOR EXCLUSION.—In
order for any issue gf stock or debt obliga-
tions to qualify for an exclusion under sub-
section (a), the foreign issuer or obligor
(prior to the issuance of such stock or debt
obligations) shall have established to the
satisfaction of the Secretary or his delegate,
pursuant to rules or regulations prescribed
by the Secretary or his delegate, that—

“(1) at least 50 percent of the total funds
required for the direct investment involved
will come from sources outside the United
States;

*(2) such investment will be made for a
period of at least 10 years;

**(3) during such 10-year period the aggre-
gate amount of all investments in the United
States by the foreign issuer or obligor will at
no time be reduced below the aggregate
amount of such investments as determined
immediately after the investment to which
the exclusion applies;

“(4) during such 10-year period the foreign
issuer or obligor will comply with such other
conditions and requirements as the Secre-
tary or his delegate may prescribe and make
applicable to such issuer or obligor; and

*(56) during such 10-year period the foreign
issuer or obligor will submit such reports and
information, in such form and manner, as
may be required by the Secretary or his dele-
gate to substantiate compliance by the for-
eign issuer or obligor with the requirements
of the preceding paragraphs.

“(c) Loss oF ENTITLEMENT TO EXCLUSION
IN CASE OF SUBSEQUENT NONCOMPLIANCE.—

“(1) In cENERAL—Where an exclusion
under subsection (a) has applied with re-
spect to the acquisition of any stock or debt
obligation, but the foreign issuer or obligor
subsequently fails (before the termination
date specified in section 4911(d)) to comply
with any of the requirements enumerated
in subsection (b) or made applicable to such
issuer or obligor under paragraph (4) thereof
then 1iability for the tax imposed by section
4011 (in an amount determined under para-
graph (2) of this subsection) shall be in-
curred by such foreign issuer or obligor
(with respect to such stock or debt obliga-
tions) at the time such fallure to comply
occurs as determined by the Secretary or
his delegate.

“(2) AMOUNT OF TAX.—In any case where an
exclusion under subsection (a) has applied
with respect to an original or new issue of
stock or debt obligations, but a subsequent
failure to comply with the requirements
enumerated in or made applicable to the
foreign issuer or obligor under subsection
(b) occurs and liability for the tax imposed
by section 4911 is incurred by the issuer or
obligor as a result thereof, the amount of
such tax shall be equal to the amount of tax
for which all persons acquiring such stock or
debt obligations (as part of the original or
new issue) would have been liable under such
section upon their acquisition thereof if such
exclusion had not applied to such acquisi-
tion.”

(2) PenavLTY.—Subchapter B of chapter 68
(relating to assessable penalties) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new section:

“Sec, 6689. FAILURE BY CERTAIN FOREIGN Is-
SUERS AND OBLIGORS TO Com-
PLY WiTH UNITED STATES IN-
VESTMENT EQUALIZATION TAX
REQUIREMENTS.

“In addition to any other penalties im-
posed by law, any forelgn issuer or obligor
with respect to an original or new issue of
whose stock or debt obligations an exclusion
from tax under section 4922 applied, but who
fails to comply with any of the applicable
requirements enumerated in or made appli-
cable to such issuer or obligor under subsec-
tion (b) of such section and (under section
4922(e)) incurs liablility for the tax imposed
by section 4911 as a result thereof, shall, un-
less it is shown that such failure to comply
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is due to reasonable cause and not due to

willful neglect, be liable (in addition to the

liability for tax so incurred) for a penalty
equal to 25 percent of the total amount of
such tax.”

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(A) The table of sections for subchapter A
of chapter 41 is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new item:

“Sec. 4922. Exclusion for certaln issues to fi-
nance new or additional direct
investment In the United
States.”.

(B) The table of sections for subchapter
B of chapter 68 is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new item:

“Sec. 6680. Fallure by certain forelgn issuers
and obligors to comply with
United States Investments
equalization require-
ments."”.

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

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to be proposed.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, there
are no committee amendments.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Wyoming (Mr. RoncaLio) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Chairman, I have been sitting with my
good friend, the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. GerTYs) and I do not mean
to involve him in this, because these are
my thoughts and not his, but it seems to
me, my colleagues, that we are about to
pass judgment on a piece of legislation,
and I doubt very much if there are 15
Members of the 435 Members of this
House who know what we are doing. I
doubt very much if we know what we
are doing.

I would like to ask the Members, can
we say in good conscience that we really
know what we are doing?

Mr. Chairman, I know $85 million were
earned for the Treasury last year, but I
do not know how many billions of dollars
in bank loans went to Switzerland with-
out taxation under exceptions in this bill.
I want to know how many hundreds of
millions of dollars went to Germany and
Japan and other countries without taxa-
tion, probably being sold off for marks
and francs today, and I know what this
bill is going to do to attack the problem.

Why do we persist in such cursory
treatment of such an important matter?
Do we recognize, my colleagues, that we
have abandoned our powers and still fur-
ther allow an erosion of our right to the
executive department, in this case the
Treasury?

Mr. Chairman, this report says we will
let the President determine whether
there shall be an interest tax or no tax,
and if so what amount. Why do we persist
in further derogation of our powers to
delegate this to the President again?
Here we go again.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to vote

tax
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against this bill, in the hopes that sooner
or later we will return authority to this
House, even if it means that we have to
start at 8 o'clock in the morning to sweat
out the complexities of our money prob-
lems abroad, instead of going through the
theatrics we engage in today. This is the
first open rule from Ways and Means
since 1929, but for all the good it does,
we might just as well have forgotten
about that reform.

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

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. I yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I want to
commend the gentleman for his state-
ment putting the House on notice as to
what is being done here by way of dele-
gating extraordinary powers to the Pres-
ident.

Mr. Chairman, I am sick and tired of
listening to Members of Congress, both
in the House and in the other body, who
continually rave about the usurpation
of power on the part of the President. He
is not usurping power; the Congress has
been giving it to him year after year
after year. There is scarcely a piece of
major legislation that comes to the floor
of the House that does not contain some
variation of this language: “If the Pres-
ident deems it to be in the national in-
terest” or “if the President deems it to
be in the national security,” he can do
thus and so.

Mr. Chairman, I have been reading
the Federal Register. I recommend to the
Members that they take a look at it once
in a while and note the “Presidential
Determinations” that are being made
under delegations of authority such as
you are about to continue and approve in
this legislation.

Just the other day for instance, Pres-
ident Nixon gave Spain another $3 mil-
lion on top of $21 million last year de-
spite the law which says an economically
developed country may not get more
than an additional $500,000 a year in
military hardware or military services.

Who gave him this power? The Mem-
bers of the House and Senate, and the
Members are about to do it here again. So
stop ranting about usurpation of power
on the part of the President.

I am not talking about President Nixon
alone. Congress has been doing this for
years. It is a power no President ought
to have and should refuse if extended to
him. However, none of them refuse it.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. I thank
the gentleman for his observations and
appreciate them very much. I respect
the gentleman’s years of dedicated effort
to make this a better House.

In conclusion, Mr, Chairman, the time
has come to quit passing the buck. The
buck stops here. The reputation of the
House of Representatives is what is in
the balance. I am proud of being a Con-
gressman and I want my kids to be proud
of it, too, but I do not think this will
evolve if we continue to strive for reform,
and then ignore the reform as we are
doing with this legislation today.

We do this House no good when we
pass legislation willy-nilly with erosion
of our own authority and delegation of
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the lawmaking power to downtown
bureaucracies, as we do in this bill today.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises,

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Smkes, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 3577) to provide an extension of
the interest equalization tax, and for
other purposes, pursuant to House Reso-
lution 197, he reported the bill back to
the House.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 358, nays 23.
not voting 50, as follows:

[Roll No. 24]
YEAS--358

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.

Anderson, T11.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Aspin
Bafalls
Baker
Barrett
Beard
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Breckinridge
Brinkley
‘Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Butler

Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cochran
Cohen
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Dame‘lf Robert

Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Dennis

Donohue
Dorn

Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
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Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifield

Holt
Holtzman
Horton

Huber
Hudnut

Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Okla.
Jordan

Karth
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Keating

McCollister
McDade
McFall
McEay
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
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Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Moakley
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix
Obey
O'Brien
O'Hara
O'Nelll
Owens
Parris
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Podell
Preyer
Price, Ill.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rangel
Reid
Reuss
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Rodino
Roe

Rogers
Rooney, Pa.
Rose

Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush

Roy

Ruth

. Bt Germain

Ashbrook
Byron
Cleveland
Crane
Denholm
Evins, Tenn.,
Flynt

Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Baylor
Schneebell
Schroeder
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver

NAYS—23

Gross
Grover
Hicks

Jones, Tenn.
Eetchum
Mathis, Ga.
Powell, Ohlo
Rarick
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Shuster
Sikes
Bisk
Skubitz
Black

Smith, ITowa
Bnyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Stark
Steele
Steelman
Stelger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Btratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.

Thompson, N.J.

Thomson, Wis.
Thone

Zablockl
Zlon
Zwach

Roncalio, Wyo.
Roneallo, N.Y.
Rousselot
Runnels

Ryan

Steiger, Ariz.
Symms

NOT VOTING—50

Chisholm
Clawson, Del
Collier

Jones, N.C.

King

Koch

Lujan
McCormack
McEwen
McKinney
Mailliard
Mann
Meeds

Murphy, Ill.
Patman

Peyser
Price, Tex.
Rees
Regula
Riegle

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced

pairs:

Robison, N.¥.
Rooney, N.Y.

the following

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. King.
Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Collier.
Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Willlam D. Ford.
Mr. Rees with Mr. Bob Wilson.

Mr, Staggers with Mr. Gude.

Mr. James V. Stanton with Mr. Ruppe.
Mr. Eoch with Mr, Peyser.

Mr. Biaggl with Mr. McEwen.

Mr. Badillo with Mr. Riegle.

Mr, Ashley with Mr. Harvey.

Mr. McCormack with Mi. Robison of New
York.

Mr. Meeds with Mr. Lujan.

Mr. Mollohan with Mr. McKinney.

Mr. Roybal with Mr. Del Clawson.

Mr. Seiberling with Mr. Price of TexXas.

Mr. Steed with Mr. Scherle.

Mr. Symington with Mr. Regula.

Mr. Foley with Mr. Hosmer.

Mr. Breaux with Mr. Smith of New York.

Mr. Gray with Mr, Vander Jagt.

Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Mailliard.

Mr. Howard with Mr. Frelinghuysen.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mr, Walsh,

Mr. Mann with Mr. Charles Wilson of Texas.

Mr. Murphy of Illinois with Mr, Patman.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

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. .

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ore-
gon?

There was no objection.

THE NATIONAL CATASTROPHIC DIS-
ASTER INSURANCE ACT OF 1973

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

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, there is a
book with which we are all familiar.
That book contains a chapter which we
know well and cherish deeply. That book
is the Holy Bible, and that chapter is
Ecclesiastes and the words follow:

To every thing there is a season, and a time
to every purpose under the heaven; a time to
be born and a time to die; a time to plant,
and a time to reap; a time to kill, and a time
to heal;-a time to break down, and a time to
build up; a time to weep, and a time to
laugh; a time to mourn and a time to dance;
a time to rend and a time to sew; a time to
keep silence and a time to speak.

My time for speaking out has come.
Though this be a near revolutionary leg-
islative proposal, and though it is virtu-
ally virgin ground being tred here; the
time has come for careful and judicious
consideration by this body of an all-risk,
comprehensive, National Catastrophic
Disaster Insurance Act.

For those of us who suffered the wrath
of the most disastrous flood in the his-
tory of the Republic—Hurricane Agnes—
we shall greatly note and long remem-
ber her tragic impact. For those of you
who were not directly injured, but wit-
nessed the disaster’s effects through the
media or by noting the enormous amount
of recovery legislation passed by the
Congress; you will also have reason to
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remember her impact. But for those who
may have forgotten the tragedy, and the
suffering, and the misery, a short history
follows:

On June 23, 1972, the Greater Wilkes-
Barre, Pa., area, the Greater Richmond
Va., area, Corning and Elmira N.Y., and
portions of seven States were for all in-
tents and purposes destroyed. The list
of flooded areas is too numerous to men-
tion. In Pennsylvania alone, the business
districts and large portions of residential
streets in the cities of Pittsburgh, Har-
risburg, Wilkes-Barre, Kingston, Dan-
ville, Bloomsburg, Reading, suburban
Philadelphia, and scores of others were
inundated by rampaging waters beyond
anyone’s control. The numbers of peo-
ple evacuated totaled in the millions; the
amount of property destroyed in the bil-
lions; the families displaced from their
place of residence in the hundreds of
thousands; and the number of individuals
who had insurance against such a hap-
pening could be counted on your left
hand. No one had insurance,. This is a sad
fact. In Wilkes-Barre alone, where 100,-
000 people were evacuated at 5 o’clock in
the morning with no warning—where
45,000 of those people were to return to
destroyed dwellings—where 1,700 busi-
nesses were wiped out overnight as well
as countless acres of farmland and rural
and vacation homes—in this relatively
small area only two individuals had pur-
chased flood insurance. In all good con-
science, we can never let this happen
again. .

In case any of you may have the idea
that what I am relating here only cost
the people of Pennsylvania and the
seven other Hurricane Agnes affected
States, you are sadly mistaken, The fail-
ure of these disaster victims to have in-
surance coverage against their losses has
caused the citizens of the rest of the 50
States to bear the burden of that re-
covery through their tax dollars. Fur-
thermore, that disaster has cost the

- House of Representatives and the other

body countless legislative hours and staff
hours in the passage of legislation to
speed help to these people. It has cost the
administration through the Office of
Emergency Preparedness, the Farmers
Home Administration, the Small Busi-
ness Administration, and many other
Federal agencies which become active in
a disaster, an enormous sum of money.
The taxpayers of this Nation pay for
and are now paying for the over $300,-
000,000 in Small Business Administration
loans as a direct result of the Agnes dis-
aster and this in the Greater Wilkes-
Barre, Pa., area alone.

The Farmers Home Administration
also provides for disaster loans at low
interest and this cost is also borne by
the American taxpayer; not to mention
the immense administrative staff which
must be hired, trained, and kept in exist-
ence to process and maintain the SBA
and FHA loan programs at the disaster
site. Huge grants are neccessitated for
many public and private institutions;
and those institutions not covered un-
der law and who did not have insurance
ended up with nothing—and this in-
cluded such worthy people as the YMCA,
the Catholic youth center, and the Jew-
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ish community center in the city of
Wilkes-Barre.

I mean in no case to denigrate the
massive and inspired Federal relief ef-
fort which in large degree saved the
Agnes disaster area from even worse
catastrophe; however, I merely point out
that the costs of a disaster—no matter
its geographic location—are borne under
the current setup by all of the American
people through their hard-earned tax
dollars. The costs of a disaster must be
borne in one form or another. The pres-
ent Federal disaster assistance program
takes the taxpayers money, runs it
through an often unresponsive bureauc-
racy, and after many discretionary de-
cisions, returns part of it to the tax-
payer. Such lack of responsiveness, such
discretion and expense, such enormous
cost to the Nation's citizens without full
valued return is an outrage. In all good
conscience, I repeat, we can never let
this happen again.

The $64,000 question is, What is the
solution? That solution is not as difficult
as it may seem at first glance. Clearly
what is needed is nothing less than some
form of comprehensive national disaster
insurance to cover all forms of catas-
trophe including floods, hurricanes,
windstorms of all types, earthquakes,
mudslides, and also manmade disasters
such as atomic accident. Such a response
to the disaster problem—a better than
$4 billion problem in 1972 incidentally—
would provide a systematic and certain
means of making payments available to
the homeowner and the businessman as
a matter of right, and not on the basis
of charity. An insurance approach gives
the taxpayer what he wants—protec-
tion against loss secured at his own
initiative.

In its report to the Congress concern-
ing the Federal disaster program, the
administration on January 1 of this year
states that its further report, “contain-
ing the findings and recommendations
of the further study on the feasibility of
establishing a more comprehensive dis-
aster insurance program” shall be pre-
sented to the Congress on March 1,
1974—1 year from now. I introduce my
bill—the National Catastrophic Disas-
ter Insurance Act of 1973—today, Febru-
ary 27, 1973. The need for such a law
was graphically demonstrated by 20 feet
of water in downtown Wilkes-Barre, Pa.,
last June—I could not hope to improve
on that display of nature’s fury to show
the acute need for this legislation now.
The recent shaking by the well-known
earthquake zone near Los Angeles, Calif.,
merely points out to all of us that this
program is needed by the citizens of this
Nation now, not 1 year or 2 years from
now when no one knows how many
countless citizens will have been dis-
placed—their homes and businesses
ruined—and without even the benefit of
the opportunity to purchase insurance
against the possibility of such disaster.
Notwithstanding the attractive features
of the current flood insurance program,
it has been demonstrated to be not work-
ing up to par, and indeed provides for
no insurance against such common perils
as earthquake and catastrophic wind-
storms. With the bill I introduce today,
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provision is not only made for all such
perils but in addition such coverage is
mandated on each and every property
and liability insurance policy currently in
effect nationwide.

First, this bill creates the Office of
Federal Disaster Insurance within the
Federal Insurance Administrator's Of-
fice in the Department of Housing and
Urban Development. Charged with the
responsibility of administering this act
and implementing a nationwide cata-
strophic insurance program, the Assist-
ant Administrator to utilize the private
insurance sector and secure their coop-
eration in the administration of this
program.

Second, the bill creates a national dis-
aster insurance fund which will act as
the pool from which the Administra-
tor shall supervise disbursements for
claims under the disaster insurance law,
and into which premium payments and
other collected funds will be maintained.
This national disaster insurance fund
would have a tripartite funding formula
as follows: First, it would consist of a
surcharge to be added on to all prop-
erty and liability insurance premiums
written nationwide with the exception
for equality considerations of workmen's
compensation, bonds, and health in-
surance; second, it would further consist
of a 1-percent levy upon all repayments
to the Farmers Home Administration
and the Small Business Administration
of their outstanding disaster recovery
loans; and third, and it would consist of
such sums as may be authorized and
appropriated by the Congress. The ini-
tial authorization to start the fund would
be $1 billion—a sum to be later repaid
to the Treasury when sufficient reserves
exist in the national disaster fund. Fur-
thermore, the administrator would have
full authority, acting through the Secre-
tary of Housing and Urban Development,
to issue and purchase Treasury notes
and other obligations with a view toward
maintaining the fund at a workable and
feasible level. As a longstanding mem-
ber of the House Appropriations Com-
mittee, I will personally urge upon that
committee the requisite $1 billion ap-
propriation to get the fund off the
ground.

The program would work as follows:
After a determination of the required
surcharge on insurance premiums—and
the amount of such surcharge could vary
to reflect regional, statewide, or na-
tional variations in risk—the Adminis-
trator would impose such a surcharge on
all such premiums nationwide and im-
mediately there would be an extension
of coverage of disaster insurance to each
and every property insurance policy na-
tionwide. Such an extension of coverage
could be the full amount of property in-
surance in effect or a percentage there-
of, depending on the size of the insur-
ance fund, and would be determined by
the administrator. Under no circum-
stances could such an imposed sur-
charge exceed 5 percent, and the exten-
sion of coverage would reach the full
face value of property insurance in effect
as soon as the insurance fund became
iarge enough to sustain an anticipated
0SS.
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The States and municipalities would
be consulted by the Administrator with
respect to the particular kinds of dis-
asters which would be covered under this
act; with respect to the nature of and
limits of loss or damage to be covered;
with respect to the classification, limita-
tion, and rejection of any risks which
may be necessary; with respect to the
extent to which disasier insurance
should be subject to deductibles or co-
insurance provisions; and with respect to
zoning and other land use provisions.

Indeed, no catastrophic disaster insur-
ance would be made available for any
property which failed to meet land use
and other ordinances aimed at restrict-
ing land development or occupancy in
disaster-prone areas. In those areas de-
termined as special catastrophic disaster
risk areas, reasonable efforts would be
required so as to preclude excessive losses
at the time of catastrophe.

Certain safeguards are part of this
bill to insure that no duplication of
Federal benefits shall exist. No person
insured under the Catastrophic Disaster
Insurance Act would be allowed to re-
cover Federal funds under the Small
Business Administration or Farmers
Home Administration loan programs.

Also, should private insurance com-
panies establish a catastrophic disaster
insurance program of equal scope as the
one presented here before June 30, 1975,
the Federal program would cease opera-
tion and be supplanted by the private
insurance plan.

One last vital point—included in this
bill is a clause making benefits retroac-
tive to June 1, 1972. Under no circum-

stances whatsoever is this a giveaway. It

is no more so a giveaway than was the
reconstruction of Europe twice after two
wars and the anticipated reconstruction
of another country after a more recent
war. It is no more so a giveaway than
the drive toward economic prosperity
which resulted in the loans to Lockheed
Corp. and the Penn Central Railroad. It
is no more so a giveaway than the billions
upon billions which this Nation has al-
truistically poured out to less affluent na-
tions worldwide. It is no more so a give-
away than the farm subsidies, and the
airline subsidies, and the shipping sub-
sidies, ad infinitum.

Disaster insurance will soon be part
and parcel of all fire and property in-
insurance written nationwide; and the
victims of the greatest natural disaster
in the history of the Republic—the vie-
tims of Hurricane Agnes—will have been
unjustly, and by a particularly cruel
quirk of fate, excluded. It is their real
suffering in human and economic terms
which is to be the catalyst for action on
the part of the Congress in the disaster
insurance field. These victims are mostly
members of that economic class that is
so neglected—the so-called middle class.
They have homeowners insurance with
mortgages in the best American tradi-
tion, and they have a deep and abiding
faith in their Government. When their
homes and businesses were destroyed and
their lives shattered by the Agnes floods,
their only response was to immediately
begin the tortuous road toward recov-
ery; and when that task of digging out
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of the mud finally ends, in all good con-
science we can never let it happen again.
We cannot disappoint their faith. With
this in mind, with the fervent prayer that
the dark shadow of catastrophe be ever
apart from our and our neighbors door;
but with the practical knowledge that
tomorrow may bring disaster, I maintain
that the scope of the law must be made
to fit the scope of the disaster—and I
ask your support in that effort.
I include the following:
APPENDIX 1—NATIONAL CATASTROPHIC DISASTER
INSURANCE ACT
(Figures below relate to the seven state
Hurricane Agnes Disaster, seventy percent of
the damage of which was in Pennsylvania.
Source: Office of Emergency Freparedness.)
AS OF JANUARY 31, 1973
Small business disaster loans
Home loans:
Applications
Approved
Business loans:
Applications
Approved
Total forglveness for
business and home
loans (estimated)..  $635, 095, 000
Farmers Home Administration
FHA emergency loans:
Applications
Approved
Forgiveness
FHA rural housing loans:
Applications
Approved #3, 720, 140
Forglveness 81,774,289
Total property damage (estimated)
$2, 622, 764, 858
404, 439, 804

120, 285
#5680, 475, 363

11, 547
$389, 921, 2056

13, 688
$65, 648, 639
$21, 877, 359

872

Public

3,027, 204, 657

Q. Why is this bill needed if the National
Flood Insurance Act covers 80 percent of all
disasters which oceur?

A. There are several noteworthy departures
from the flood insurance program: The flood
Insurance program requires that participants
seek out such protection, and the result has
been non-participation as evidenced by
Agnes. DJF bill includes automatic coverage
for all insureds. Further, under flood insur-
ance program, one cannot purchase enocugh
protection—the limitation of $5,000 for the
contents within a business is of course ab-
surd. Under DJF bill, one can virtually
have coverage up to the face value of his
property Insurance. In addition, through ab-
sorption of the existent flood insurance pro-
gram, the DJF bill will cover the eighty per-
cent of disaster now under law and also in-
clude the twenty percent, e.g. earthquakes
which are not covered.

Q. How will one “purchase” disaster insur-
ance?

A. You don't purchase this insurance. Once
the administrator determined the amount of
surcharge on insurance premiums in your re-
glon or state, you are automatically covered
as an “extension of coverage” of your exist-
ing property insurance.

Q. Won't the addition of a surcharge on ez-
istent insurance contracts constitute an in-
terference with those contracts and thus be
illegal?

A. No. The surcharge will not take effect
until ones insurance premium comes up for
renewal. Even though some individuals will
not be immediately surcharged, they will be
nevertheless covered. When their contract
comes up for renewal, they will then be
surcharged.
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Q. Won't serious inequities ezist since peo-
ple in Vermont will have to pay for California
earthquakes, and it is unlikely that people in
Vermonti will have a disaster which people
in California will have to pay for?

A. The bill recognizes differences in dis-
aster risk and empowers the Administrator
to charge a varying surcharge on insurance
premiums to reflect actuarial risk on a re-
gional or state-wide basis. Thus, it is antici-
pated that the Los Angeles city dweller can
anticipate a higher surcharge than the New
York city dweller due to earthquake risk.
However, or the service rendered, and with a
five percent ceiling on the surcharge, it is well
within most people’s means.

Q. Couldn’'t the fund be virtually wiped
out by several major disasters one after the
other?

A. No. The Administrator can at any time
determine that the scarcity of monies in the
disaster insurance fund require that only a
set percentum of disaster losses be pald. For
examp’e, man X has homeowners insurance
which he is surcharged two dollars annually
for to include him in the national disaster
insurance program. He has forty thousand
dollars worth of property insurance. The Ad-
ministrator of the Federal Disaster Insur-
ance Office has determined that due to re-
curring losses to the disaster insurance fund,
only ﬂﬂ:y percent *extension of coverage”
will be allowed if a disaster should strike in
the near future. Man X's home is destroyed
in a tidal wave in Oregon the next day. The
man has fifty precent extension of coverage
on his forty thousand dollar property insur-
ance policy and would thus receive twenty
thousand dollars from the disaster insurance
fund.

Norte—It is anticipated that the disaster
fund will begin in this manner, l.e. paying
a percentage of loss at first as the fund grows
and eventually paying full value of the prop-
erty insurance as the fund matures.

Q. What kinds of property are included in
this program?

A, Homes and businesses, industry and
some private institutions included in Pub-
lic Law 92-385, the Agnes Act. Some struc-
tures will be excluded on the recommenda-
tion of local authorities, e.g., those which
violate zoning laws which are meant to mini-
mize disaster losses, or such other structures
which the State and local authorities may
determine.

Q. Won't this bill merely protect the play-
boy who has his beach cottage and can now
build where he wishes without fear or finan-
cial loss?

A. Stringent land use provisions are anti-
cipated in this bill. Special catastrophic dis-
aster risk areas are to be identified by the
administrator and unless reasonable efforts
are made at avoiding disaster losses, no in-
surance cbverage shall be allowed.

@. Can’'t the private insurance companies
provide this type of coverage?

A. While I would hope the answer could
be yes, it is no. The risks are too great and
the potential loss too huge for private in-
surance companies to assume this task under
current law. The larger the insurance “pool”
from which one draws upon to pay out bene-
ficlaries after a disaster loss, the more likely
that the pool can absorb losses. A pool such
as that envisaged in my bill, coupled with
the provision for extension of coverage,
should provide adequate padding in case of
several concurrent disasters.

Q. What types of insurance premiums is it
anticipated will be surcharged?

A. The types of premiums to be surcharged
are limited to property and liability insur-
ance with the noted exceptions of motor
vehicle insurance which is already covered
In 99 percent of the cases because of the
comprehensive nature of such coverage, and
health insurance, workmen's compensation,
and bonds for equity reasons,
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Q. How much money will the surcharge
develop for the fund?

A. That depends. It depends on what level
the administrator determines is feasible, on
what the needs of the fund may be—and
rememhber, these can vary on a statewide,
nationwide, or regional basis as far as the
percentage of surcharge. For example: if the
surcharge was on property coverages such as
fire, extended coverage, burglary and theft,
homeowners, commercial multi-peril, and
most of the liabllity and casualty coverages,
the Pennsylvania bureau of regulation of
rates and policies estimates the following
contributions to the national disaster in-
surance fund:

[Figures in millions of dollars]

3
percent

pargpnt
2

239.5 359.3

2,264.6 3,3%.8

Of course it should be noted that these are
not the sole source of maintenance of the
fund—the one percent of all funds collected
by the Treasury as a result of paybacks from
BA and FHA disaster loans are also Included
as 1s authorization for an initial one billion
dollar appropriation,

A REFRESHING SPIRIT IN THE
HOUSE

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

Mr. McFALL. Mr, Speaker, during the
past several weeks, while the House of
Representatives has been engaged in
organizing the 93d Congress, the leader-
ship team of Speaker CarL ALBERT and
Majority Leader T O'NemL has
emerged as a vital force for reasoned
reform.

This morning, the Washington Post
took note of the laudable efforts of the
Democratic majority in an editorial
aptly entitled, “A Refreshing Spirit in
the House.” The editorial refers to the
“emergence of Speaker ALBERT as a
strong, effective, reform-oriented party
leader.” I am proud to be associated with
leadership of such unquestioned ability
and foresight. I commend the Post article
to you all.

A REFRESHING SPIRIT IN THE HOUSE

In a remarkable show of sustained energy,
the House Democratic caucus has just com-
pleted a series of reforms which could pro-
duce lasting and salutary changes in the
structure and operations of the House of
Representatives. The goal has been, as Speak-
er Carl Albert said recently, “to find more
effective, more open and more democratic
ways to meet our responsibllity.” Though the
full impact of the reforms cannot be meas-
ured yet, the Democrats have moved toward
that goal much faster and more harmoni-

ously than seemed possible when the 93d
Congress convened on Jan. 3,

The thrust of the reforms has been to
strengthen the role of the party caucus, to
open cholce committee and leadership posts
to more members, and to make the expanded
party and committee leadership more ac-
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countable. In its most recent step, the caucus
voted last Thursday to create a policy com-
mittee composed of the party's House leader-
ship and a cross-section of the rank and file.

Two other reforms advanced last week
could have tremendous impact on the way
business is conducted in the House. First, the
caucus agreed to restrict the use of closed or
no-amendment rules for considering bills on
the House floor. The new procedure, which
will primarily affect tax, trade and social se-
curity measures from the Ways and Means
Commitiee, is designed to ensure that
amendments backed by a majority of House
Democrats can be offered on the floor. Even
more revolutionary was the caucus' endorse-
ment of a proposed change in the House rules
which would require all committee meetings,
including voting sessions, to be open to the
press and public unless members of a panel
should vote, in the open, to close a particular
sesslon. Several House committees have al-
ready adopted similar “sunshine” rules, and
the all-embracing reform should be approved
by the full House without delay.

All in all, the House Democrats have agreed
to an Impressive body of reforms. Their
achievements testify to the majority of the
Democratic Study Group as an influential
force, and to the emergence of Speaker Albert
as a strong, effective, reform-oriented party
leader. Perhaps most significant is the
changed attitude of most of the committee
barons of the House, who are now going along
with changes which they had refused to en-
tertain for years. It is not yet certain that
this new spirit will survive through the
stormy passages of reforming the appropria-
tlons process and overhauling the commit-
tee structure of the House. But the record
S0 far is heartening to all who favor the re-

Juvenation of the House as an effective, open
legislative body.

WEATHER MODIFICATION IS EX-
TENSIVE AND SHOULD BE CON-
TROLLED

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

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Speaker,
today, I am introducing a comprehensive
weather modification control and regu-
lation bill. The day of the yellow-slick-
ered itinerant who sent up skyrockets
while awe-stricken onlookers waited ex-
pectantly for rain, has departed.

In an article contained in “Public Ad-
ministration Review” authored by W.
Henry Lambright, of Syracuse Univer-
sity, it was stated that:

A recent presidential panel called weather
modification one of the possible new trend-
setting developments of the 1970’s. It is now
the sclentific consensus that man has a
sharply limited, but potentially quite signif-
icant capacity to affect local weather condi-
tions. He can, in certain cases and under
specific conditions, dissipate cold fogs, in-
crease rainfall and convert hail into less
dangerous forms of precipitation. There is
some evidence he can blunt the destructive
power of hurricanes and suppress lightning.
He is carrying out research that may some-
day lead to weather and climate modifica-
tions on a large scale,

Mr. Speaker, today modification re-
search projects are being carried out by
all major Federal agencies and a number
of States, counties, and universities. Ad-
ditionally, a substantial number of com-
mercial weather modification firms are
doing business. Federal projects and lead

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

agencies include: National Colorado
River Basin pilot projects, Bureau of
Reclamation; national hurricane modi-
fication project, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration; national
lightning suppression project, Forest
Service; national cumulus modification
project, National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration; national hail re-
search experiment, National Science
Foundation; national Great Lakes snow
redistribution project, National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration; na-
tional fog modification project, Federal
Aviation Administration.

There are no Federal restrictions or
control on this activity although the un-
ending belt of weather clearly is a mat-
ter of Federal as well as State concern
and responsibility. Some scientists have
even halted their experiments, deciding
modification of weather was so dangerous
on these early experimental stages as to
be outside their scope.

Modification is continuing, however.
Some 29 States do have laws on the sub-
ject, but many of these pertain only to
State-sponsored feasibility studies.

There is comparatively little protection
for the citizen who does not want his
individual rights to natural weather in-
fringed upon.

The art of weather modification is still
highly imperfect, but rapid strides are
being made on a wide scale. I believe the
time has come when we must recognize
the perils as well as the possible bene-
fits.

In the 1970 National Research Journal,
Ralph W. Johnson, professor of law,
University of Washington, wrote:

But weather modification is not yet a com-
pletely operational activity and in its present
stage of development the creation of an en-
tirely new and independent regulatory agency
for its management would seem premature.
At the same time it is certaln that the orga-
nizational pattern established now is likely
to have a substantial effect on the patterns
of the future. Care must therefore be taken
to assure that the optimum patterns are
created now.

I believe modification of the weather
is occurring today both at experimental
and commercial levels, sufficient to war-
rant safeguarding both people, property,
and the integrity of the experiments
themselves.

The bill I am introducing recognizes
the individual State’s rights in this mat-
ter and their concern in the field. While
it would require a Federal permit for
commercial modification projects, it also
requires that the permittee previously
obtain a State license.

The bill provides for basic require-
ments in experiences or education of the
operator, and would create a system of
bonding of licensees to protect the popu-
lace. It is my position we should not sub-
ject the people to damaging mishaps
which result from mistaken approaches
to modification.

The bill adopts extensive portions of
present reporting requirements but ex-
pands these as well. It provides for sus-
pension or revocation of permits should
atmospheric conditions become unsafe
or the operator evidence his inability
to follow the permit requirements.

Additionally, and over a period of time,
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the Secretary of Commerce would be re-
quired to establish a comprehensive com-
puterized system capable of analyzing
weather conditions both natural and
modified and also capable of projecting
results on natural weather of modifica-
tion efforts.

This bill also contains a title dealing
with the international aspects of weath-
er modification. At the present time
there are occasions when U.S. citizens
go abroad to modify weather in foreign
countries. Also, there have been occa-
sions when our Department of Defense
has acted directly at the request of cer-
tain foreign countries to engage in water
modification over their soil with ques-
tions resulting as to policy controls of
our civilian government. Tentative ef-
forts are being made to develop interna-
tional control and oversight. My bill
would assist in this important effort.

There is now great difficulty in ac-
curately predicting the outcome of
weather modification efforts just as
there is great difficulty in proving the
degree of results which have been ob-
tained. Court cases are pending which
involve disasters allegedly arisen out of
weather modification at a time when we
have an insufficient body of facts or law
on this extremely important subject. I
believe we should correct this shortcom-
ing

Dr. Edith Brown Weiss who is a
staff member of Brookings Institution
informally conferred with me on numer-
ous occasions since I began work on this
bill. Doctor Weiss is working in interna-
tional weather modification and has de-
livered scholarly papers on weather
modification, She writes:

WasHiNGTON, D.C.,
February 26, 1973.
Hon. FrRANK EVANS,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CONGRESSMAN EVANS: As one who has
studied the political and legal problems of
weather modification for some time, I belleve
there 1s a need to enact Federal legislation
in the field of weather modification.

Under certain weather conditions, weather
modification activities may conceivably be
hazardous rather than beneficial. In some
cases they may have effects down wind in
other areas, even across state borders. Federal
legislation could help avold these problems
and help protect those who believe they
could be adversely affected by weather modi-
fication activities,

I should make it clear that these are my
own views and in no way should be-attrib-
uted to the Brookings Institution, its trus-
tees, officers and other staff members.

Sincerely,
Eprre BRownN WEISS,

COMMENTS ON VISIT OF GOLDA
MEIR TO UNITED STATES

(Mr. NIX asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute,
to revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. NIX. Mr. Speaker, I want to take
this opportunity to welcome Prime Min-
ister Golda Meir of Israel to the United
States. She represents a democratic na-
tion which is the best hope for democracy
in the Near East.

We are as a people sympathetic to the
goals of Israel and her courageous fight
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for survival against great odds from 1948
until the present time. Israel is sur-
rounded by nations which seek her life
and yet, Israel endures while living in
unspeakable tension.

This tension exists because the Arab
world will not recognize Israel's right to
live. This tension is fueled by incidents
such as the mailing of letter bombs to
Jews, chosen at random from the di-
rectories of organizations dedicated to
Israel’s survival. We have had some ex-
perience with this kind of thing. The
British have had more. Random terror
dishonors the Arab cause.

The murder of Israeli athletes in Mu-
nich by Arab terrorists was not an act of
random terror. It was a deliberate act
seeking to inflame tension in the Middle
East. It succeeded in doing that.

It is against this background that the
incident over the Suez Canal front line
involving the shooting down of a Libyan
plane which had drifted into Israeli air
space. The plane was in fact a passenger
transport, whose pilot had lost his way
and found himself and his aircraft over
Israeli military positions. Israeli pilots
had tried to radio and/or signal the
Libyan pilot to no avail. He did not
respond.

At this point it is easy to blame the
Israel fighter pilots for firing on the
Libyan plane. However, it is only just to
note that at supersonic speeds it is all
but impossible for Israel pilots to act
as mindreaders.

The passengers were victimized by the
contributory negligence of the pilot who
did not know he was over a war zone, who
thought Israel jets were Egyptian Migs
and did not respond to perfectly normal
attempts to reach him by radio.

This terrible incident took place be-
cause of the terrible tension in the
Mideast, the maintenance of which is
part of the foreign policy of the United
Arab Republic.

At long last with the separate visits of
an Egyptian official and Golda Meir
within days of each other, some of this
tension may be alleviated. What is more,
we can hope that these meetings with
President Nixon may be the first step
toward peace and away from the perma-
nent condition of war and near war in
the Near East.

I hope that at long last the Arab
nations can bring themselves to say that
Israel has the equal right to exist. With
such a statement there may be a founda-
tion for permanent peace in the near
future.

I have long admired the life and work
of Golda Meir. It will be wonderful to
renew an acquaintance with a very old
friend of the United States. I wish
her God’s speed in her mission for peace.

TRAGEDY IN THE MIDDLE EAST -

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

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, the situa-
tion in the Middle East during the past
week has been as tragic, and at once re-
markable, as any period in recent mem-
ory. It is tragic because of the needless
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shooting down of a commercial Libyan
airliner, killing over 100 passengers. The
outrage of the Arab world has been ac-
knowledged by the acceptance by the
Israelis of partial responsibility for their
mistake and their willingness to com-
pensate the survivors and families of the
dead. Such a candid admission of re-
sponsibility for this act is the hallmark
of a great nation.

Even more remarkable, in my judg-
ment, has been the reaction of the Arab
world, Although there have been under-
standable cries for revenge from relatives
of those who died, the leadership of the
Arab countries has reacted with the re-
sponsibility and judgment truly befitting
great nations. For the Arabs, such a re-
action deserves the gratitude and com-
mendation of all citizens of the world.

Arab leaders, especially Lybia’s Col.
Muammar al-Qaddafi, are truly on the
firing line. It is Arabs who were killed,
and Arab families who now demand re-
venge. The leaders of the Arab nations
are confronted with a seething Arab
world demanding an eye for an eye. For
them to stand solidly on the side of re-
straint and peace and against an emo-
tional outpouring from their people is
truly the essence of statesmanship. No
more can it be said that the Arabs do not
long for peace.

What is most remarkable to me, how-
ever, is the virtual silence of Members of
the U.S. House and Senate on this sub-
ject. How well I remember the days im-
mediately after the Munich massacre
when Member after Member appropri-
ately took the floor to denounce that in-
famous bloodletting.

The shooting down of the Libyan jet
was no less bloody. Many more lives were
lost. It was no less an act of national
policy. Perhaps it was more so. Yet un-
fortunately, Members of the House and
Senate remain silent.

Our silence is unfortunate because it
reduces our credibility in the Arab world.
The balanced, even-handed policy the
United States has pursued in past years
is frustrated by our unwillingness to
condemn both sides when the peace is
broken in the Middle East.

Soon the Congress will have to con-
sider a military assistance bill contain-
ing aid for Israel. In Arab eyes, that aid
will be viewed as a sign of our one-sided
support for Israel and our total rejec-
tion of the legitimate interests and con-
cerns of the Arab peoples.

Such a conclusion would indeed be un-
fortunate, and I believe wrong. But the
silence of the Congress during the last
week makes such a conclusion under-
standable.

PROCEDURES AND GUIDELINES FOR
CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTIONS
FOR PROPOSING AMENDMENTS
TO THE CONSTITUTION OF THE
UNITED STATES

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

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing a bill to improve pro-
cedures and provide more definite guide-
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lines for calling constitutional conven-
tions for proposing amendments to the
Constitution of the United States, on
application of the legislatures of two-
thirds of the States pursuant to article
V of the Constitution. This bill is essen-
tially the same as Senator Ervin's (S.
215) which passed the Senate by an 84
to 0 vote on October 19, 1971. No sub-
stantive changes were made in sections 1,
2,3,5,6,7,8,9,10,0r 11.

Senator ErvIN, in explaining his rea-
sons for the proposed legislation, stated:

My conviction was that the constitutional
questions involved were far more important
than the reapportionment issues that had
brought them to light, and that they should
receive more orderly and objective consid-
eration than they had so far been accorded.
Certainly it would be grossly unfortunate if
the partisanship over state legislative ap-
portionment—and I am admittedly a parti-
san on that issue—should be allowed to dis-
tort an attempt at clarification of the amend-
ment process, which in the long run must
command a higher obligation and duty than
any single issue that might be the subject
of that process.

In the American Bar Association’s Spe-
cial Constitutional Convention Study
Committee Interim Report of August
1972, they state that this legislation
“seeks to deal with the manifold issues
arising under article V.”

The study committee listed such ques-
tions to be dealt with as the following:

First. If the legislatures of two-thirds
of the States apply for a convention
limited to a specific matter, must Con-
gress call such a convention and is the
limitation binding on the convention?

Second. When is Congress required to
call a convention on the application of
the legislatures of two-thirds of the
States?

Third. What constitutes a valid ap-
plication which Congress must count?

Fourth. What is the length of time in
which applications for a convention will
be counted?

Fifth. How much power does Congress
have as to the scope of a convention? As
to procedures such as the selection of
delegates? As to the voting requirements
at a convention? As to refusing to submit
to the States for ratification the product
of a convention?

Sixth. What is the role of the Presi-
dent and State Governors in the amend-
ing process?

Seventh. Can a State legislature with-
draw an application for a convention
once it has been submitted to Congress,
or rescind a previous ratification of a
proposed amendment or a previous inter-
pretation?

Eighth. Who is to decide guestions of
ratification?

Ninth. Are issues arising in the con-
vention process justiciable?

The need for clarifying legislation in
this field is selfevident and suggestions
as to further possible improvements shall
be welcomed.

RESTORING FOOD STAMP ELIGI-
BILITY TO NEEDY AGED, BLIND,
AND DISABLED
(Mr. MELCHER asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
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minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Speaker, I have
today reintroduced legislation I proposed
in Janaury to correct an inequity that is
part of the Social Security Amendments
of 1972. I am happy that a bipartisan
group of my collegues in the House have
chosen to join me in sponsoring this
legislation.

The new supplemental security in-
come—SSI—program federalizes assist-
ance to the needy aged, blind, and dis-
abled. However, those who participate in
the program are prohibited from receiv-
ing benefits under the food stamp and
commeodity surplus programs, even
though they may be eligible,

Basic benefits of the SSI program are
$130 for an individual and $195 for a
couple. The income levels for food stamp
eligibility are $178 per month for in-
dividuals, after allowances, and $233 per
month for couples. These food stamp in-
come guidelines are not decided by pull-
ing figures out of the air; they are care-
fully calculated to reach those most in
need of benefits. To cut off the needy
aged, blind, and disabled who are eligible
for benefits under one Federal program
simply because of their participation in
another Federal program is unwarranted
and discriminatory.

The legislation introduced today will
establish the right of SSI program par-
ticipants to apply for food stamp and
commodity surplus programs if their in-
comes fall within the guidelines set by
these programs. In this small way, I hope
we can begin to keep the promise that

those who cannot help themselves can
live free from want.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. O'NEILL, Mr. Speaker, we have
concluded the business of the day. The
Rules Committee resolutions which were
reported by the Rules Committee today
will come up tomorrow. They would have
taken a two-thirds vote today, but to-
morrow they will take a straight majority
vote. This includes an addition to the
bills on the whip notice, House Resolu-
tion 205, the Select Committee on Crime.

On Thursday we will take up the other
bill which was on the calendar, H.R.
3298 the rural water and sewer grant
program, from the Committee on Agri-
culture.

We will be waiting upon Mr. Maxon
tomorrow if he returns with his confer-
ence report on continuing appropriation.

That is the legislation for the re-
mainder of the week.

CAMPAIGN SPENDING AND
CONGRESSIONAL TERMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
ScHROEDER). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from New
York (Mr, PEYSER) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. PEYSER. Madam Speaker, I have
called for a special order today on two
areas I believe are of the utmost impor-
tance to the Members of Congress. I cer-
tainly would welcome any comments any
of the Members would like to make on
what I believe are two very vital issues.
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One of them deals with the question of
campaign spending, and the other one
deals with the question of the length of
the term of office of Congressmen.

I should first like to talk to the cam-
paign spending issue. We have all just
finished the massive paperwork which
the campaign spending legislation, that
most of us voted for last year, requires.

In the first place, the campaign spend-
ing bill we enacted, did not achieve most
of its objectives which we had set for it.
I shall specifically refer to a number of
situations.

One which we were very concerned
about was men of wealth being able to
control the campaign just through
money. We legislated in our campaign
spending bill a limit of $25,000 for an in-
dividual’s family, and we defined the
family, as the wife or hushand, the par-
ents, the brothers or sisters of the can-
didate running.

Now, I suppose we thought this was
all right and that we were covering all
bases. I find out we did not cover uncles.
By not covering uncles, it suddenly
opened up the situation for somebody
who has a rich uncle to have no lim-
itation at all as to the amount of money
he could put into a campaign for his
nephew.

We also uncovered another situation,
that of lending money. Somehow it was
felt we were getting control of this situa-
tion because presumably nobody in the
family could lend money after they had
given their $25,000. This is basically
true, but we found in a number of situa-
tions that money was loaned to political
committees, and there was no method
as to how the money was to be repaid,
no indication of whether any interest
would or would not be paid. Therefore,
loans made to committees by “friends of
the family,” so to speak, at the end of
the time simply go off the books and dis-
appear, and nobody has any way of
knowing whether that money ever will be
repaid or, if it is repaid, who is going
to repay it.

So we find another very obvious glar-
ing loophole in this regulation.

The regulation did not speak to any
limitation on the problems of mailing or
on the problems of the use of computer
telephone banks, and so we ended up
with a situation where someone with a
great deal of money could still, in effect,
spend unlimited amounts with no real
controls as to where the money came
from.

Yet this was the whole purpose of the
legislation.

Now, there is one other problem—and
this is a problem, it seems to me, that all
of us should be vitally interested in—
and that is the problem of the filing sys-
tem.

Any of us who went through this cam-
paign—and, of course, we have all the
winners here; but winners and losers
alike were faced with the same prob-
lem—any of the Members who went
through this campaign know the prob-
lems that were developed in filing for
each committee that was in each cam-
paign operation. And the filing went on
and on and on.

In my case we filed over 400 reports
at the end of this campaign.
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Now, this is perfectly ridiculous. This
is not providing the public with protec-
tion; it is not providing anything, but
it is creating a monumental bookkeep-
ing headache that ends up having gross
inadequacies, because many of us, in fact
most of us, are not accountants and are
not bookkeepers, and we end up with all
these reports, coming up with a hodge-
podge of figures. Frankly, I do not be-
lieve it proves anything.

I do not think we should have such a
filing system. I think we should file at the
end of the campaign, showing where
the money came from, and the total
amount received, but the current amount
of filing we have been going through is
costing the taxpayer and will cost the
taxpayer millions of dollars in person-
nel, personnel who are hired to work on
these returns, with computers, and with
the whole problem of trying to make
head or tail of these reports.

To me it just does not make sense,
and it seems to me it ought to be
changed.

So we come down to the question:
What do we do about all this?

At this time I am not proposing any
legislation. What I am saying is that the
only way we are going to have a realistic
control in campaign spending is to set a
flat limit on the amount of money that
can be spent on a campaign. Above and
beyond that limit no moneys may be
spent.

It makes no difference, as far as I am
concerned, where that money comes
from, because at this point there is no
point in legislating that a family can
only give $25,000 if they can find six
different ways of having that family’s
money get into the campaign anyway.

Thus, I suggest a flat amount. I am
not wed to any figure—I would welcome
any comments on this—but perhaps we
ought to limit the congressional rate to
$50,000 and allow franked mailing priv-
ileges for the challenger as well as the
incumbent for political purposes.

I put that out as purely a suggestion,
a trial balloon, to see if anybody has
any interest in this type of reform. The
present bill which we have on the books,
I believe, is ineffectual, costly to the tax-
payers, and it basically proves nothing.

Mr. DANIELSON. Madam Spegker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PEYSER. I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. DANIELSON. A moment ago the
gentleman referred to filing some 400
pages of reports in his campaign during
the course of his campaign. But does the
gentleman have any opinion, or would
he make any comment on the advisabil-
ity of having one Federal campaign law
preempt the State law so that we need
not, after filing our rather voluminous
Federal return, then sit down and ago-
nize it all over again on the State return?

Mr. PEYSER. I would totally support
that move without any question.

But I think also we should make a
change in our present campaign spend-
ing law and still do exactly what you are
saying. In other words, I think this mul-
titude of reporting is an absolute waste,
and whatever we end up with should
take over instead of the State filing.

Mr, DANIELSON. I thank the gentle-
man.
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Mr. DEVINE. Madam Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

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

Mr. DEVINE. Madam Speaker, I think
the gentleman is doing a service to the
House in bringing up this overall subject
of election reform. I am afraid we may
have gotten into the subject of reform
for the sake of reform.

I happen to have been on the Commit-
tee on House Administration at the time
the hearings were held on this, and I
was a cosponsor of an election reform
bill.

I think we can all attest to the fact,
as the gentleman so well stated, that the
reporting provisions themselves have be-
come so burdensome that they have be-
come almost meaningless. We are going
to create a storage problem, if nothing
else, in order to handle the multiplicity
of election return expenditure forms that
people do not have the time to look at let
alone their having any particular effect
on the outcome of elections.

Now, I recognize that John Gardner
and his Common Cause look upon elec-
tion reform as something that is a sacro-
sanct and something that you cannot
touch or look at.

I had the audacity, however, to offer
g perfectly harmless amendment in
order to correct some inequities in it, and
I was castigated by that outfit.

I might say that does not bother me too
much. I happen to recognize the prob-
lems, and I offered a bill in the last ses-
sion which would repeal this law and
give us all an opportunity to go back
and look at the previous one to see if
we could not come to some conclusion
that might be helpful on this matter.

I will say to the gentleman that I am
not sure I agree with him that we should
provide franking privileges to candidates
for political offices. It opens up an en-
tirely different and unique field which
will have to be examined very closely
before we get into that area.

Mr. PEYSER. Speaking of the frank-
ing privilege, the only thing I was try-
ing to do through that—and as I said
at the beginning, I am not wedded to any
form at this time—is simply to give an
opportunity to the challenger to utilize
the mail. This would have to be a quali-
fied challenger at that time. If that is
presenting a problem, I can easily with-
draw from that position. All I want to
do is see a limit established and the
elimination of this particular filing pri-
vilege.

At this time, if no one has anything
else they want to put into the Recorp
in the area of campaign spending, I
would like to shift briefly to the second
part of my request.

Mr. FRENZEL. Will the genfleman
yield?

Mr. PEYSER. I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. FRENZEL. I do not want to pry
too deeply into this, because the elections
of 1970 were not covered by the Cam-
paign Disclosure Act of 1972, but I will
wager that to get elected the first time
the distinguished gentleman from New
York spent more than $50,000. I will
wager most Members of this body the
first time they were elected spent con-
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siderably more than that. I simply raise
the point that a flat limitation on cam-
paign expenditures is a very nice protec-
tive gesture for all of us to keep ourselves
from being defeated. Still, unless you al-
low candidates to spend more than that
amount, we will all be here for a long
time, which I submit is very comfortable
and it is a very nice, warm thought for
each of us. However, we ought to think
occasionally that candidates ought to
have a chance to present themselves and
their candidacies to the public for a little
more than that since most of us had that
opportunity at some point.

Mr. PEYSER. I appreciate the gentle-
man's remarks.

I think the reason we as challengers at
that time ended up spending more
money was simply because there were
no limitations on what could be spent
by either party. We were simply in effect
doing whatever we could. It happens in
my own race the first time I ran I spent
less than half of the amount of money
my challenger spent. In other words, he
spent twice as much money as I did. I
did spend more than $50,000 in my first
campaign; I spent $68,000. Still, putting
it frankly, if we followed the idea that I
have suggested of $50,000 plus two
franked mailings, it would have been
very easily within that figure, because
that franked mailing privilege is worth
$10,000 each on a political basis.

Mr. DEVINE. Will the gentleman
yield further?

Mr. PEYSER. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. DEVINE. I would like to take ex-
ception to the remarks of the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. FRENZEL)
about the first time candidates run. I
have been around here for seven terms
and was elected to the eighth term in
November, and I recall the first election
I ran in the State of Ohio the cost was
less than $10,000. In each successive
campaign—and I have unfortunately
had an opponent each time—it has in-
creased, not because of the desire of the
candidates but because the costs of the
media and the advertising agencies have
gone up.

Now, in the most recent campaign I
spent just about between $40,000 and
$50,000, while my opponent spent over
$100,000 just on committees. So those
who holler the loudest about the high
expenditures of campaigns are those
who are usually the very beneficiaries of
these funds that have been spent, and
those are the television stations, the ra-
dio stations, the newspapers, the adver-
tising agencies, and the novelty sales-
men.

So let us get this thing into perspec-
tive.

I am not concerned about the report-
ing provisions because we have in Ohio
a tough reporting provision, in fact,
much tougher than even the present
Federal election law, and everybody has
to report every nickel received and every
nickel spent, but let us let these people
know who are the recipients and the
beneficiaries of the funds.

Mr. PEYSER. I thank the gentleman
from Ohio.

Another thing that was called to my
attention in the campaign spending
situation, and one that I would like to
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put into perspective, and this, once again,
does not require a great deal of com-
monsense, or practically very little, is the
practice of the establishment of com-
mittees. The reason that committees
basically become established is to
increase the amount of money for a
candidate, and therefore, you estab-
lish a committee. In other words, sup-
pose an individual is going to give $6,000
as a contribution in a campaign that
cannot be given to one commitiee be-
cause no more than $3,000 can be given.
What really happens is that they form
two committees, and they give $3,000 to
each committee. Now I am sure that
does not fool anybody. Yet there is also
the factor that one must file reports on
these committees. If you establish a com-~
mittee you file your reports, and then
if you establish another committee then
you have the same old filing process to
go through in order to show what has
been spent in the campaign.

Mr. HUNT. Madam Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PEYSER. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. HUNT. I might say to the gentle-
man in the well that it.is not necessary
to explain that expenditure of $3,000,
because you can have 150 commitiees
with less than $1,000, and never have to
report anything. So I believe that you
have to view this from another angle be-
cause it is my opinion that the whole
thing is just a can of worms. I believe
it is unworkahble, and it certainly needs a
complete revision. I believe the present
law that we have should be taken under
consideration, and gone over by a com-
petent committee, and I stress that, I
mean a competent committee, and I
mean someone who is not going to try
to feather his own nest, or who is running
for the Senate, but someone who is going
to do an honest job on it. Because you
can have all the committees you want,
all the advisory committees you want,
fishermen committees, firemen commit=
tees, housewives committees, and if they
are under $1,000 there is no reporting.

So that is the loophole.

Mr. PEYSER. That is obviously a loop-
hole that should not exist. And as far as
I am concerned the device that is used
to establish all of these committees is
not anything more than a sham and a
delusion on the public. And I think that
it is something that we should address
ourselves to, and that we should attempt
to control in some way that makes good
sense, and makes us honest.

Mr. HUNT. Madsm Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further? ¢

Mr. PEYSER. I will be glad to yield
further to the gentleman from New
Jersey.

Mr. HUNT. My people know every cent
that I spend, because I publish this in
the newspapers. And I told them when
I spoke on this subject that this thing
is something that is getting out of hand,
and it was unworkable, and I said so
when I first came on the floor. But now
there is a great hullabaloo to get some-
thing done, and it is a problem that needs
a commonsense approach. But as far as
Mr. Gardiner is concerned I believe they
had better work on something that they
know part of. But now that we have gone
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through this, now there is all this hol-
lering and bellyaching. Let us get a new
proposal, or get the old law revised, and
produce something that is workable.

Mr. PEYSER. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for making those com-
ments. It is my hope that this subject
can be expanded, particularly with the
Members and with the leadership, so that
something can come out of this of a
very positive nature, and something that
will address itself to this problem.

There is one other thing that I would
like to talk about briefly, and I will very
much welcome comments from the Mem-
bers on this topic. This is dealing with
the length of the term of office of a U.S.
Congressman, which is currently set at
2 years. Since 1789 there have been 173
proposals made to lengthen the term of
office in the House of Representatives;
171 of them have come since 1869, and
since 1928 there have been 110 proposals
made to lengthen the term of office of
a Member of the House of Representa~-
tives to 4 years. Forty-seven proposals
have been made since 1963. The most
recent study'on this subject came from
President Johnson. The Johnson proposal
advocated it, because the job had
changed since the original Constitution
was drawn up, and the 2-year term was
initiated.

There is no question in my mind that
there have been a lot of changes since
the Founding Fathers drew up this Con-
stitution. However, they had the wisdom
and the foresight to say this Constitu-
tion can be changed for the situations
which today are calling for a change. We
can make reasonable changes. The safe-
guards are built into this, so that the
changes will be carefully considered.

I should say one of the most common
comments I get from people in my dis-
trict, out on the streets, or at meetings,
is: “How do you fellows do this running
every 2 years? You must be wasting a lot
of time when you should be legislating.”

My experience in a very limited time
here in Congress is that we do waste a
lot of time running for office every 2
years. I also would say that the newer
Members waste more time than the older
Members who feel more secure in their
seats. So the ones who are being cheated
by this legislation as it now exists are
the public; the very people that it was
originally designed to protect are now
being hurt by this 2-year term.

Originally, communication was a real
problem and one of the real reasons for
8 2-year term. It forced Congressmen in
days of slow or no communication to go
back to the people and tell them what
they were doing, explaining everything,
and having arguments back and forth.
Today we do not have any problem of
communication. If what we say this
momrmng is of some newsworthy value
in the interpretation of someone, it will
be in the papers this afternoon and will
be all over the country. I think we no
longer have this as a real problem.

What is a real problem is this busi-
ness of trying to run our campaigns back
in the districts, doing the things that as
a campaigner we must do, and not doing
the work here in Congress that we were
elected to do. I think it is time that we
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again consider what will be, according
to my figures, the 174th proposal of doing
s%xinething about this length of time in
Oilice.

I think the most important thing I
could say here is that the public is ready
for this. The people are ready to see a
change here. They no longer have the
feeling that they want to be able to grab
that Congressman every 2 years and tell
him what it is all about. The reason I
say this is that last year 96 percent of
the incumbents who ran for office were
reelected—96 percent of the incumbents
who ran for office were reelected. It
usually runs an average of around 80 per-
cent, but last year it was up to 96, so
evidently the public is generally satisfied
with the incumbent, or is at least willing
to give him 2 more years.

I think that we also should realize that
in the 1970 congressional races we spent
over $20 million nationwide. Over $20
million was spent in the 1970 congres-
sional races. I have not seen the figures
on this race, but I will certainly be willing
to assume that it is going to be at least
$5 to $10 million higher than it was 2
years ago, based on the early figures that
have come in. I think that this is an
absolute waste of money and of time and
of commitment to this job to have a 2-
year term.

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

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

Mr. DEVINE. I do not wish to appear
contentious with the gentleman in the
well. I think again he is doing a great
service to the Congress and to the coun-
try to bring up these controversial issues.

I recall a few years back when the late
President Lyndon Johnson in one of his
state of the Union messages pointed out
that in his opinion the Members of the
House should serve a 4-year rather than
a 2-year term. We had a great deal of
study about it, and we had a hearing
by the Committee on the Judiciary on
this subject, and nothing really hap-
pened because it did not emerge from
the Committee on the Judiciary. But I
was impressed by this particular argu-
ment.

The people have set up our branch of
Government, the people’'s branch, and
they kind of felt that perhaps the Mem-
ber here would be more responsive to
the wishes of the people back home if
he were indeed required to go back to
them every 2 years, to vote their con-
victions and to express their views, and
if he were not doing the job he was
sent here to do, they could send some-
one else,.

A great many people stated to me
that during the time I have been in the
Congress, “Congressman, is it not incon-
venient for you to have to run every 2
yvears?” The answer is “yes,” it certainly
is inconvenient, but we must keep this in
mind. A 2-year term in the House was
created for the convenience of the public
and not for the convenience of the Con-
gressman. I think the fact that the gen-
tleman and I have to run every 2 years
means we are looking to see what people
are thinking. If we are to bear the title
we do literally properly, as Representa-
tives of the people in the Congress, if we
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are to really represent the people, we
will be more responsive if we are re-
quired to answer to them each 2-year
period.

Mr. PEYSER. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s comments. This has been one of
the arguments, as the gentleman is
aware, as to why the Congressman
should be reelected every 2 years. It is
that people should have the opportunity
to vote their reaction to the Congress-
man.

What I am suggesting is: First, in the
age of communications as we have to-
day the public very well knows what
we are doing all the time; and second,
the public seems, based on history, to
keep the incumbent in office. Certainly
the incumbent almost always is reelected
every 2 years. In the last election more
than 10 percent of the seats in the House
had no contest at all, and in over 40
percent of the seats in the House the
incumbent won by more than 65 percent
of the vote, and in some of the elections
hetewon by more than 80 percent of the
vote.

It seems to me if this is what is hap-
pening as a year after year after year
situation now, it no longer quite holds up
in the same way that the public wants
to have that 2-year opportunity to get
another crack at the candidate or at the
incumbent. In addition, only 80 percent
of the people who vote in presidential
elections vote in off-year elections, so
not all are concerned with the frequent
chance to vote.

What I would suggest, and once again
I am not introducing any bill or legis-
lation on this point, is merely to get it
open so if anyone has any comments on
it we can get a feeling as to where we
are. Perhaps we might have a 4-year
term, and we could have half the House
running every 2 years. In other words,
whether it was the odd- or even-num-
bered districts, or however it may be de-
cided, we could have half the House up
in 2 years for a 4-year election and then
in another 2 years have the other half
up. In this way the public would still
have an opportunity of expressing its will
with the Members and the public would
be getting its money’s worth out of its
Congressmen. I am not saying today the
public is not getting its money’s worth,
but I am just saying they are not getting
as much as they are entitled to because
the system forces us to get out on the
road, and then we cannot be working in
Congress where I believe we ought to he
working.

There are all sorts of statistics we have
compiled that I am not going to run
through at this time, showing the per-
centages in ‘each of the elections, show=-
ing again how often the incumbent is
returned and again showing the num-
bers who are not contested. I feel we
ought to look at this and address our-
selves to this question, and hopefully in
the leadership there will come some ideas
as to how we can at least have the op-
portunity as Members to vote on this
issue on the floor and, I believe, give the
public a break. I look on this as a re-
form and not a liberalization of the in-
cumbent'’s rights.

Mr. DEVINE. Madam Speaker, will the
gentleman yield for a question?
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Mr. PEYSER. I yield tfo the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. DEVINE. Madam Speaker, I won-
der if the gentleman happens to have
any similar statistics as they relate to the
other body whose Members are required
to run only every 6 years, in a one-third
splitofr.

Mr. PEYSER. I am sorry I do not have
those statistics on the other body.

Mr. DEVINE. I would hope the Mem-
ber possibly could provide them in his
extension of remarks for this reason. I
think it perhaps could be a factor that
a number of incumbents have been
elected and reelected to the House for the
reason that they are required to go back
and keep in touch with their constitu-
ents and have them decide what the in-
cumbent’s performance is. I think an
examination in the other body might
show a Member might be voting in dif-
ferent ways in the first 2 or 4 years of
his term but in the last 2 years before
he has to face the voters he might come
back to what is closer to the views of his
constituents.

I think this is a fact which should be
included in these discussions.

Mr. PEYSER. I appreciate that re-
mark. I do not know the statistics, but
I will get them and will add them to my
remarks on this issue. I think it is a
point well taken.

My conviction 1is, though, that we

should be serving a 4-year term. To sum-
marize, as far as I am concerned, we
should have campaign limitations on
spending. We ought to have elimination
of this vast reporting system that has

been looked on as a reform, but has
proved to be no reform. We ought to
put a limit on the spending itself.

When we do those things, I think we
will have gone a long way toward help-
ing the public have a Congress which
represents them and which can do its
job without the encumberances with
which we are now faced, in terms of the
length of office and campaign spend-
ing.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

INTERIM REPORT BY THE JOINT
STUDY COMMITTEE ON BUDGET
CONTROL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
ScHROEDER). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. UrLmawn) is recognized for 30
minutes.

Mr. ULLMAN. Madam Speaker, I take
this time on behalf of our colleagues,
Jamie WaiTTeN and HErMaN T. SCHNEE-
BELI, to talk for a few minutes about the
joint study committee on budget control.
Congressman WHITTEN is cochairman
with me of this joint committee, which
was established by legislation last year;
Congressman SCHNEEBELI is a vice chair-
man and serves on the executive
committee.

We have issued an interim report
which I hope all the Members of the
House will read. It has been printed and
is a House document, No. 93-13, entitled
“Improving Congressional Control of
Budgetary Outlay and Receipt Totals—
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Interim Report by the Joint Study Com-
mittee on Budget Controls.”

In that report, on page 2 we have a
series of tentative recommendations
which I think every Member of the House
should consider seriously because they
involve proposed procedures which would
significantly change the fiscal posture of
the Congress of the United States.

We are beginning public hearings on
these proposals on March 6 in room 1114
Dirksen New Senate Office Building. We
invite all the Members to participate in
these hearings. This is important enough
that it should involve input from all of
the Members.

This series of hearings which begins
on March 6 in my opinion should be one
of the most important in more than a
decade. At that time, the Joint Study
Committee on Budget Control will con-
sider ways of implementing the tenta-
tive recommendations contained in our
interim report (H. Rept. No. 93-13).

The Joint Study Committee on Budget
Control received a mandate from the
Congress last fall—to put Congress budg-
etary procedures in order so that Con-
gress may participate more fully than is
possible under present procedures in the
decisions that determine the priorities
of this Nation—and it is essential that
our final recommendations reflect the
considered opinion and judgment of as
many Members of Congress as possible.

As a cochairman of this committee, I
believe it is necessary to get a clear idea
of how Members want to proceed in
changing our ways, and how they want
to establish mechanisms that will allow
us to determine national priorities on our
own. We have done a lot of discussing
about our prerogatives here in Congress,
but unless we were prepared to put our
House in order, all the shouting in the
world will be wasted. And, the ideas and
suggestions that our committee make
will not get very far if our recommenda-
tions do not accurately reflect the ideas
and the commitment of the Members
of their body.

Let me very briefly read you from the
report the first of a series of tentative
recommendations.

1. There should be a mechanism for Con-
gress to—

(a) determine the proper level of expendi-
tures for the coming fiscal year after full
consideration of the fiscal, economic, mone-
tary and other factors involved—

That is something which we have
never done—

(b) provide an overall ceiling on expendi-
tures and on budget authority for each year.

Last year, when this amendment was
adopted by the House, I think most Mem-
bers and the public generally felt that
this kind of procedure had been tried be-
fore and was totally out of our reach.
Now, with this interim report, I think
we must realize that it is within our
reach., It is something that Congress
should have done long ago, but now we
can do it. I continue:

(c) determine the aggregate revenue and
debt levels which appropriately should be
associated with the expenditure and budget
authority limits.

In other words, early in each session, to
bring before the Congress a congression=
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al budget which would involve expendi-
ture limitations and revenue objectives.

The report continues:

The limitations referred to above should
be provided only if Congress also makes pro-
vision for a system whereby it can make the
decisions on budget priorities that will guide
it as to where reductions are to be made In
the event that this becomes necessary.

The committee favors provision for limita-
tlons on both expenditure and new obliga-
tional authority so an impact, to the extent
possible, will be felt in the current year (as
& result of the expenditure limitation) and
also so that control will be obtained over fu-
ture growth, (as a result of the budget au-
thority limitation). At the same time how-
ever, it 1s essential that Congress develop
ways of making its own decisions on budget
priorities so that realistic control over the
purse can be regalned by the Congress, as in-
tended by the Constitution. Any mechanism
for establishing these limitations also needs
to provide an opportunity to review and make
recommendations as to overall tax and debt
policies, since these also are an essential part
of the Government's fiscal pollcy.

The report then goes on, in a series of
further recommendations, as to proce-
dures. Basically, it would involve a budg-
et committee bringing to the Congress
recommendations in the form of a joint
resolution for total budget expenditures,
new obligational authority and revenues
together with how the expenditures
would be allocated out to the major pro-
grams. Then the Congress would debate
the resolution and establish the congres-
sional policy on both spending and reve-
nue. In this way we would have a mech-
anism for implementing that policy
not only as to appropriated spending but
also as to the expanding list of backdoor
expenditures that have occurred here in
the Congress.

The procedures would call both for
revenue objectives to be carried out by
the Ways and Means Committee and for
the appropriation spending limitations to
be implemented by the Appropriations
Committee and other committees.

There are various devices that we
would have to implement this, but one
of them—and I think the most impor-
tant—would be a wrap-up resolution at
the end of the session that would call
for the Budget Committee to revise, if
necessary, its revenue and expenditure
recommendations, and then for the Ap-
propriations Committee to properly im-
plement these in a wrapup appropria-
tion bill that would add and subtract
from all the various appropriation bills
during the year, so that the total could
fit within the ceilings established by the
Congress.

I should like to yield now to my dis-
tinguished colleague from Mississippi,
JAMIE WHITTEN, and I wish to say that
without the help and cooperation and
leadership of the Congressman from
Mississippi we could not have obtained
this kind of a report, which I consider
one of the most meaningful reports in
the area of budgeting that has ever been
presented to the Congress.

I yield to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi.

Mr. WHITTEN. Madam Speaker, I
thank my friend from Oregon, and may
I say it has been a pleasure to work with
him and with the other members of the
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committee. I appreciate those kind state-
ments.

I do believe we have something to of-
fer here that is a little surprising. We
have a unanimous report from about 32
of the most experienced and most able
Members of the Congress. At this point
I think it only fitting to insert a list of
the names of the members of this com-
mittee who have so much to be proud
of:

CO-CHAIRMEN
Jamie L. Whitten, House Appropriations.
Al Ullman, House Ways and Means.
CO-VICE CHAIRMEN

John L. McClellan, Senate Appropriations.

Roman L. Hruska, Senate Appropriations,

Russell B. Long, Senate Finance. °

Herman T. Schneebell, House Ways and
Means.

Senate Appropriations Commiitee: John C,
Stennis, John O. Pastore, Alan Bible, Milton
R. Young, Norris Cotton.

Senate Finance Commitiee: Herman E.
Talmadge, Vance Hartke, J, W. Fulbright,
Wallace F. Bennett, Carl T. Curtis, Paul J.
Fannin,

At Large: Willlam Proxmire, Willlam V.
Roth, Jr.

House Appropriations Commdiitee: George
H. Mahon, John J. Rooney, Robert L. F.
Bikes, Alfred A. Cederberg, John J. Rhodes,
Glenn R. Davis.

House Ways and Means Committee: James
A, Burke, Martha W. Griffiths, Dan Rosten-
kowski, Harold R. Collier, Joel T, Broyhill.
hﬂ‘:t Large: Henry 5. Reuss, James T. Broy-

T have such a report unanimous is
very unusual.

This is an interim report. The recom-
mendations are tentative pending an
opportunity for further review and study
of the problem. The document shows
where we are and how we got that way.
Like in a lawsuit, or with respect to any
other problem, if one can get agree-
ment on the facts one knows what the
problem is. As we come to the Members
today we know what the problem is.

If Members will read this report, they
will find that some of the pertinent in-
formation points to the fact that a large
portion of the budget is not subject to an
annual coordinated review or control by
Congress.

Only about 44 percent of the spending
estimate in the 1974 budget, for instance,
will channel through the annual review
process of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. The balance involves permanent
appropriations, trust funds, and various
backdoor or mandatory spending which
bypasses the annual appropriation
process.

I was one of those who voted last year
against setting a fixed ceiling on ex-
penditures. I did so because I felt it
would be an invitation to the executive
branch to pick and choose the projects
and activities to be funded and those
to be curtailed, eliminated, or canceled
Time has shown this to be the situation.

I think we face a very serious problem,
in view of the present status of the rela-
tionship existing between the people’s
branch of Government, the Congress, and
the executive branch.

This very serious impoundment issue
is an important part of our committee’s
assignment. We are examining it care-
fully and plan to consider it in our final
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report. I could speak all afternoon and
cite various authorities and various
arguments on both sides of the impound-
ment matter, but be that as it may, if
the executive branch should take it upon
itself and assume that it had the author-
ity under the Constitution to impound
any amount of money any place it wishes
to, the fact is the original place of im-
poundment is the Congress itself, and
Congress could in turn determine that it
is going to impound the money and not
make any appropriation to the executive
branch.

Of course, you can see that if such a
situation were to occur, it could lead to
a complete breakdown in Government.

However, if we can develop an effective
budgetary control mechanism and set our
own priorities, I believe the impoundment
issue should be largely solved. We need to
establish ceilings at the beginning of
each session and allocate them among
the various program categories.

We need a procedure for a wrapup res-
olution near the end of the session as
pointed out by my colleague, the gentle-
man from the State of Oregon, fo make
appropriate adjustments in the ceilings
and the appropriations after full con-
sideration of the various legislative ac-
tions affecting the budget.

I want to repeat that I believe your
committee is doing a fine job of working
together. They have developed a good re-
port on the problem and proposed tenta-
tive recommendations. I am hopeful we
can now proceed to develop a satisfac-
tory, workable solution to the budgetary
control problem,

I thank my colleague for letting me
speak at this time, as I am in the middle
of some hearings this afternoon in my
subcommittee and I must return as soon
as possible.

Mr. ULLMAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Will the gentleman remain for just a
few moments, because I think there is a
question or two that needs to be directed
to him.

I yield to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. FINDLEY).

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the gentleman
very much for yielding to me. I will be
very brief.

I impose on my friend, the gentleman
from Mississippi, first of all to congratu-
late the committee on the very fine work
that they have done. I am much im-
pressed with the guidelines which are
contained in the interim report. We all
ought to be thankful that men of the
caliber of Mr. WHITTEN and Mr. ULLMAN
and others are willing to take the lead
on this budget problem and to see that
it receives the attention it deserves.

I am impressed by an argument of Mr.
WaITTEN that the confrontation between
the legislative and the executive branch
adds a great note of urgency to this task
of better budget management.

With that in mind, I am emboldened
to raise a question. What has been pro-
posed and considered by the joint com-
mittee so far would necessarily not take
effect until next year. Yet we have this
urgent need which exists today for bet-
ter fiscal control. I ask the gentleman
who is the second ranking member of the
Committee on Appropriations if it would
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not be well for the Committee on Ap-
propriations this year again to consider
a single appropriation bill for the en-
tire Federal Establishment? That was
done some years ago. It was not an easy
task, but it is one way in which the
House can exercise better control of the
appropriations process than is possible
under the present procedure in which
we deal with the budget requests on a
piecemeal basis.

I wonder if the gentleman will re-
spond to the suggestion that because of
the serious confrontation we face with
the executive on expenditure control
that the House should seriously consider
coming out with a single appropriation
bill for the next fiscal year.

Mr. WHITTEN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. WHITTEN. As the gentleman
pointed out, I am No. 2 on the Committee
on Appropriations and not the chairman
of it, so I only speak in that capacity.

I think the situation is sufficiently se-
rious for the Appropriations Committee
and its members to consider. I do not
speak, of course, for Mr. Maron. I have
worked with him for a long time and am
very fond of him, and I have the highest
admiration for him, but the gentleman
knows that I cannot speak for him. How-
ever, I know he recognizes the serious-
ness of the situation. All of us have been
watching the developments, and in our
various hearings which are underway
we have been paying attention to it.

We all are devoting our individual time
and attention to what we can do to stop
the present standoff that we may have in
connection with these bills this year. I
for one can say only that it would be my
hope that the committee will take a good
look at this year’'s operations to see what
we can do in this regard.

We need to do this for several reasons.
Each man has his own opinions, but let
me say that we are getting expenditures
for frills mixed up with investments in
our country. The Congress in the interest
of protecting our land and soil and nat-
ural resources for future generations will
have to step into this act in some way
with the executive branch, which is mak-
ing some unwise decisions.

This is just one man’s opinion. Some-
body else will have a different view. My
individual thought is I will be doing what
I can to meet the overall problem and to
see where we can go from here.

Mr, FINDLEY. If I can make one fur-
ther comment, it would not be necessary
for the Committee on Appropriations to
come forward with a single legislative
package representing the entire appro-
priations for the Federal Government all
at once.

It could be done piecemeal, but each
step could be held in abeyance and the
final approval of the appropriation bill
could be held up until the process is
completed. That would be an alternative
way to go.

Mr, WHITTEN. That could be; how-
ever, I would call the attention of my
friend, the gentleman from Illinois, and
he is aware of it in the report, that the
problem of control is much broader than
just the appropriation bills, We would
have to have the various legislative com-
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mittees which mandate spending also
hold up on final action.

As I mentioned earlier, only about 44
percent of the spending in the 1974
budget is associated with items pending
before the Committee on Appropriations.
The rest involve spending actions pend-
ing before other legislative committees
or previously mandated in legislative
bills, such as the revenue-sharing pro-
posal last year. This provided a per-
manent appropriation of $30 billion for
5 years. There are also the various trust
funds which are not a part of the an-
nual appropriation process.

Mr. FINDLEY. It would only be a
partial solution, but a step in the right
direction, I would think.

Mr. WHITTEN. We certainly will con-
sider all possible approaches to this
year's problem, but we must keep in
mind that we are dealing with only about
44 percent of all the budget.

Mr. FINDLEY. I was with the gentle-
man from Mississippi in opposing the
Revenue Sharing Act, and that is one
of the reasons that I did oppose it—be-
cause it bypasses the appropriation
process.

Madam Speaker, I thank the gentle-
man very much for yielding me this time.

Mr. ULLMAN. I thank my colleagues
for their contributions.

I want to add that I heartily endorse
the views of my colleague from Missis-
sippi. Jamie and I have been close per-
sonal friends over the years and have
worked together on many important
matters. Yet, in my judgment, there has
been no more significant project than
what we are doing together as Cochair-
men of the Joint Study Committee on
Budget Control. We have been given a
great responsibility, and we must suc=
ceed. To do so, we need the support of
all our colleagues in both Houses. The
decisions that the Congress makes on
congressional control of expenditures will
ultimately affect directy the effective-
ness of each and every Member of Con-
gress. If Congress is to be more than a
debating society, then we must begin to
view the budget process as more than a
set of bulky documents which are tossed
on our desks each January to be leafed
through and pushed aside. We must be-
gin to deal with the total expenditure
and priority picture as the heart of our
jobs. Congress must tackle the budget
as a whole unit, considering the condi-
tion of the national economy and the
needs of the people, and determine
spending and revenue raising priorities.
This must replace our present system
of piecemeal consideration of programs
without systematic regard for competing
priorities, log-rolling one program on top
of angther.

The hearings that begin next Tues-
day are most important for all of us, and
I hope that we will find widespread in-
terest on the part of all Members in our
proceedings.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Madam Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ULLMAN., I am very happy to yield
to my friend, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, who is a vice chairman, a very
important member of the Executive
Committee, and one of the most faith-
ful attenders that we have.
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Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Madam Speaker, I
thank the chairman for yielding tome. I
would like to commend the gentleman
from Mississippl (Mr. WHITTEN) while he
is here, for his leadership, as well as
that of the gentleman in the well, the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN)
who is a cochairman, because I believe
they have done an outstanding job. I
might say that I have been surprised by
the comprehensive and the very effective
accomplishments that have been borne
to date by the committee, considering the
fact that it is composed of 32 members,
16 from both sides, and especially con-
sidering the short time within which
they have had to operate, and to prepare
their first report by February 15. I be-
lieve it has been a very satisfying and ef-
fective report, and again I say that I
have been surprised by the progress to
date.

Certainly I believe that most of the
Members of the House would want to
encourage the furtherance of this pro-
gram because I think that, granting that
we have a lack of control over the budg-
etary process, I would certainly hate to
be one of those Members who has fo
write home to their constituents and in
addition be confronted by them, and say
that they do not have any management
over the budgetary processes of the Fed-
eral Government.

Certainly there has been a sympathetic
attitude on the part of the whole group,
even though some have been saying,
“Well, we have been through this whole
thing before, we have tried it before, and
it did not work, and I doubt that it will
work,” and so on.

But I think that we have no alterna-
tive except to come up with something
constructive, something positive. Frank-
ly, I think that the recommendations
that have been worked out to date have
been excellent, and it will be the body
on which we build the final structure,
and I think it bodes well for I believe
that we are doing a very good job.

I would also like to stress one other
thing. As you know, the two chairmen
are both from the other side of the aisle
and. as a vice chairman from a different
party, I would like to stress that the 32
Members in approving the report are
truly working on a nonpartisan basis.
This has been wholeheartedly evident
from both sides.

It has been very encouraging to see
the great attendance, the seriousness of
the people, and the fine work which all
the Members from both branches of
the Congress and from both sides of the
aisle have done., I think this is a com-
pliment to our two leaders. They have
both been completely unbiased and con-
structive, and I believe that through
them we have done & good job to date in
this short time. I think we will continue
to do a good joh. I think it is a highly
important work, and I am sure that we
will come up with a good final product.

Mr. ULLMAN. I thank the gentleman
for his contributions. I think that the
gentleman would agree with me that we
should also pay our respects to the dis-
tinguished Members of our other body.

Mr, SCHNEEBELL I certainly do, too,
and I believe I said both branches of the
Congress.
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Mr., ULLMAN. That is correct. Be-
cause we have on this committee the
ranking members of their Committees
on Appropriation and Finance, plus the
membership at large who have been ex-
ceedingly cooperative, not only in letting
us assume the chairmanships over here,
but in attending the meetings and giving
their support to what we are doing.

Mr. 8 ELI. I, too, believe that
their cooperation has been the very most
we could ask for.

Mr, ULLMAN. In addition, the meet-
ing where we unanimously adopted the
interim report was one of the most
heartening meetings that I think I have
attended since I have been in the Con-
gress. It was well attended, virtually
everybody was there. It was well dis-
cussed, and there was unanimous ap-
proval of the tentative recommendations
which were probably the most signifi-
cant that could be made as to reorganiz-
ing and revitalizing the Congress.

Mr., SCHNEEBELI. I certainly think
we are on the right track, and I am cer-
tain we are going to continue at this
pace, and I think much will be accom-
plished.

Mr. ULLMAN. I again invite all the
Members to participate and call their
attention to the fact that hearings will
begin on March 6. We invite the Mem-
bers' participation. This has to be the
Members’ program. This is not a new
committee coming over and taking over
some new responsibility. This is provid-
ing a mechanism for a committee to
come to the Congress so that the Con-
gress can work its will on establishing
a congressional budget on reordering our
own priorities.

In the final analysis, the only way
we can ever really face up to the im-
poundment issue is for the Congress it-
self to establish a priority mechanism,
and that is what this committee is at-
tempting to do. We invite the Members’
participation in our effort.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, ULLMAN. I will be happy to yield
to the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr., JOHNSON of Colorado. What is
the gentleman’s committee’s statement
in terms of how they are going to go
about this establishment of priority? The
gentleman did not explain that.

Mr. ULLMAN. As I have indicated, the
Budget Committee’s—and this is only an
interim proposal—and my ideas are in-
terwoven, but the interim proposal would
lead us into a situation where there was
a separate House and Senate Budget
Committee, with adequate representa-
tion from the tax and appropriations
committees, and members-at-large from
the legislative committees, that would
report early in each session to the Con-
gress a budget, recommending expendi-
tures and revenue objectives, and allow-
ing Congress to work its will on those
basic objectives.

The recommendations and the mech-
anism to maintain budgetary control
must apply to all legislative actions
which grant budget authority and man-
date spending. This includes, for exam-
ple, recapturing control over expenditure
of funds in the pipeline which stem
from obligational authority given the
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President in past years. We must also
assess the future impact of budget ac-
tions, projecting costs 3 to 5 years into
the future. We must have a mechanism
for establishing priorities and for pro-
jecting these priorities into the future.
The problem is we now pass some vast
new spending bills, with small initial
costs, without being fully aware of the
large, follow-on costs being committed
for future years. If we do this in several
areas, we find curselves on a rapidly di-
verging expenditure cycle where we have
trapped ourselves into large spending
commitments without having ever con-
sidered the total impact upon the econ-
omy or whether the economy cannot af-
ford it. A new budgetary control proce-
dure would put all of this back into per-
spective and allow the Congress itself,
rather than the Office of Management
and Budget downtown, to impose pro-
gram priorities and set funding levels.

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

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

Mr. FINDLEY, What I want to rein-
force, as I said earlier, is I believe the
work of the Joint Committees on the
Budget already completed represents a
very great step forward for the Congress.
I think it is very promising and that
greater advancement will come out of it.
I do congratulate the gentleman,

As I understand the idea he just
voiced, there would be a Special Com-
mittee on the Budget in the House and
then a separate Special Committee on
the Budget in the Senate.

Mr. ULLMAN. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. FINDLEY. But the work of these
two committees would be required to
come together so that there would be
agreement between the House and Sen-
ate on a budget resolution?

Mr. ULLMAN., That is right. That
would happen in the normal processes
of going to conference between the House
and the Senate.

Mr. FINDLEY. And before the appro-
priation process could begin the budget
resolution would have to be agreed upon.
Am I correct on that? Is that the gentle-
man’s thought?

Mr. ULLMAN. Yes, basically, although
I believe procedures can be developed to
expedite the process so as not to unduly
delay the legislative schedule.

Mr. FINDLEY. I think that is an ex-
cellent proposal. The problem I see in it
is the length of time that may be re-
quired in order to get the agreement of
the other body on the budget resolution
as well as on the other steps that may be
involved in the latter stages of this
Process,

As the gentleman knows I have had
a deep interest in this field. About a
vear ago I introduced a resolution on
the subject and I reintroduced a resolu-
tion known as House Resolution 17 this
year. In my examination I came to the
conclusion it would probably be better
not to try to involve the Senate in a
budget discipline process but deal only
with the institutions of the House and
deal with the committee structure as
it now exists. I came to that conclusion
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mainly out of concern that we might
use up most of the fiscal year by trying
to get agreement on the details with
the Senate before we could begin the
appropriations process.

I wonder if the gentleman in his work
has looked into the timetable question
and if he has any estimate as to how
soon in the calendar year the Congress
could be expected to be ready for the
appropriation process.

Mr. ULLMAN. It seems to me budget-
ary control would not be meaningful
unless we can include both branches in
the process. Operating unilaterally we
would immediately get into all kinds of
jurisdictional conflicts with the other
body. But it would seem to me the con-
gressional budget debate may very well
be the most meaningful debate we have
during the year whereby we set forth
a congressional budget. The other body
would likewise then be faced with a
problem in that they would be in the
spotlight of the Nation. I think that
alone would be enough to get action
from them expeditiously, and I hope
we can establish a procedure within 60
days which will resolve the issue. We
hope that the resolution can be finally
passed by about May 1 of each year.

Mr. FINDLEY. Did the gentleman get
the feeling from the Senate Members of
this joint commission that the Senate
Members might be willing to apply a
60-day discipline upon themselves with-
in which they would be required to make
an agreement with the House on the
budget?

Mr. ULLMAN. The committee has not
discussed extensively the problem of
timing, but certainly it is in our minds
and it will be the subject of detailed dis-
cussion when we write the bill.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Madam Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Madam Speaker, as
a followup to the discussion about the
legislation the gentleman from Illinois
has proposed, is it contemplated by this
joint committee that there clearly would
be no appropriation bills completed until
final action, by the proposed budget com-
mittee is taken by the Senate and the
House? Would that discipline be in the
legislation as it is now contemplated?

Mr. ULLMAN. Yes. Bear in mind that
the fiscal year starts in July. There
would obviously be supplemental bills for
the current year conforming to prior
years budgeting,

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Yes.

Mr. ULLMAN. But it would seem to me
and it would be my intention that no
appropriation bills for the fiscal year
involved be passed until the congres-
sional budget is enacted by both bodies.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. As it is totally
accepted by both Chambers of the Con-
gress?

Mr. ULLMAN. Yes. It would not neces-
sarily be a bill requiring the President’s
approval. It could very well be a concur-
rent resolution whereby we could bind
ourselves. This would be a legislative
budget and there would be no reason why,
in my mind, it would have to be signed by
the President. This would be our action.
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He would continue to prepare his budget
but this would be our action in setting
forth our budget and it would not require
any approval from downtown.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle-
man for clarifying that point.

If the gentleman will yield further,
the other thing I would ask is that there
also be serious discussion about some
method of stopping the continuing reso-
lutions, or the supplemental appropria-
tions which always come to the House
even after substantial amounts have been
appropriated, unless it is of an extreme
emergency nature, if we are going to
add some additional discipline into that
process to make it more difficult to just
add on in a piecemeal fashion.

Mr, ULLMAN. This is one of the prob-
lems we must deal with and it is one of
the reasons we are having hearings. We
hope to get the sentiment expressed on
the part of Members so that we can
finalize the procedures within the con-
ference.

Certainly, there will be some rules of
the House which will have to be amended
in the process. This is where we are seek-
ing the views and guidance from the
Members.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I wish to thank the
gentleman for taking his time today to
try to create some additional discussion
on the part of the whole House itself.
The one thing that many of us have heard
in the last year from many of our con-
stituents and others is that they cannot
understand how this House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate has not been
more responsible in the way that it con-
trols the budgetary process, since under
the Constitution we are supposed to con-
trol the purse strings.

* I thank the gentleman for taking this
time today to stimulate some more dis-
cussion.

Mr. ULLMAN. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution.

I want to express my appreciation to
the Chair for extending this time.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ULLMAN. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members may
be permitted to revise and extend their
remarks on the subject of this special
order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Oregon?

There was no objection.

CONGRESS RIGHT TO ENOW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. SAYLOR)
is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. SAYLOR. Madam Speaker, back
in the T9th Congress, the first Legisla-
tive Reorganization Act was passed ef-
fective January 1, 1947, That was 2 years
before I gained the privilege of serving
in this body. One of the key features of
the law was the oversight responsibilities
which were placed on each of the stand-
ing committees with respect to the de-
partment or agencies coming within
their jurisdiction. In the case of the Vet-
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erans’ Administration that oversight re-
sponsibility was exclusively in the hands
of the House Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs until the recent creation of the
Senate committee.

This oversight provision, in essence,
means that the legislative committee
should regularly inquire into, and be fully
cognizant of, all operations of the de-
partment or agency under its jurisdic-
tion. This can be done in many fash-
jons—hearings, questionnaires and for-
mal conferences, correspondence, and so
forth. All of these plus many visits to
field stations have been used by the
House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. I
think it is only fair to say that this re-
sponsibility has been discharged very
well and with considerable effectiveness.
This too, has always been done without
any partisan bias, but simply on the
basis of discharging our responsibility
and the Congress basic right to know
what is going on in any programs which
are appropriated for and legislated for
by the respective Houses. Perhaps I
should point out, with regard to parti-
sanship, that partisanship as such has
rarely existed in the House committee. I
believe I can count on the fingers of one
hand and have about three left over, the
times in which there has been a partisan
vote in the committee during the 20-
plus years I have served in the House.

The provisions of title 38 which con-
tain the basic provisions of law applicable
to the Veterans’ Administration were
enacted in 1958 on the initiative of the
House Veterans’ Affairs Committee, but
only after attorneys and other repre-
sentatives of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion had spent long hours and days in
working out final agreement. There was
opposition in the agency to this concept,
but it is now acclaimed as a basic tool.

Each month the Commitiee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs publishes a wealth of up-to-
date statistics on the operations of the
VA hospital and medical program. This
was resisted by the VA at the outset.
Now it is eagerly distributed to all of the
field stations and used more or less as
a monthly bible.

Beginning in the 83d Congress, the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs developed
a questionnaire on VA medical activities.
These questionnaires were devised from
our prinecipal sources: First, from ideas
from Members of the committee based
on their own visits to VA hospitals and
similar visits by members of the staff
of the committee. Second, suggestions
were solicited from people in the fleld
who were knowledgeable, such as the
operators of private hospitals who could
give us some basis for comparison be-
tween a community operation and the
VA. Third, the committee sought gues-
tions and suggestions from directors in
the fleld and, lastly, but by no means
least, from officials in the Central Office
and the Department of Medicine and
Surgery. This has been the process in
each Congress. The questionnaire in each
instance has been previewed and dis-
cussed thoroughly by D.M. & S. officials
before being sent out. We have sought
the independent, unbiased, unvarnished
views of each station on a limited number
of questions. Until recently, it has always
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been my impression that the Administra-
tor and the Chief Medical Director
welcomed these independent views and
usually profited by them; and this is
what makes so shocking the recent re-
marks of the Administrator of Veterans’
Affairs, Donald E. Johnson, at his con-
ference for VA directors on January 31.
At that time, Mr. Johnson said that he
did not want to find any surprises on
any of these forms—for instance, re-
ferring to the hospital questionnaire—
and it is only fair to tell you that I do
review them. He then added this ominous
note at the end of the paragraph. “If you
don't feel secure as to your interpreta-
tion of the questionnaires, call us through
your area head.”

Thus, Madam Speaker, you will note
that there is to be only one answer and
that is the answer which comes from the
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs. Based
on recent—sad—experience, I fear that
the Administrator’s answer will come
straight from the Office of Management
and Budget. If this policy is to prevail
questionnaires will be utterly futile and
will be absolutely worthless insofar as
enabling the Congress to pass legisla-
tion or to properly evaluate programs
already in existence. In order that the
record may be clear, I will insert at this
point the text of the paragraph of Mr.
Johnson's address on January 31 so
that it may be clear to Members exactly
what he said and what he intends to
accomplish.

The paragraph follows:

In the legislative area, you have the same
basic responsibility: to support the Pres-
ident's legislative proposals in every way
open to you. As to the questionnaires you oc-
casionally recelve from the House Veterans'
Affairs Committee, I ask that you treat them
seriously and responsively, Too many of our
stations have not done so, and many of the
returns have been carelessly, even sloppily,
prepared. As Directors, you are responsible
for the information returned. If the job
hasn't been treated seriously, the entire re-
sults are of iittle value to the Committee or
to us, and many dollars will have been
wasted. At the same time, I will repeat what
I have sald before: I don't want to find any
surprises on these forms—and it's only fair
to tell you that I do review them. These ques-
tionnaires are not your opportunity to make
an end run on Central Office, nor are they
the proper vehlcle for your “it would be
nice to have list.” Treat them seriously; they
can be a very helpful management tool. If
you don't feel secure as to your interpreta-

tion of the questions, call us, through your
Area head.

The Administrator also made an
oblique reference, without spelling out his
intentions or desires, to “Ten Standard
Federal Regions.” There are now hospital
regions and compensation and pension
regions governing the 1656 hospitals and
68 regional offices. Does the Administra-
tor plan to merge the VA structure into
this standard GSA Federal region?

Speaking at the same conference was
the General Counsel of the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration who, following the leader-
ship of the Administrator, devoted him-
self to quite a bit of explanation of the
term “bootleg legislation” or perhaps we
should say, “bootleg legislative pro-
posals.,” I suppose that the General
Counsel means that the Veterans’ Ad-
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ministration is slipping legislative ideas
to the legislative committees of the
House and Senate and that these two
committees are barren of any thought of
their own. Such is not the case, Madam
Speaker, It is nothing less than the truth
to say that the initiative for most worth-
while legislative proposals have come
from the Committee on Veterans' Affairs
in the House and the converse of it is
that practically all of the legislative pro-
posals have been opposed over the years
by the Veterans’' Administration.

It comes with a considerable amount of
poor taste on the part of the General
Counsel to attack the legislative branch
by remarks which can only be properly
described as snide and irresponsible,
when one considers two factors. When he
was under consideration for appoint-
ment as General Counsel he actively
sought and received the endorsement of
members of his party in the Congress,
including several on the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs. Second, prior to being
appointed as General Counsel he served
for many years with one of the veterans’
organizations and he spent a good por-
tion of his time working on the Hill and
fully utilizing the opportunities avail-
able to him. To use his expression as he
describes it, he bootlegged or tried to
bootleg many pieces of legislation in that
regard and he has in the present job, not
been adverse to giving his own private
views to selected individuals in the Con-
gress after he became General Counsel.

Pertinent excerpts from the General
Counsel’s remarks on January 31 follow:

One form of this activity may be described
as the “bootleg legislative proposal.” The
presentation of such a proposal Is accom-
plished by direct contact with someone out-
side of the agency. It could be a legislator,
a friend on the staff of a legislator or on a
committee’s stafl. It could be someone con-
nected with a service organization or other
interest group. The avenues of approach are
numerous.

The presentation of a bootleg program is
the height of irresponsibility. It is advocated
by people who do not want to be on the
team—who cannot take “no"” for an an-
swer—who place their judgment above the
Administrator’s and the President’s—who
subordinate the President’s decision to thelr
parochial interests. Such action is reprehen-
sible, I urge you to impress this fact on your
stafl people.

The Administrator has emphasized his de-
sire that contacts with Congress on legisla-
tive or potentially legislative matters be
channeled through the General Counsel.
When expedience demands direct contact
between agency and congressional person-
nel, a report on such contact should be sent
to the General Counsel, where it will be
carefully reviewed and filed with related
material for future reference.

The other way an employee may act on his
own is to be called, or feel compelled, to
appear before a congressional committee to
present his individual views on a legislative
matter relating to the business of the VA.
This is a thorny problem, especially when
the views of the individual are in conflict
with those of the agency.

It seems clear that such an employee has
a consitutional right to testify under the
First Amendment. On the other hand, the
courts have recognized that there can be an
exception to this First Amendment right
when public criticism of an employer is de-
structive of staff morale and serves to make
working relationships with the agency im-
possible. In other words, it is recognized that
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there may be situations in which discipli-
nary action might be warranted where an
employee publicly criticizes an agency or
agency policy. To do so, however, would re-
quire a careful and judicious balancing of the
employee's rights, as opposed to the problems
encountered by the agency. I belleve that the
circumstances would probably have to be ex-
treme before we would venture into this type
of action, unless, of course, there was & con-
tinuing pattern of disloyal activity by the
employee. Nevertheless, I feel you should be
aware of the possibilities.

It has been suggested to me that the
remarks attributed to these officials are
not their own but rather those dictated
to them by some faceless, gutless, hidden
wonder in the Office of Management and
Budget. I do not know. I cannot believe
that to be true, for it would mean that
the Administrator and General Counsel
of the Veterans’ Administration have
sacrificed their personal integrity to the
holding of their high-paying jobs at the
public’s expense. If the comments by
these two VA officials were really those
of the OMB, perhaps the Congress will
have to force OMB to backtrack as it
did in the recent and infamous rating
schedule episode.

I am sure I speak for the entire mem-
bership of the House Committee on Vet~
erans’ Affairs when I say that we do in-
sist on the Congress’ right to know and
we expect to obtain the necessary infor-
mation to legislate intelligently, despite
Mr. Johnson and his General Counsel
and others in the Government who have
like minded views.

FREE TRADE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Tennessee (Mr, Duncan) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, there
are still those who talk about the free
trade doctrine as if it should guide us in
our search for a trade policy. The notion
that every country should devote its eco-
nomic forces or capital investment to
the production of the goods to which it
is best adapted is, of course, uncontest-
able as an objective.

The trouble with the objective is that
the world did not grow up economically
in that manner and that production and
trade have long followed other paths.
The world having developed along dif-
ferent lines and having changed course
from time for other reasons than obedi-
ence to the free-trade doctrine, the pres-
ent state of equilibrium or disequilibri-
um in world trade will respond, not to
free-trade mandates, but to the same
practical considerations, including the
political, that have ruled this field for
centuries.

Too long it has been assumed that any
American industry that cannot compete
with imports is relatively inefficient.
This is a mindless charge that cannot
meet the test of reality. There are many
American industries, indeed the major-
ity of them, that cannot compete with
imports today; but the reason is not
lesser productive efficiency than that of
their foreign counterparts.

The American producer, as an inter-
national competitor, has become the
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victim of developments that are far re-
moved from his state of productive effi-
ciency. If we look back a few years we
will be able to trace the cause of his
discomfiture.

We have to start with the notable fact
that it was American economic prag-
matism that tore our economy away from
its immediate predecessor both here and
abroad. Until well into this century the
idea prevailed that the best way to
achieve lower costs and prices was to
keep wages at the lowest level. There was
at that time little or no appreciation of
the function of wages as the main con-
stituent of consumer purchasing power.

This customary way of seeing wages or
employee compensation independently of
the market for goods and also as having
no visible bearing on business activity
was abetted in this country, albeit un-
wittingly, by the practice of our Census
Bureau to classify as industries what
were really only a relatively small part
of the whole apparatus or productive
effort that begins with mining and raw
materials of many kinds, extracting or
growing them, processing them, fabricat-
ing parts, modifying or reshaping them,
combining and shipping them to central
assembly plants for incorporation into
finished goods. Usually it is only the as-
sembling part of the total process that
is called the industry.

An example is the automobile indus-
try. By thus mistaking the tip of the ice-
berg for the whole industry the miscon-
ception that labor costs are only those
incurred in the last step of manufactur-
ing has been propagated. Thus it could be
said that the labor cost in the automo-
bile industry is only 15 to 20 percent
of the whole sale value of the final prod-
uct. This is, of course, very far from the
facts. By considering the automobile as-
sembly centers such as Detroit as the
“gutomobile industry” the serious error
about the share of the final product be-
ing paid out as employee compensation
gained headway.

Actually the share that labor compen-
sation represents of the total cost of
production will be found, in the absence
of monopoly, in the area of 80 percent in
the American corporate productive oper-
ations.

Were this fact generally known, the
part that employee compensation plays
in the breadth and depth of the market
for goods, would be more widely appre-
ciated. Then it would be less difficult to
grasp the difference between our econ-
omy as it persisted until well after
World War II and other industrial econ-
omies as they were at that time.

General perception of this difference
was slow in coming and also slow in its
acceptance by business and the public. At
issue was the persistent tug of war over
the division of the product of industry
between the owners and the workers.
Wages were thought to be a subtraction
from profits, and vice versa. It was the
Great Depression that brought home the
need of money in the hands of the vast
maljority of the people if the depression
was to be turned around. We had abun-
dant productive capacity but lacked ef-
fective consumer demand—not simply
consumer demand. There was enough of
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the latter; but it was not backed suffi-
ciently by the power to buy that resides
in money in hand.

Cogitation over the difficulty posed by
the Depression brought forward the idea
that steps must be taken to “prime the
pump” so that business could resume its
forward motion. It was found that wages
could be and were often used as a com-
petitive weapon by employers who were
willing to take advantage of the over-
supply of labor in relation to demand. To
prevent the use of wages for that pur-
pose we first outlawed child labor. Then
we established minimum wages with the
purpose of preventing precisely that use
of wages that was increasingly regarded
as counterproductive. It became national
policy that wages were to be withdrawn
from use as a competitive weapon. We
were seeking higher consumer income,
not a shrinkage of it, such as wage-cut~-
ting would cause. To bolster the line
against shrinkage of wages and there-
fore consumer purchasing power, collec-
tive bargaining was underwritten by stat-
ute and made obligatory in interstate
commerce.

Thus did we bolster our system of
mass production against the prospect of
beholding our vast productive machine
grinding to a halt for want of cash cus-
tomers. We were faced with the prospect
of retreating to the level of a subsistence
economy such as existed and still exists
in China, India, and elsewhere. Such a
prospect had no vocal supporters or pro-
moters here. Quite the contrary. We had
tasted the abundance and comforts that
our productive system could deliver if
only we could get it back on its feet; and
we did not look on a subsistence style of
living with equanimity.

Whether the measures we adopted
would in time have reversed the negative
trends and restored prosperity was left
undetermined by the outbreak of World
War II. The war, however, did accom=-
plish the turnaround. Shortly thereafter
the Employment Act of 1946 was passed,
by which we reasserted our belief in the
importance of the fullest employment to
the well-being of our economy. From
time to time thereafter we have raised
the statutory minimum wages in keeping
with rising prices. Thus again did we
recognize the link between mass produc-
Eg.on and an absorptive mass consump-
ion.

Indeed our industrial wages rose sub-
stantially during the war years despite
the establishment of wage controls, or
from $0.66 in 1940 to $1.02 per hour in
1945, an increase of 55 percent. By 1950
the average hourly rate had risen to $1.46,
representing another 43 percent increase.
We were thus building a wider gap be-
tween our wage level and the foreign
levels we might soon face in world trade.
This unhappy prospect apparently oc-
curred to no one since we pursued in full
cry the objective of freeing interna-
tional trade from tariffis and other
barriers.

While it should have been clear that if
child labor and sweated labor were
countervailing to our economic objec-
tives at home, foreign wages, which were
already far below our levels, should pose
& similar threat. Instead of recognizing




February 27, 1973

such a threat we enhanced its effects by
reducing our tariff on imports. We cut
it in time by some 80 percent, thus mak-
ing it easier for foreign producers, utiliz-
ing low wages as a competitive weapon,
to penetrate our market.

We, of course, could not legislate for
the other countries and they were happy
to have us open our market ever wider,
as if they needed a wider competitive ad-
vantage than they already enjoyed.

We were told by those who pushed for
the goal of free trade that we were so far
ahead in productivity that our much
higher wages would be no handicap.
Then apparently they paid no further
attention to what was developing.

The other countries had not found it
desirable before World War II to adopt
our system of production. It was the
demonstration of our economic power
during the war that so impressed the in-
dustrial countries of Europe and also
Japan that, with the exception of the
Communist countries, they decided to
embrace our system themselves. We were
happy to help them and did so with a
sufficient vigor to convince them that
their choice was right.

The rest is pretty much history. In the
field of mechanization and automation
they took hold and some of them came
up very rapidly.

Whereas our output per employee rose
2.1 percent per year from 1950-60 that of
West Germany rose by 6 percent,
France by 5.4 percent, Italy by 4.5 per-
cent and Japan by 6.7 percent.

From 1960-69 our productivity per em-
ployee rose 2.6 percent per year, that of
West Germany 4.6 percent, France 5
percent, Italy 6.4 percent and that of
Japan 9.5 percent.

From 1950-69 our rise was a total of
46 percent uncompounded, West Ger-
many 106 percent, France 104 percent,
Italy 112 percent, and Japan 166 percent,
(Statistical Abstract of the United States,
1972, table 1325, p. 811.)

In less than 20 years our industries
began to feel the headwinds of the ap-
proaching competitive storm. As those
countries replaced backward and worn-
out machinery with bright modern in-
stallations their productivity per man-
hour spurted rapidly upward and their
exports began to loom as a veritable men-
ace to many of our industries. The latter,
sensing what lay in store, sent repre-
sentatives abroad to test the investment
climate. It was not long before a rising
stream of dollar investments in foreign
branches was flowing to Europe and else-
where. Our industries were protecting
themselves against the blighting compe-
tition by becoming identified with it.

We shipped billions of dollars of
modern machinery abroad not only fo
equip our branch plants but also to native
plants in the other countries. If our
higher costs could no longer compete suc-
cessfully in many of the foreign markets
our capital could produce goods within
those countries and supplement our ex-
ports by producing on the spot in foreign
markets.

As foreign productivity rose so much
more sharply than our own, because the
foreign countries were building on a lower
base, and as foreign wages remained
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far behind the rising foreign produc-
tivity, our foreign trade did an about-
turn several years before 1970. The facts
merely did not come to light because of
our statistical practices in casting our
trade balance. As if blinded by our en-
raptured adherence to liberal trade poli-
cies we treated as true exports all the
billions of dollars in goods that we
shipped under foreign aid programs.
Thus was hidden the turn of the tide
until it swelled beyond concealment. We
also recorded our imports in a manner
that made them appear about 10 percent
less than they actually were. Instead of
tabulating them on what they cost us
we recorded them on their foreign value,
point of shipment. Very few other coun-
tries deceived themselves in that manner.
After a few years, however, the realities
mounted to such a height that conceal-
ment could no longer hide our highly
weakened competitive position in the
world.

While wages did rise, and in recent
years more rapidly than our own in per-
centage, the gap widened in dollars and
cents. It will surely be many years be-
fore foreign wages will catch up with the
rise in foreign productivity. Just so long
we will be asked to provide an outlet for
foreign goods that find an outlet in their
home markets if the employers would
emulate our early wage policy as well as
they followed our production methods.

Meantime the combined wage-produc-
tivity gap is too wide to be bridged by
what remains of our tariff. Resorting to
currency revaluations will not do what
is necessary to remove the overhanging
threats of rising imports that cloud our
investment climate at home. As a result
we do not enjoy the industrial growth
on which we depend for new jobs. Yet
our labor force is constantly growing
at a rapid pace and we are driven to
deficit finance in order to prevent un-
employment from swamping us. Unfor-
tunately rising deficit financing results
in higher production costs. This in turn
reduces our competitive standing, thus
creating pressure for further currency
devaluation or upvaluation by our prin-
cipal foreign competitors. At the same
time it stimulates more foreign invest-
ment and less on the homefront.

Such a merry-go-round assures a dis-
rupted foreign trade front that will re-
quire more effective therapy than mod-
ification of currency exchange rates.
Foreign wages and productivity are not
under our control. We cannot legislate
higher rates for other countries, nor can
we control the depletion of mineral re-
sources. This fact explains what is called
the energy crisis. Yet these elements
affect our trade position more surely than
exchange rates.

Therefore we need a form of control
over imports that is more responsive,
effective, and flexible than the tariff on
exchange rates. * * * manipulation. Im-
port quotas expressed in percentage of
our domestic demand for particular
products represent an instrumentality
that has been condemned by a harsh pre-
judgment born of prejudice and emotion.

Import quotas have been described as
deadly to trade expansion and repres-

‘sive of competition, They need not be
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either. They represent the most flexible
and sophisticated type of trade control
among all the instrumentalities that
have been relied on in the past. Import
quotas can be tailormade to fit particu-
lar competitive situations as they exist
with respect to particular products and
particular areas of the world. They are
not as unfiexible as the tariff under the
force of the most-favored-nation clause.
This requires an equal tariff Ilevel
against all countries, except the Com-
munist-controlled areas of the world.
Yet, nothing is more common than dif-
ferent competitive levels among the dif-
ferent countries that ship to us. A tariff
that would be suitable for meeting com-
petition from one or more countries
might be either too high or too low with
respect to other countries. There is no
flexibility that overcomes this defect.

The same is true of currency rates of
exchange. They are the same toward all
countries and cannot be bent to meet the
gi;rerse competitive levels of other coun-

es.

We could easily remove the tariff on
any goods that might be placed under
import quotas, so long as the quotas were
in effect. Other countries would be as-
sured a share in the growth of our mar-
ket for particular products. Thus would
the straitjacket effect of quotas be over-
come. Moreover, upon showing of cause,
quotas can be reopened for liberaliza-
tion, as has been done in the importa-
tion of petroleum and sugar from time
to time.

Madam Speaker, I think that we should
forget the past prejudices against im-
port quotas and endorse the import
quota system as the best form of import
control available in the modern world
of rapid technological and productivity
changes.

I am happy to join with my colleague
from Pennsylvania in the introduction
of a trade bill that if enacted would put
imports into proper perspective. The bill
recognizes the need for imports and
would permit them to grow as our market
for particular products expands. It would
not, however, permit imports to perpe-
trate on us what unrestricted imports
have done in the past and are still able
to do; namely, penetrating our market
without restraint and capturing increas-
ing shares of it in a matter of a few
years. We have seen imports come from
less than 5 percent of our market in a
n'umber of instances and in a few years
rise to 10 percent, 15 percent, 20 percent,
30 percent and even higher, bulldozing
our employment out of the way as if im-
ports had the right of eminent domain.

Such lack of control can no longer be
tolerated. It contradicts our minimum
wage system, our obligatory collective
bargaining, our full-employment objec-
tive, and puts a damper on dollar invest-
ments at home in favor of foreign in-
vestment. We drive our dollars abroad,
and the employment that would take
place here takes place abroad. If we had
a proper control of imports we would
have a better investment climate at
home, our industry would return to its
earlier eager development of new prod-
ucts and home market expansion with-
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out putting restraints on foreign invest-
ments.

The bill would protect our market for
goods that enjoy American patent pro-
tection instead of laying them open to
low-wage competition from abroad. Our
patent holders would be assured that the
market they might develop by dint of in-
vestment and extensive effort would be
theirs so long as the patent lasted, and
could not be spoiled for them by imports
that would skim the cream and reap the
bonanza, that formerly rewarded Ameri-
can industry when it invested heavily in
new industry and new departures from
established products.

This is the kind of legislation we need
if we are to see our industry and employ-
ment bloom again, thus making it pos-
sible to employ the many new workers
who are destined to come on our labor
market year after year.

I urge other Members to study this leg-
islation and to join in its support.

GRAND RIVER WATERSHED
COUNCIL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. CHAMBERLAIN)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Madam Speaker,
the State of Michigan and the Grand
River Watershed Council, a regional gov-
ernmental entity serving counties, cities,
villages, and townships, has designated
the month of April 1973 as Stream
Appreciation Month in order to en-
courage the development of programs

which create a better public understand-
ing and appreciation for water resources.

The Michigan Grand River Watershed
Council has undertaken a public action

program, which they have entitled
“Alpha 37,” consisting of a promotional
225-mile canoe trip from Michigan Cen-
ter to Grand Haven, Mich., to focus
attention on the values and conditions
of local water resources. Their name,
“Alpha 37,” is derived from the Grand
River being Canoe Trail No. 37, as desig-
nated by the Michigan Department of
Natural Resources, and Alpha is the first
letter of the Greek alphabet to correlate
with the first 225-mile adventure.

Through their promotional effort, this
organization hopes to encourage munic-
ipal and private groups to sponsor spe-
cial activities, such as photography con-
tests, boating trips, seminars, water qual-
ity and historical studies to encourage
a similar awareness of water resources.

While this particular promotional
activity is oriented towards a specific
watershed in Michigan’s Sixth District,
the concern which they have so enthu-
siastically expresed is one affecting all
of us, and I therefore want to share their
plan for action with my colleagues. I
know that Mr. John H. Kennaugh, execu-
tive secretary of the Michigan Grand
River Watershed Council, 3322 West
Michigan Avenue, Lansing, Mich., 48917,
would be most happy to advise interested
persons as to the operational details of
"ﬁuﬁm 37.” I commend this innovative
effort.
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FEDERAL INSPECTION FOR RAB-
BITS PROCESSED FOR HUMAN
FOOD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. SEBELIUS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SEBELIUS. Madam Speaker, I
appreciate this opportunity to discuss
H.R. 4559, legislation to establish Fed-
eral inspection for rabbits processed for
human food.

The basic objective of the meat and
poultry inspection program is to protect
the public from death or illness caused
by unwholesome meat products. Consum-
ers have responded to this quality guar-
antee by greatly increasing consumption
of meat and meat products covered by
the act.

When the first Wholesome Meat Act
was passed, beef consumption was T71.3
pounds per capita and in 1909, the first
year when poultry consumption figures
were calculated, 14.7 pounds of chicken
were consumed per person. In 1971, beef
consumption reached 113.1 pounds per
capita and chicken consumption was 41.3
pounds per capita.

I am hopeful that there will be a sim-
ilar response by consumers to the whole-
some guarantees provided for rabbit
meat processing in this legislation.

This is of paramount importance in
view of the nutritional quality of rabbit
meat and the efficiency of rabbit pro-
duction. The fact that rabbit meat is
higher in protein and lower in cholesterol
than other red meats underscores its
dietary importance in our health-con-
scious society. Domestic rabbit is cur-
rently being recommended by physicians
and is being served in hospitals and sani-
tariums all over the United States.

With growing concern over an ade-
quate domestic meat supply, rabbit pro-
lificacy and efficiency become important.
In fact, three domestic rabbit does and
one buck can produce more meat in 1
year than one cow—and at less cost per
pound of meat gained. Rabbit production
requires only a fraction of the invest-
ment and land area required for beef cat-
tle production.

To date, however, the burdensome cost
of Federal meat inspection has only cur-
tailed development of the rabbit process-
ing industry and has jeopardized the
market for the rabbit producer. For ex-
ample, Federal inspection costs in the
Hill City, Kans., rabbit processing plant
amount to about 4 to 414 cents a pound.
Monthly costs range from $1,200 to $2,-
000. Recently, the cost of production was
86 to 87 cents a pound. Frozen fryers
were selling for 79 to 84 cents a pound,
and fresh fryers were selling for 82 cents
a pound.

In effect, part of the problem facing
the rabbit meat industry is that rabbit
meat lacks the consumer guarantees of
wholesomeness afforded other meat
products and the cost of inspected rabbit
meat is inflated by the cost of inspection
unlike the other meat inspection pro-
grams paid for by the State or Federal
Government. This legislation will also
tighten up the inspection standards for
rabbit meat imports.

There has been some concern that
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mandatory Federal inspection will elimi-
nate the small rabbit producers. This is
simply not the case. Quite the contrary,
this inspection program is for rabbit
processing and does not affect the pro-
ducer directly. It does, however, insure a
more reliable market for rabbit products
by establishing a sounder economic basis
for rabbit processing and by adding sta-
bility to the rabbit processing industry.

There is more than adequate protec-
tion for the small processors through
exemptions that are provided in the pro-
posed legislation. There are two general
categories for exemptions for small op-
erators.

There is a blanket exemption for pro-
ducer-processors handling less than 250
rabbits annually,

Those handling 250 to 5,000 annually
are subject to review but not online in-
spection. Also, they are required to satisfy
minimum sanitary and facility require-
ments, which are modified to reflect the
size of the operation and the investment.
This limited exemption includes rabbits
processed for local distributon for meal
preparation.

In addition, there are exemptions for
custom slaughter and personal use and
exemptions for requirements which vio-
late specific religious dietary law. And,
retailers who process rabbits are exempt
as long as they process inspected rabbits.

The 1971 census data indicates that
commercial rabbit production totaled
18.5 million pounds with a farm value of
$4 million. This represents a primary
source of income for many senior citi-
zens, youth and minority groups, and a
secondary source of income for small
farmers and others with limited re-
sources. In a recent survey of 1,100 rabbit
producers for Kansas Food Products,
Inc., 58 percent of the respondents had
a net income of less than $5,000. Of the
231 who replied, 96 percent of the pro-
ducers operated a farm business or lived
in a rural area or town less than 10,000,
and 64 percent raised rabbits for a main
or supplemented income, the rest being
hobby producers.

It is obvious that this legislation could
lay the foundation for a very promising
and profitable new industry which could
be instrumental in saving the family
farm concept and in revitalizing rural
and small town America.

Domestic rabbit raising goes hand-in-
hand with many other projects. These
include such things as truck gardening,
making houseplant potting soil, the rais-
ing of earthworms for fish bait and other
economically feasible projects. In addi-
tion, the byproduct market is expanding,
particularly in the area of pharmaceuti-
cal and biomedical research.

In summary, I feel that it is time to
include rabbit processing under the
mandatory inspection provisions of the
Meat and Poultry Inspection Acts. This
would stabilize the rabbit processing in-
dustry without forcing undue costs on
the small processor who would be
exempt. This act would open new doors
of opportunity for our senior citizens,
our youth, the handicapped, and others
in search of gainful employment and eco-
nomic well-being. This could offer our

rural and smalltown areas a new growth

industry.
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At the same time, the consumer would
be guaranteed an increasing supply of a
most nutritious and healthful food which
is high in protein and low in fat, prom-
ising much to a health-conscious society-

TIME MAGAZINE'S 50TH
ANNIVERSARY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. McFaLL) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. McFALL, Madam Speaker, Time,
Inc. is noting its 50th anniversary this
winter, and it decided that some sub-
stantial labor, as well as celebration,
should mark the occasion. The chosen
focus of the 50th anniversary editorial
project has been “The Role of Con-
gress”"—the relationship of the Congress
and the executive branch in the years
immediately ahead. The primary editorial
question here is whether the men,
women, minds, and experiences here in
Congress have more potential than is
now being realized. The editors empha-
size that this inquiry is not an attack on
the institution or the person of the Presi-
dency, but is an attempt to determine
whether the Congress is capable of an
enlarged contribution to public poliey.

Many assert that the legislative branch
has been reduced to a twig, bending its
collective will to that of the centralized
executive. We cannot allow ourselves to
be placed in the curious position of bar-
gaining with the executive branch to be
allowed to share with the President those
powers inferred upon us by the Constitu-
tion.

In the 18th century, de Tocqueville
noted the House as ‘‘remarkable for its
vulgarity and its poverty of talent,” at a
time when it was dominant. Today, the
caliber of individual Members is the high-
est it has ever been and we are fully
capable of carrying out our obligations
under the Constitution and we intend to
do just that.

Time has done a great service by ad-
dressing the many issues involved in
executive-congressional relations. Time
has held four regional meetings in the
past months at which scholars, civic
leaders, and Members of both Houses of
Congress discussed the difficulties of re-
asserting congressional authority and
remedies. The symposia aimed to deter-
mine the extent of the crisis in the
balance of power, discuss possible im-
provements to be made within the Con-
gress, and explore avenues by which jour-
nalism might play a positive role in re-
storing the balance among the three
branches of government. This has been
an ambitious undertaking, and I am
pleased to note the superior collection of
essays, analyses and panel discussions
that resulted.

Today I am inserting in the REecorp
the preface to “The Role of Congress”
of Time, Inc., and an essay by Neil Mac-
Neil of the Time News Service, “To Re-
dress the Balance™:

PREFACE TO THE ROLE oF CONGRESS
(By Hedley Donovan)

This winter marks the 50th anniversary of
the launching of Time magazine, and the
founding of Time Inc. A half-century may be
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only a twinkle in history's eye, but these
years do represent one-quarter of our na-
tional existence—momentous years of war,
depression, social and political change, and
an onrushing technology. For our company’s
anniversary we thought we should do some
work as well as some celebrating, and as a
special journalistic assignment we settled
upon “The Role of Congress."” Our interest is
in the relationship of the Congress and the
Executive Branch in 1973 and the years im-
mediately ahead.

The essential point of such an Inquiry is
whether a democratic soclety, as originally
conceived and successfully developed here
over two centuries, still places high value on
collective judgment as well as centralized,
individual decision making. And in particu-
lar, whether the Congress can make a more
meaningful and constructive contribution to
public policy. Our concern is whether, as
many believe, the legislative role is eroding,
and, consequently, whether our system of
government may be moving out of balance.

This inquiry is not in any way conceived
as an attack upon the presidency as an in-
stitution or upon Presidents, past or present.
Nor do we approach our inquiry as specta-
tors at a contest between the Executive and
Legislative branches, rooting for one side or
the other and keeping a box score on who is
momentarily ahead.

In each of the modern presidencies, no
matter what the party line-up or the per-
sonal temperament of the President, a situa-
tion seems to come sooner or later in which
the White House is isolated from congres-
sional advice. We consistently find a feeling
on the part of scholars, journalists and Con-
gressmen themselves, that the national legis-
lature is being insufficiently heeded. The
volce of Congress may, in fact, be muted by
its own institutional shortcomings. But our
editorial question is whether the minds, tal-
ents and experiences that are assembled in
Congress have more to contribute to the pub-
lic well-being than is now realized. That is
Time Inc.'s question, as journalists and citi-
zens. That 1s our ax to grind.

To REDRESS THE BALANCE
(By Neil MacNeil)

Time Inc.'s project to re-examine The Role
of Congress comes at a moment when in
many quarters there is serious question that
Congress can continue to, survive as a truly
viable, independent institution. The federal
structure 1s now undergoing basic change,
new change piled on the structural changes
of the past century, and this Is taking place
not only in the tenuous relationship between
the Federal Government and the states, but
also in the interplay between the President,
the Congress, and the Judiciary. The presi-
dency has reached such a stature of political
power and personal prestige, largely at the
expense of the Legislature, that 1t now seems
impossible for Congress to contest the Exec-
utive Branch on equal terms over the man-
agement of the Government. Prospects for
the future indicate that the President stands
to gain even greater power than he now has,
unless the 20th century trend can be altered
or reversed. There are signs that the Presi-
dent and his branch of the Government may
become so all-powerful in the immediate
decades ahead that Congress consequently
may become merely superfluous.

This is not the way the founding fathers
envisioned the Government they designed at
Philadelphia in 1787. That Government had
Congress at its center and as its first branch.
It was Congress that made the laws and set
national policy; the President merely admin-
istered what Congress decreed. For the first
half-century the President did not even dare
to veto bills he personally opposed unless he
belleved that to sign them would violate his
oath to uphold the Constitution. Through
the 19th century we had what Woodrow
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Wilson aptly called “Congressional Govern-
ment."” Congress Initiated legislation and
formulated national policy, and the President
approved it or vetoed it, wary of intruding on
Congress's dellberations. Today the President
initiates legislation and formulates national
policy, and Congress modifles, approves or
rejects his proposals. A historic reversal has
taken place, and that reversal of legislative
initiative and policy formulation is only part
of the fundamental changes that have taken
place in this century.

It is true that there were strong Presidents
in the 19th Century. Jackson, Lincoln and
Cleveland come immediately to mind, but
they were, institutionally, sporadic oddities
in the flow of federal power. Each was fol-
lowed by weaker men in the White House.
But in the 20th century came Teddy Roose-
velt, Woodrow Wilson, and Franklin Roose-
velt, and each in turn enormously added to
the President’s powers, each bullding on the
other's aggrandizements. (T.R.: “I tock the
canal zone and let the Congress debate.”)
By the time of Franklin Roosevelt's death,
the President had taken full command of
the federal establishment, in foreign and
domestic affalrs, and reduced even the once
powerful leaders of Congress to mere presi=
dential assistants. This is a role they con=
tinue to play.

The imperatives of the modern world, both
at home and abroad, have made the Presi-
dents who have followed F.D.R.—Truman,
Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson and Nixon—
more powerful, if less arbitrary, than any
rulers in history. Today the President domi-
nates national attention. The nation attends
his every word and actlon. The once influen-
tial debates of Congress now seem little more
than small men bickering. In this historie
process, Congress has largely lost some of its
greatest strengths: control of the nation's
purse strings, control of the use of national
force. Congress has been reduced so low that
most Americans do not even know the sur-
name of their Congressmen. (A Gallup poll
has shown that 57% of Americans don't even
know their Congressman’s name; only 19%
knew anything that their Congressman had
done.

The evidence of Congress’ figure appears
on every hand, not only in its rivalry with
the President for hegemony over the federal
establishment, but in a somewhat different
struggle, with the Supreme Court, It is no
secret that Congress falled to deal with either
the race gquestion or legislative apportion-
ment until the courts acted, and thereby
they invited the Supreme Court into the leg-
islative business. It is true that Congress does
have areas of sophisticated competence, not-
ably in such domestic fields as education and
medical research, but the significant areas of
its growing Incompetence are frightening.
What they add up to is an inabllity by Con-
gress to allocate national resources or set na-
tional prilorities. They take most tangible
form in Congressional consideration of the
national budget, of the sophisticated weapons
systems, of the world power struggle, and
of general foreign policy including the con-
trol of U.S. war-making.

On the budget, the concession by Presi-
dent Jefferson in 1801, to let Congress make
specific appropriations was an enormous en-
hancement of Congressional power. Today,
however, the budget has become so huge as to
be incomprehensible, and Congress merely
considers the add-ons; not the substance or
even the direction of the budget. Congress
tends to quibble over the details, the spe-
cifics—literally to the point of deciding how
many patrolmen should be stationed in
Washington's police stations—and does not
use the budget as an instrument of directing
national policy in a coherent manner. The
President and his budget officers have sub-
stantively pre-empted the power of the purse
from Congress. More than a century ago,
Congress separated Its consideration of
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spending and taxation to support that spend-
ing, and this has now led to a considerable
chaos in these interrelated fields.

On weaponry and the tools of space explo-
ration, the members of Congress neither read
nor write the language of commuter, and
thus in appropriating the vast sums in these
fields, they appear almost helpless before the
Executive branch of the Government. Con-
gress tends to vote billions into these opera-
tions on little more than the claims of some
generals and admirals or the chauvinistic
fustian from the incumbent Administration.

On forelgn policy, Congress appears today
even more impotent. For practical purposes,
Presidents have moved away from the treaty-
making processes, using Executive agree-
ments and grants-in-aid in their place, and
this has undercut the Senate’s old dominion
in this fleld. Perhaps more importantly, the
Presidents for a half-century or more have
taken it upon themselves to use the U.S.
military forces as they see fit in the national
interest. As early as the 1920s, protests were
being made that the President had in fact
totally usurped the power of Congress to de-
clare and make war, and the Viet Nam War
is but the latest example of these incursions
on the powers of Congress. The Viet Nam War
has been & momentous humiliation of Con-
gress. The Pentagon papers demonstrated
bow Presidents manipulated Congress to
their own secret purposes. This above all has
been turning many American citizens as well
as academics, politicians as well as journal-
ists, to the question we are addressing: how
to restore to Congress its constitutional
functions. It is more than ironic to watch
some academic advocates of the strong presi-
dency now reverse field to try to shore up the
flagging Congress.

It is not hard, by glancing at the Consti-
tution and the political history of this coun~
try, to learn what Congress is supposed to do.
It's not hard either to realize that Congress
is not doing that well. (The way some of the
doomsayers are now talking, including this
one, it may be advisable soon to stuff a
Congressman and stick him in the Smith-
sonian Institution among the other extinct
specles, so that future generations will know
what a Congressman looked like.) The prob-
lem is to discover what Congress can now do
and how it can be helped into doing that well.

Despite protests to the contrary, Congress
is not a static place. It 1s always undergoing
change, institutional and personal, for the
law of life in Congress, as elsewhere, is
change. The place today is not what it was
in 1960, and it was not in 1960 what it was
in 1950. The Senate fillbuster is no longer a
deadly weapon. The BSouthern anti-civil
rights bloc and the Congressional farm bloe
have been broken. The House Rules Com-
mittee has been tamed. Voting procedures
and legislative practices have been substan-
tively altered and improved. The question
is not whether Congress can change, for it
is changing, but whether it can change soon
enough and substantively enough to save
itself from practical obsolescence. The times
and the imperatives of the times are chang-
ing swiftly, and Congress is changing slowly,
the way the grass grows.

What Is needed now is a set of imagina-
tive and persuasive proposals to strengthen
Congress institutionally. It would be hazard-
ous to this purpose to chant the familiar
and often hackneyed litany of Congres-
slonal reform. We need to seek ideas for
strengthening the place institutionally In
such a way as to attract the support of
Democrats and Republicans, Iiberals and
conservatives. These ideas must alm to cure
the real ills of Congress and not merely ap-
ply BandAids to the symptoms of those ills.

There are obvious areas and ideas to ex-
amine. One is the adequacy of the profes-
slonal staffs of Congress. In Iinstitutional
terms, it seems incredible, for example, that
the House Ways and Means Committee ac-
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tually has to borrow tax experts from the
Treasury Department to write tax laws. One
idea s to re-establish the Budget Bureau
as a joint agency of the President and Con-
gress. Another is to improve Congress' in-
formation-gathering facilities, notably
through data processing. The Executive
branch now has Congress totally outgunned
in this field. A method should be found to
deal with the growing tendency of Presi-
dents simiply to ignore congressional acts—
like presidential efforts to impound billions
in congressional appropriations. There have
been suggestions of ways to strengthen the
congressional committees and the leader-
ship. One of these Is to establish the com-
mittee chairmen as a policy-making cabinet
of Congress, under the party leadership.

An area especially needing attention is
the neglect by Congress of its responsibili-
ties to oversee the Executive branch and
its execution of congressional intent. Con-
gress passes laws and votes appropriations
and then leaves the rest to the Executive

branch. Thus the will of Congress can be

and is ignored and its actions vitiated. The
General Accounting Office was established
for this review purpose, but the GAO tends
to do little more than hard-check the con-
tract fulfillments of government subcon-
tractors.

A critical area, of course, is the Congress’
war powers. Constitutionally, it is conceded
that the President has authority to use the
American armed forces at his discretion to
repel foreign invasion, but Presidents have
used thelr discretion in a far wider manner
than this. In a real sense, the President has
come to answer to no one—except the elec-
torate every four years—on how he exercises
these powers he has assumed. It is not
enough any more, even in Congress, to argue
that the nation can only speak with one
voice, that of the President, in times of over-
seas difficulties. The role of Congress in this
area over the last several decades has been
little more than acquiescence.

One has a sense that Congress is far too
cluttered with trivial responsibilities to deal
adequately with the great questions of na-
tional policy. Over the decades, Congress has
delegated some of its responsibilities, when
these responsibilities came to impede its
other, more Important work. Back in the
1860s, for example, Congress created the U.S.
Court of Claims to take the burden of tens
of thousands of claimants off its back. It
has created the regulatory agencies for their
varied legislative-judicial functions. It has
established the Tariff Commission and got
rid of the agonies of setting tariff schedules.
The time has come to strip away some other
impediments to Congress’ acting more re-
sponsibly as a policy-making, priority-setting
body. For example, Congress could abandon
its function as city council for the District
of Columbia,

An additional area also comes to mind, and
that is the neglect of Congress by the press.
This is no new thing, especially as regards
the House of Representatives. The overall
effect of media concentration of attention on
the Presidency while largely ignoring Con-
gress has been to encourage what has hap-
pened institutionally: the exaltation of the
President and the denigration of Congress.

The time obviously has come for a long
and hard look at the Congress, with the aim
of bringing forward some specific steps that
will help Congress help itself, and in so doing
help restore the coequality for which the
founding fathers aimed.

THE HOUSING AND URBAN DEVEL-~
OPMENT ACT OF 1973

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. REUss) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.
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Mr. REUSS. Madam Speaker, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, H.R.
4851, the Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Act of 1973. I hope it will break the
current deadlock between the adminis-
tration and the Congress on our housing
and urban development programs.

As Members know, on January 5, the
administration imposed a nearly com-
plete moratorium on the Department of
Housing and Urban Development pro-
grams of housing assistance to low- and
moderate-income families and commu-
nity development assistance to the Na-
tion’s cities and counties. According to
the administration, housing subsidy pro-
grams will not be resumed pending an
extensive reevaluation by the adminis-
tration, which may take up to 18 months;
and community development grants—
principally for urban renewal, model
cities, water and sewer facilities, and
open space projects—will not be avail-
able until the Congress enacts the ad-
ministration’s proposal for special reve-
nue sharing for community development.
Even then, according to the budget,
funds would not be available until fiscal
year 1975.

If allowed to stand, the President’s
moratorium would be disastrous, both for
the thousands of families who simply
cannot afford decent housing without
some subsidy, and for the hundreds of
cities, large and small, which cannot
eliminate or revive their blighted areas,
or provide badly needed public improve-
ments, without Federal grant assistance.
It is inconceivable to me that the Con-
gress would consent to the administra-
tion’s heavy-handed approach in this
area.

The Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1973 would break this impasse by
first, enacting—in slightly expanded
form—the community development block
grant proposal which was passed by the
Senate in the ill-fated 1972 housing bill
and reported favorably by the House
Banking and Currency Committee; and,
second, conditioning the effective date of
the block grant proposal on the Presi-
dent’s resumption of the HUD housing
subsidy programs. Specifically, the new
community development block grant pro-
gram would fake effect 60 days after
the President certified to the Congress
that all housing subsidy funds being im-
pounded had been released and that the
housing programs were being carried out.

Enactment of the bill would mean a
speedier transition to the block grant ap-
proach to community development which
both the Congress and the President
agreed upon in 1972. It would not, how-
ever, mean an end to the administra-
tion’s reevaluation of our housing pro-
grams. That reevaluation will, and
should, proceed. In fact, the Congress is
willing and eager to join that effort.

But we must recognize that a new ap-
proach to subsidized housing will not be
agreed to by the administration and the
Congress in a matter of a few months. In
all likelihood, it will take 2 or 3 years. We
simply cannot stop providing housing for
needy families for that period of time.

The bill proposes that we continue our
present housing efforts, but with impor-
tant safeguards to avoid the major
abuses brought to our attention during
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the past 2 years. Title II of the bill pro-
hibits assistance under the four housing
subsidy programs—sections 235 and 236,
rent supplements, and public housing—
unless the community in which the hous-
ing is to be located—

First, specifically requests the housing
units to be provided;

Second, certifies that the housing will
be served by adequate public facilities—
water and sewer systems, schools, trans-
portation, and other supporting facili-
ties—and

Third, certifies that the housing to be
provided fully complies with local build-
ing codes and that local authorities have
properly inspected the housing to assure
compliance.

These provisions are designed fo meet
two of the most flagrant abuses found
in our housing programs: First, the con-
struction of new housing in remote areas
not adequately served by transportation,
schools, water and sewer, recreational,
and necessary commercial facilities; and
second, the sale, primarily in inner-city
areas, of units which failed to meet even
minimum building code standards. Plac-
ing responsibility on local elected offi-
cials to guard against these abuses will
substantially improve the quality of fed-
erally subsidized housing and enable
these programs to serve the housing
needs of thousands of families.

I enclose for the REcorp a brief sum-
mary of H.R. 4851 provisions:

THE HoOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACT
oF 1973
TITLE I—COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK
GRANTS

This title authorizes a new Community

Development Block Grant under
which basic HUD physical development pro-
grams would be consolidated Into a single
block grant. The new program would have
the following major features:

Authorization—$5.56 billlon in contract au-
thority, approved in an appropriation act,
would be authorized for the first two years
of the program, with limits on obligations
of $2.6 billion in fiscal year 1974 and $3 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1975.

Distribution of funds—80 percent of the
funds would be allocated to communities in
metropolitan areas, 20 percent to communi-
tles in nonmetropolitan areas; funds would
be allocated among metropoiltan areas and
within them to metropolitan cities (central
cities and other cities over 50,000 in metro-
politan areas) and urban counties (counties
of over 200,000, excluding the populations of
metropolitan citles and other ecitles which
quality “hold harmless” treatment) on the
basls of a 4-part formula (taking into ac-
count population, extent of poverty
((doubled), extent of housing overcrowd-
ing, and extent of program experience); &
metropolitan city or urban county would re-
ceive the higher of its formula amount or &
“hold harmless” amount (determined by add-
ing its 6-year average of funds received un-
der the consolidated programs to its average
NDP grant).

“Hold harmless"” provisions would apply to
all other communities, both in and outside
metropolitan areas, if the locality had under-
taken at least one urban renewal or NDP
project during the five fiscal years hefore
enactment; Iif a city’'s or urban county's
formula amount exceeds by at least 35 per-
cent its 5-year “hold harmless” level, the
Secretary would be authorized to “phase-
in" the full formula amount over a 3-year
period; the balance of funds remaining in
each metropolitan area, and funds avail-
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able outside metropolitan areas would be
distributed by the Secretary to States, non-
urban counties, and localities on a discre-
tlonary basls,

Activities for which funds may be used—
all activities eligible for support under the
existing urban renewal, section 312 rehabili-
tation loan, basic water and sewer facilities,
public facllity loan, comprehensive planning
assistance, model citles, neighborhood facili-
ties, advance acquisition of land, and open
space-urban beautification-historic preserva-
tion programs could be financed under the
new block grant program; additional activi-
tles would include the making of relocation
payments, the provision of supporting social
services, financing the local share of other
Federal grant programs, and the coordination
and monitoring of community development
activities taking place within the locality.

Recipients of funds and local share—block
grants would be made to State governments,
counties, citles, and other units of general
local government, which could designate
special purpose agencies to carry out develop-
ment activities; the block grant would cover
the full cost of approved activities (includ-
ing reasonable administrative expenses).

Application requirements—block grants
may be made only where the applicant (1)
identifies its community development needs,
(2) describes its planned actlvities, costs,
and locations, (3) formulates a program to
provide housing for low- and moderate-
income families, and (4) provides, prior to
application, full informatien about the pro-
gram to those likely to be affected, holds pub-
lic hearings, and provides citizens an oppor-
tunity to participate in the development of
the application; in addition, metropolitan
cities and urban counties must set a 2-year
schedule of activities and formulate compre-
hensive programs to eliminate or prevent
slums and blight and develop properly
planned community facilities and supporting
social services.

TITLE II—HOUSING FOR LOW=- AND MODERATE-
INCOME FAMILIES

Title II provides that the Community De-
velopment Block Grant Program authorized
in title I shall not be effective so long as any
funds appropriated or otherwise made avall-
able for the section 235 homeownership pro-
gram, the section 236 rental assistance pro-
gram, the rent supplements program, or the
low-rent public housing program are being
impounded or otherwise withheld from use
for their intended purpose. Such title shall
only become effective 60 days after the Presi-
dent certifies and reports to the Congress that
all such funds have been released and thaf
the programs for which such funds were in-
tended are being carried out to the full extent
of the funds so appropriated.

Title II would also prohibit any housing
assistance payments under these programs
(except pursuant to contracts entered into
prior to the effective date of the Community
Development Block Grant Program author-
ized In title I) with respect to housing units
sltuated in any locality, unless the governing
body of such locality—

(1) specifically requests that such assist-
ance be provided with respect to such units
or accommodations;

“(2) certifies that such units or accommo-
dations will be served by adequate public or
private community water and sewerage sys-
tems, adequate schools, adequate transporta-
tion systems, and such other supportive serv-
ices and facilities as may be necessary to pro-
vide a suitable living environment; and

“(8) certifies that such units and accom-
modations will fully comply with all appli-
cable local code requirements (both during
and after construction), and will be properly
insp-cted to assure such compliance by the
appropriate local authorities at the time as-
sistance is contracted for (and, in the case of
new units or accommodations, at the time
construction is completed).”
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Request and certifications shall be made
in such manner and form as the SBecretary of
HUD shall by regulation prescribe.

HOUSING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. METCALFE) is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. METCALFE. Madame Speaker, re-
cently President Nixon proposed one
more cut from our rapidly diminishing
program of social services. This new as-
sault on the viability of our communities
comes in the form of an 18-month mora-
torium on all new commitments for low-
and moderate-income housing construc-
tion. The President has decreed that the
Government rescind its traditional re-
sponsibility to help provide shelter for
those unable to afford decent housing.
As a representative from the South Side
of Chicago I am all too painfully aware
of what these cuts will mean to con-
stituencies like mine around the coun-
try. Concerned citizens in Chicago have
noted the trend of urban removal and
the reclamation of choice land for ex-
pensive high-rise developments. In Chi-
cago we have seen the demise of de-
pressed neighborhoods in the name of
urban renewal. We have looked with hope
at the Federal Government's commit-
ment in the area of housing. Now our
hopes are dashed as one more vital life-
blood to our oppressed communities is
strangled by Presidential edict.

We are told by the administration that
the affected programs have been sus-
pended pending review. While the ad-
ministration reviews urban development
programs, the current housing crisis will
grow even more severe. Certainly peri-
odic reevaluation of any Government
program is essential to its continued ef-
fectiveness, but the termination of badly
needed subsidies for a necessity like
housing in the interim is callous disre-
gard for the poor. The moratorium de-
creases the opportunities of the poor for
decent shelter and increases their vulner-
ability to unscrupulous developers. The
enormity of profits garnered by specu-
lators from poor people has been well
documented. We can only expect a rise
in this kind of exploitation during the
moratorium.

With good reason the poor question
Mr. Nixon’s concern for the rebuilding
of the Nation’s decaying cities. The in-
clusion of poor and minority peoples does
not appear to be a part of the rebirth of
the urban centers. As the latest in a line
of domestic cuts the housing moratorium
may well rekindle the fires of anguish
that engulfed our cities in the late 1960's.
What then will be the response of Presi-
dent Nixon to the cries of the oppressed?

Let me direct the attention of the
Congress to a paper delivered before the
United Mortgage Bankers of America by
Mr. Dempsey Travis, president of that
association. The paper, “Will the New
Hudville Mean Mudyville for the Central
City,” eloquently describes the effects and
implications of the housing moratorium
for blacks and poor people in this country.
Mr. Travis attacks the “temporary hold”
on subsidizing housing, citing its far-
reaching economic impact for the black
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community. Surely Mr. Nixon is alarmed
by the moratorium’s disastrous effects on
the development of minority enterprise,
one of his long-stated goals. As Mr.
Travis has predicted, 90 percent of black
mortgagemaking firms around the coun-
try will fold in the next 18 months of
the moratorium; 50 percent of black
architects will be forced out of business;
and 80 percent of black construction
companies will go bankrupt by the end of
1974, It is difficult to comprehend the
logic of a policy which terminates an
essential to review its effectiveness;
which causes ruinous damage to a long-
touted goal of the policymaker; which
intensifies the suffering of long-suffering
people.

I direct the attention of the Congress
to the following address by Mr. Dempsey
Travis:

THE Brack CommuNITY WIitHOUT HUD

America's “Ethnic Cripples” for 300 years
have just lost their last housing foot in the
recent HUD moratorium. The agency freeze
effectively eliminates the subsidies for low
and moderate Income familles. In other
words, the “Great BSoclety” section of the
1968 Housing Bill has been junked.

Even with the ald of the subsidies, Blacks
were more than 100 years behind in the
housing race that for them started in 1870.
In 1870, white home ownership was 48%
of the population. In 1970, 100 years later
Black ownershlp is only 41.5%.

The current 18 month HUD moratorium
will add a 25-year deficit to the Black Housing
Market. At the same time, the whites will
go galloping along with their 2.4 million
annual new housing starts, while the estab-
lishment is accelerating the housing aban-
donment crisis in the urban areas through
excessive high taxes, poor schools, ineffective
police protection—all combining to produce
a high crime rate.

The need for a subsidy program is manda-
tory In a rising rent market where more
than 72% of the Black families in America
earn less than $10,000 per year. If we can
afford to give a $200.00 tax deduction for
every child that goes to a private school for
famillies with incomes of $18,000 or under
after taxes, how can we think of no subsidies
for the poor? For the white community the
“Great Soclety” subsidies In housing is the
dessert, but for the Black community the
subsidies constitute the whole meal.

For the first time since the 1930's, the
United States does not have a plan to house
the poor. The reason given for the mora-
torium explains everything but why the
moratorium was applied only to the poor.
Surely if “Excessive Dependence’ on the Fed-
eral Government is “Weakening'—it is weak-
ening to the afluent as well as t> the poor.

Moreover, if a year-by-year patch work ad-
dition to the programs over three decades
have produced an administrative monstros-
ity, all of the blame cannot be attached to
the last few programs added. Surely, if we
need an “integrataed system of housing and
social service at the local level”, and we did
not have it with housing programs for the
poor, we will certainly not have it without
housing programs.

None of the reasons given for eliminating
subsidy programs are logical and many of the
reasons are untrue. One of the assumptions
is that if 989 cf the buyers for new homes
under the 235 program have not been swin-
dled, then we must eliminate the program
because 2% have been swindled. There is
nothing I can think of that is 100 effec-
tive—including religicn. (According to the
latest figures, only 659% of the people in
America have church afliliation and more
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than half of them belong for the wrong rea-
sons, if we are to judge them by their in-
human behavior toward the Black and the
00T,

¥ The absence of the programs will leave the
poor no cholce but to be swindled again;
however, this time, the figures will be in-
verted—989; will be swindled and 2% will
be sophisticated enough to detect the flim-
flam. In effect, the Federal government has
thrown the housing crisis for the Black and
the poor back to the wolves.

You can make some logical cases for the
moratorium if you give as your reasons a
desire to keep low income people as & reser-
voir for old substandard housing. Then, it
makes sense; all housing new and old be-
comes more valuable, Traditionally, the Black
and the poor have provided the last profit
in housing before it is torn down. Tradi-
tionally, that profit from the poor was greater
than the original profit from the affluent for
whom the housing was developed. Until the
high real estate taxes of the last decade,
developers of housing for whites were quite
pleased to get a yield of 129 to 149% per
annum; whereas, a speculator in old Black
apartment housing felt he was being denied
his God-given right if he did not get a yleld
between 229 and 30% per annum.

This type of contrived exploitation could
only flourish in a dual system where more
than 20 percent of the Black and the Span-
ish-speaking folk pay in excess of 25 per
cent of their income for overcrowded shelter
as compared to 9«per cent of the whites.

There has been a lot of comment about
how this will hurt the housing industry.
That is coated-can-sugar because this can be
good business for a lot of people with vested
interests. The market for old housing is be-
ginning to slip. Now there will be no more
of this trend of poor people moving
into new housing. And old substandard hous-
ing has had its life extended because code
enforcement has been rendered impotent
in the budget cutback. Coupled with re-
moval of price and rent controls, any one
who has no scruples can make money in
housing under the moratorilum than he
could before. There will be a period of ad-
Justment and redirection and then—the sky's
the limit! The “business as usual” philoso-
phy will prevall. The “Black Tax" in hous-
ing will have been relmposed at the pre-
Great Soclety levels.

The Experimental Housing Allowance to
the tenant that 1s being supported by the
National Association of Real Estate Boards
is an establishment position to support ab-
sentee ownership in old ghetto apartment
buildings. The realtors who were and still are
the Architects of white housing covenants
see big profits in fostering a dual market
based on skin pigment and class.

Oune of the main reasons for the disruption
and protest that occurred in 1966, 1967, and
1968 was bousing exploitation and housing
deficienclies, The programs that existed prlor
to 1966 weren't working and were creating as
many problems as they cured. The new pro-
grams which are now being eliminated
showed great signs of hope. This was a big
factor in the “cooling of the cities” since 1969.
The moratorium will restore the conditions
for more exploitation and regression. It is
not only UNFAIR, but in my opinion, very
dangerous,

The moratorium has been given the ap-
pearance of an Industry policing action. In
other words, we are going to lay off the troops
temporarily for a regrouping and a redesign-
ing—But, housing is not a luxury like an
automobile, it is a necessity—Not a choice to
be produced or not produced—depending on
whether the operation is profitable or not.
But, there are many familiar facets of this
Soclety which are in need of overhauling,
modernizing, and redesigning: the postal
service, the rall transportation system, and
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of course, public education, to name a few.
The idea of closing down the post office for
& lengthy period while rethinking the prob-
lem would cause a National Catastrophe. But,
there is more than the misguided application
of manufacturing practice to a vital activity
of modern government in this. The mora-
torium has a racist impact and a classist im=-
pact that is unmistakable.

The guestion that has to be answered dur-
ing the moratorlum is not what do we do
with the bricks and mortar; there is ample
evidence in every major city and suburb that
Americans are sophisticated builders, But,
the real question that will have to be an-
swered during the moratorium and could
possibly be the prime reason for the mora-
torium is what do we do with Black people
who have become dispensable and no longer
productive in a computer orlented soclety.
A halt on subsidies will absolutely guarantee
that cities will not be rebuilt with their cur-
rent Ethnix Mix—The Federal and the City
fathers have finally concurred in the fact
that a city with a 309 to 50% Black popula-
tion is politically dangerous, The best way
certain to stop this trend is to withdraw all
the monies in the form of subsidies and all
other ancillary services with the results be-
ing abandonment; the land is forfelted to
the city for taxes to be subsequently sold to
an establishment developer who will in turn
build for all people who can pay $200.00 for
an efficlency and from $400.00 to $600.00 for
two and three bedroom apartments which is
a 1973 way of sayilng “For Whites Only".

Black folk have been paying “White Sub-
sidies” all of their lives in the form of land
contracts at two and a half to four times the
market value, higher food prices, higher in-
surance premiums, higher interest rates, and
somebody is going to pay a higher funeral blll
if they bury you in something other than a
mass grave. All of these penalties come out of
a Black family income that is two-thirds of
the average white wage earner.

We might find peace in the Housing Freeze
if being thrown to the wolves was an end in
itself. But it is not, because we are gnawed,
chewed, swallowed, and regurgitated in a time
cycle from which no Black family has been
able to escape.

EFFECT OF MR. NIXON'S BUDGET
ON BOSTON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. O’ Nz:n.:.)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. O'NEILL. Madam Speaker, I am
greatly concerned over the devastating
effect Mr. Nixon’s austere budget will
have on my district. Boston metropolitan
area will stand to lose an incredible $82
million if President Nixon's proposed
cutbacks in housing, education, com-
munity programs, and health centers are
allowed to stand.

Last year, Washington sent to Boston
$200 million in Federal assistance to pay
for such necessary and humanitarian
programs like public safety, job training,
education for the disadvantaged, and
public employment.

Next yvear, Boston will lose more than
half that money. And even the addi-
tional $18 million in general revenue
sharing payments, as part of Boston’s
allotment from the revenue sharing pro-
gram passed last year, will not compen-
sate for the loss in moneys due to Nixon'’s
cost-cutting budget for fiscal year 1974.

The impact on Boston is catastrophic:

Nixon's 18-month freeze on Federal fi-
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nancing of housing starts means 5,000
new housing units for the poor and
middle-income families will not be built.
And those housing starts would have
provided jobs for 4,600 construction
tradesmen.

The community action program, run
all over the city by “Action for Boston
Community Development,” will expire
July 1.

Model cities will exit within a year.

Approximately 5,000 disadvantaged
Boston young people will not get jobs
this summer under the Neighborhood
Youth Corps program because there is
not going to be a Youth Corps program
any more.

The public employment program has
ceased to exist. That means more than
2,400 city workers hired from the ranks
of the unemployed and Vietnam veterans
will be let go.

Psychiatric and mental health train-
ing and research programs at Harvard,
Boston State Hospital, and the Episcopal
Theological Seminary in Cambridge will
be terminated because the money is no
longer available through the National
Institute of Mental Health.

Four hundred and sixty-three student
nurses who receive financial aid, out
of a total enrollment of 801, at the
Boston University School of Nursing
will be forced to find other financial
assistance or drop out of school next
year because Nixon has massively re-
duced or eliminated funds for trainee-
ships for nurses.

The moneys which Mr. Nixon will send
to Boston under special revenue-sharing
bloc grants for job training, community
development, law enforcement, educa-
tion, will be less than the total now being
spent on the individual programs they
would replace. And it is a lot less than
what the administration proposed for
special revenue sharing 2 years ago.

Madam Speaker, I think my colleagues
in the House will find a similar impact
from Nixon'’s cost-cutting budget in their
districts—and then they will be asking
the same question I am: “Is this Nixon’s
panacea for domestic progress?”

At this point in the Recorp, Madam
Speaker, I would like to insert an excel-
lent article written on February 19, by
Marty Nolan and Tom Oliphant, two fine
reporters of the Boston Globe.

Mr. Nolan and Mr. Oliphant have
proven themselves to be unusually per-
ceptive and understanding reporters, and
in this article they once again live up to
the high standards of journalism that
keep our citizens informed and aware.

The Boston Globe should be commend-
ed for bringing such an important issue
to the fore and Marty Nolan and Tom
Oliphant should be congratulated for a
job well done.

The article follows:

REVENUE SHARING A Fraun: No “BoNanNza”
FOR CITIES AND STATES
(By Martin F. Nolan and Thomas Oliphant)

WasHiINGTON —Revenue sharing is a fraud.

An examination of the facts and figures
avallable indicates that the program—now
in its first few weeks of operation—is both a
fiscal shell game and a philosophical swindle.

The Federal government’'s supposed bo-
nanza for states and citles eventually will
leave states and cities poorer than before.
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President’s Nixon's centerpiece of his “new
federalism' not only raises doubts about the
plan's execution, but call#ftnto question the
idea itself and the acclaim with which it has
been escorted since its debut almost a dec-
ade ago.

Once governors and mayors start adding up
their budgets, they may conclude that they
have been both victims and perpetrators of a
massive bunko enterprise, a conspiracy fueled
by inertia and high-toned rhetorie.

With one hand, the Federal government is
now sending a few billlon stringless dollars
to states and localities.

But with the other, the Nixon Administra-
tlon is preparing to take back more than it
gives by ending, cutting, phasing out, and
emasculating the far larger collection of spe-
cific programs of Federal ald to state and
local governments.

The results, which will gradually become
visible and tangible over the next 18 months,
will be a net reduction in overall Federal as-
sistance, despite revenue sharing.

That is not what orlginal proponents of
the concept, from both ends of the party and
ideological spectrum, had in mind when they
advanced it In the mid-1960s.

Nor is it what President Nixon promised
would be the case when he embraced rev-
enue sharing in 1969, 1971, and as recently
as last year.

Nor is it what the country's governors
and mayors were promised when their vital
support for the Administration’s proposals
was ardently solicited four years ago.

Two sets of numbers make the basle
point. During the current government fiscal
year, which ends June 30, $45 billion is the
official estimate of the total amount of
Federal ald of all sorts that will go to states
and localities.

The following year, the total will dip to
$44.8 billion, the first time this has hap-
pened in recent history. Just to keep up
with inflation—in other words, just to stay
at the same real level—one would have ex-
pected an increase in Federal aid next year
to at least $46.5 billion.

Moreover, the total disbursements from
the Treasury that take the form of loans to
local governments and states will also drop,
from an estimated $1.9 billlon this year to
$1.6 billion next year.

Meanwhile, regardless of how one feels
about the specific forms of Federal aid that
are about to go down the drain, the fact is
that all the problems at which this ald
was aimed continue to cry out for solutions,
all of them expensive.

The major change under revenue shar-
ing is that now there will be less money
from all levels of government to help solve
them.

The system called revenue sharing by the
Nixon Administration has two parts.

The first is general revenue sharing. This
is the simple disbursement of Federal money
to cities, counties and states to do with
essentlally as they please.

As it works now, it is a five-year program
that will have sent $30.2 billion to the
hinterlands by mid-1977. Because this fiscal
year's outlay is inflated by the incluslon of
a retroactive payment going back to the
beginning of 1972, next year's payment will
drop to 86 billion from $6.8 billion this fiscal
year,

After that, outlays will rise ever so slightly
for two years—to $6.2 and then $6.3 billion—
before falling off steeply to $#4.9 billion in
the final year.

That is not revenue sharing as first pro-
posed by Walter Heller or even Richard
Nixon.

For one thing, the payments don't expand
each year with the economy’s growth and the
tax base's expansion; they shrink.

For another, what is involved is a flve-year
program, not the earmarking for all time of
a fixed percentage of personal Income tax
revenues for revenue sharing.
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That is what President Nixon claimed was
essential back in August 1969, when he for-
mally put revenue sharing at the top of his
“must” 1ist of doraestic legislative proposals.

In his budget for the 1972 flscal year, Mr.
Nixon had proposed that 1.3 percent of the
taxable personal income in the country go
right. to the cities and states. On this basis,
the annual payment would have risen to
around $10 billion by 1980.

What happened, as has been the case so
often during Mr. Nixon's Presldency, was
that he falled to win the approval of fiscal
conservatives in Congress, and ended up set-
tling for much less than half a loaf.

What's more, in the budget unveiled last
month for the coming fiscal year, the Pres-
ident violated perhaps his most important
promise regarding general revenue sharing.

As he put 1t on Feb. 4, 1971, "It would not
requlre new taxes nor would It be trans-
ferred from existing programs.”

However, his latest budget makes it pain-
fully clear that general revenue-sharing dol-
lars are indeed coming out of funds for ex-
isting programs.

For example, in a discussion of the end of
grants for local community action agencies,
the budget says:

“If constituencies of individual communi-
tles desire to continue providing financial
support to local community action agencies,
general and special revenue-sharing funds
could be used.”

Even more damning is this sentence in a
document prepared by the huge Depart-
ment of Health, Education and Welfare:

“With the increasing availability of general
revenue-sharing funds, it is expected that
states and localitles will be able to continue
the most promising projects and programs
formerly supported by Federal categorical
assistance programs.”

Such statements, blithely ignoring the
once sacred pledge, appear all through the
latest budget documents.

The second part of the Nizon system, for
now still in proposal form, is called special
revenue-sharing.

As currently envisaged, this would involve
lumping several specific Federal aild pro-
grams in a given field into one sum which
the states and cities could spend within
that fleld anyway they choose.

The latest Nixon budget proposes such an
approach in four areas—education, law en-
forcement, manpower training, and urban
community development.

As originally set forth two years ago, there
would have been somewhat more money
going to cities and states under special reve-
nue sharing in each fleld than under the
specific programs being replaced. In short,
both more freedom and more money was
being offered.

Now, however, the whole (speclal revenue
sharing) has become less than the sum of
ita parts.

In its first full year of operation, the Ad-
ministration would send $6.9 billlon out of
Washington under special revenue sharing.
However, two years ago, for the same four
areas of activity, the proposed total was
$7.5 billlon, and that was supposed to just
cover the amount then being spent under
the specific efforts.

Not only have inflation and an increase
in the seriousness of the problems in these
areas lald a case for greater, not less, spend-
ing at all levels of government than was
proposed two years ago, but the Administra-
tion has also moved to “fold In" even more
specific Federal ald programs to the special
revenue-sharing pie, while terminating and
cutting many others.

The result is an impossibly complex fiscal
shell game, in which the Federal ald money
has become hopelessly lost. The only thing
known for sure about it is that it's shrinking.

Meanwhile, other forms of revenue shar-
ing, under the general heading of fiscal
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relief, have disappeared from Mr, Nixon's
budget plans, or are about to.

One example is welfare reform, once glo-
riously described as a certain means of get-
ting one exceptionally pernicious monkey off
the backs of states and cities. Today, while
the budget is silent, intellectuals argue over
who killed the corpse.

Another example is the 18-month-old
effort to pay states and localities almost all
the cost of hiring and tralning the new em-
ployees they will need to perform all the
tasks Mr, Nixon wants to shift out of
Washington.

About #1 billlon will go forth from this
city this year for that purpose. Next year,
however, Mr. Nixon wants to cut the total in
half, and then kill the whole thing the fol-
lowing fiscal year on the specious and largely
irrelevant pretext that unemployment in the
economy's private sector will no longer be a
serious problem.

Finally, there is the fact that the budget
for the next fiscal year documents Mr.
Nixon's determination to end or cut some 810
billion worth of Federal domestic spending
both of the direct and local ald varietles.

Thus, states and cities are going to end up
poorer, no matter how you slice up the
budget;

The total amount of Federal ald to them
will drop.

Special revenue sharing will mean less
money than they are now getting under the
specific, or categorical, programs.

Federal domestic spending generally will
have its growth severely stunted.

And, perhaps most important of all, the
costs of adequately dealing with crime,
slums, lousy schools, and other by-products
of poverty will go on jumping while general
revenue-sharing payments drop.

Historically, the entire concept of revenue
sharing has been bracketed by American in-
volvement in the Vietnam war, Discussion of
no-strings-attached block grants to states
and municipalities began late in 1964, when
Vietnam was on the periphery of American
public concerns.

Now, Americans are just beginning to look
at the peculiar procedure by which their
representatives have decided to keep stitched
the fabric of their Federal form of govern-
ment. The man most responsible Is Walter
Wolfgang Heller.

In a memo to President Johnson in Decem-
ber 1964, Heller, then the chairman of the
President’s Council of Economic Advisers,
suggested that an anticipated surplus in the
next budget would create a flscal “drag"
upon the economy. The unprecented, high-
Federal-spending, low unemployment econ-
omy could cough and sputter if idle dollars
did not continue to prime the pump of the
economy, Heller argued.

But the “surplus” Heller envisioned van-
ished in the jungles of Southeast Asia. This
year's deficit, a continuing hangover from
the war, and the Nixon recession, is $24.8 bll=
llon.

Even so, throughout 1967, optimism
abounded in Washington, in state capitals,
in ecity halls and in both political parties
that revenue sharing would mark the begin-
ning of a postwar bonanza of fiscal “divi-
dends.”

After leaving the Johnson Administration
to return to the University of Minnesota,
Heller spoke at the Godkin Lectures at Har-
vard’'s Memorial Hall in March 1966. His defi-
nition of revenue sharing carefully included
the preservation of traditional grants-in-aid
from Washington:

“The revenue-sharing plan would distrib-
ute a specified portion of the Federal indi-
vidual income tax to the states each year on
a per capita basis, with next-to-no-strings
attached. This distribution would be over
and above existing and future conditional
grants. . . . Conditional grants for specific
functions play an indispensable role in our
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Federalism. They unite Federal financing
with state-local performance in a fiscal mar-
riage of convenience, necessity and oppor-
tunity.”

But in Congress, Republican leaders looked
upon revenue-sharing as a convenient means
of decimating the New Deal and wiping out
the lumbering bureaucracy that had been
the target of GOP rhetoric since the 1936
campaign of Alf Landon.

“We will continue to press vigorously for
early enactment of a general revenue-sharing
measure to replace the existing grant-in-aid
programs,” the chairman of the House Re-
publican Conference said on the House floor
in April 1967. Those prophetic words were
spoken by Melvin R. Laird of Wisconsin, who
five years later could see his vision emerge
closer to reality as he left the job of Secre-
tary of Defense in Richard Nixon's Cabinet.

Heller argued against cutting back on Fed-
eral ald programs, telling a joint economic
subcommittee in 1967 that “putting the
grants in conditional form enables the Fed-
eral government to apply national minimum
standards, ensure financial participation at
the state and local levels through matching
requirements, and take both fiscal need and
fiscal capacity into account.”

This is precisely what revenue sharing
does not do today and the Nixon Administra-
tion budget openly admits that the program
it seeks to cancel—Model Cities, for instance,
or community action and poverty programs—
be funded with revenue-sharing money.

Heller had argued that states be rewarded
for “their fiscal courage, their fiscal efforts.”
He told the Godkin Lecture crowd at Harvard
that states deserve “an A-plus for their tax
efforts.”

“Since World War II, their quantitative
role has been growing steadily. Indeed, they
can lay claim to being the country’s greatest
growth industry,” he said.

“Their expenditures have expanded more
rapidly than those of any other major sector
of the economy, public or private.”

The Heller argument for the states was
not new, not even at the podium of Sanders
Theater in Harvard's Memorial Hall. In 1962,
the Godkin lecturer was Nelson A. Rocke-
feller, governor of New York and hls topic
was “the future of federalism.”

Rockefeller said:

*“The striking fact in our domestic political
experience since World War II has not been
the growth of Federal government—but the
far more rapid expansion of state and local
government to meet growing social needs."

Both during and after his doomed presi-
dential efforts in 1964 and 1968, the New
York governor was the most indefatigable
salesman for revenue sharing, Every fellow
governor left every governors' conference at
various spas burdened down with charts,
graphs and fulsome Rockefeller rhetoric on
the need for revenue sharing.

Well after being elected to an unprece-
dented fourth term in Albany, Rockefeller
muscled his own congressional delegation
as few governors have done on any issue.
“It's astonishing,” sald Rep. Hugh Carey of
Brooklyn, who felt the gubernatorial heat
because he served on the Democratic side of
the House Ways and Means Committee.

But throughout the late '60s, opinion was
far from unanimous on revenue sharing. An
AFL~CIO spokesman sald in 1871:

President Nixon's revenue-sharing proposal
is like the ballplayer in the old joke who
can't hit, can't run, can't throw and can’t
fleld—but looks good in the dugout. The
President’s plan, too, looks OK in the dugout.
It says to states and localities, most of which
are hard-pressed for funds: ‘Here's a bunch
of money. Do something with it, anything.’
But when it emerges from the dugout and
you get a better look at it, the performance
potential just isn't there.”

But the labor movement was out-muscled
by its former allles among intellectuals. Not
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only Heller, but such luminaries of the New
Frontier as Richard N. Goodwin and Danlel
P. Moynihan began writing odes to the no-
bility and frugality of local government in
intellectual journals. Moynihan, of course,
became a salesman for revenue sharing when
he joined the Nixon White House in 1969.

A few intellectuals dissented. Christopher
Jencks of the Harvard Graduate School of
Education did so in a 1987 article in the
New Republic, “Why ball out the states?”

Focusing on “simply increasing aggregate
expenditures” as the fundamental basis of
revenue sharing, Jencks wrote that such an
increase is always ““a prerequisite to improved
service, but is by no means a sufficient con-
dition for it.”

“State legislatures are less concerned than
the US Congress with the general welfare,
and more amenable to varlious special interest
groups, ranging from the bankers and the
liguor interests to the state education asso-
clation. The refusal of the leglslatures to
ralse taxes is a symptom of this domination,
and the Heller plan, while alleviating the
symptom, will leave the basic pathology
untouched.”

The nation’s press chorused editorial ap-
proval of revenue sharing, due in part to its
eloquent spokesmen and because the clamor
of mayors and governors hit close to home.
A newspaper editor, no more than a poli-
tician, wants to go around urging a rise in
taxes.

But the media-type symphony of pralse
for revenue sharing falled to take into ac-
count the shifting fiscal, philosophical and
political picture. No better illustration of this
laggard attitude could be found than in two
different Walter Heller appearances on NBC-
TV's “Meet the Press.”

On Nov. 27, 1966, the Minnesota professor
discussed revenue sharing as well as other
economic issues. On February 11, 1973, Heller
appeared on the same program and was not
asked a single question about revenue shar-
ing, not even on its obvious relationship with
the drastlcally reduced Nixon budget.

On the 1966 program, Heller welcomed the
interest of Republican congressional leaders,
saying, “economics, like politics, makes
strange bedfellows.”

That may be the lesson of revenue shar-
ing’s first few months of operation. No such
enterprise could have succeeded without the
support of all branches of all governments at
all levels. Ever since the Peloponnesian war,
politicians have enjoyed passing the buck
from one level of government to the other,
as long as the buck belonged to a taxpayer.

The idea of revenue sharing, instead of be-
ing ignited by the energy of American gov-
ernment, may instead be a product of po-
litical fatigue. As Christopher Jencks argued
in 1967:

“Third after four years of struggling with
& recalcitrant Congress and an unwieldy
‘Washington bureaucracy, intensely aware
that their dreams of 1960-61 are far from
fulfilled, many New Frontier graduates have
begun to talk about the importance of local
initiative and responsibility . . . the result
is a bizarre alliance between the troglodytes
who sermonize about states’ rights and Fed-
eral wrongs, the special-interest groups who
know it is easier to manipulate state legisla-
tures than the national one, and the faint-
hearted liberals. This united front may yet
carry the day.”

DEPARTMENT OF STATE:

PRO-
POSAL FOR CONSOLIDATING
HEMISPHERIC AFFAIRS FROM
ARCTIC TO ANTARCTIC

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. FrLoop) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. FLOOD. Madam Speaker, over
many years my major interests in the
Congress have included the fostering of
better relations between the United
States and other countries of the West-
ern Hemisphere through the adoption of
policies based upon reasoned lines of
thought. The unfortunate failure of the
Department of State to consult with our
hemispheric neighbors on the recent de-
valuation of the U.S. dollar, which will
vitally affect all Latin American curren-
cies, is but one example of the neglect
of our true interests and emphasizes
again the importance of hemispheric
affairs in the conduct of the U.S. foreign
policy.

In the Department of State, as listed
in the Congressional Directory of 1972,
there are two Under Secretaries of State,
the Under Secretary of State and the
Under Secretary for Political Affairs;
and five Assistant Secretaries for Af-
rican Affairs, East Asia, and Pacific Af-
fairs, European Affairs, Inter-American
Affairs, and Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs; and six for Congressional
Relations, Administration, Economic
Affairs, Educational and Cultural Affairs,
International Organization Affairs, and
Publie Affairs.

Of the Assistant Secretaries of State
all have only regional or administrative
responsibilities except the Assistant

Secretary for Inter-American Affairs
whose jurisdiction covers all of the Con-
tinent of South America and a large
part of North America south of the
United States. It is noted that Canadian
relations come under the Assistant Secre-
tary for European Affairs although

Canada is not a part of Europe, and
since the Statute of Westminster, 1931,
has been independent.

With the current termination of the
Vietnam war and the massive with-
drawal of U.S. Armed Forces from South-
east Asia already accomplished and in-
creasing demands for their withdrawal
from Europe and Asia, the time is most
opportune for a long-overdue demon-
stration of greater interest in the coun-
tries of the Western Hemisphere from
the Arctic to the Antarctic. This will
include the countries in the strategic
Caribbean basin and the vital Central
American isthmus.

As the first step in this direction, I
would urge the statutory increase by the
Congress of the rank of the Assistant
Secretary of State for Inter-American
Affairs to that of Under Secretary and
the transfer of responsibility for Cana-
dian relations from the Assistant Secre-
tary for European Affairs to the proposed
new office.

The forthcoming sessions of the United
Nations Security Council during March
15 to 21, should dramatize the value of
the indicated change in the State De-
partment organization.

MASSACHUSETTS NEEDS EDA

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr, DrINAN)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DRINAN. Madam Speaker, today
the House Public Works Committee is
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opening hearings on H.R. 2246, a bill to
extend for 1 year the authorization for
the Economic Development Act.

More than 100 Members of the House
of Representatives have joined in spon-
soring this important bill. In addition
to the broad bipartisan support the bill
enjoys, it is significant that this pro-
posal has been cosponsored by every
member of the House Public Works Com-
mittee, including Chairman Joux BLAT-
nix and Ranking Minority Member WiL-
LIAM HARSHA.

I am gratified to see such support
demonstrated for the Economic Develop-
ment Act, for as my colleagues know, the
administration has threatened this im-
portant job-creating program with ter-
mination. For fiscal year 1974 the admin-
istration proposes only $20 million for
EDA—just enough to cover the adminis-
trative expenses of closing down the pro-

gram.

To end the EDA program now would
be particularly unfortunate for Massa-
chusetts and the Fourth Congressional
District which I represent, where unem-
ployment continues to be a severe prob-
lem. The most recent Department of
Labor figures, covering the month of De-
cember 1972, show that an estimated
179,000 people are unemployed in Massa-
chusetts. This shocking number trans-
lates to fully 6.7 percent of the work
force—a figure well above the national
average.

In the Boston labor area, which com-
prises 78 cities and towns, including the
towns of Brookline, Newton, Waltham,
and Framingham which are in my dis-
triet, the unemployment rate is 5.6 per-
cent, with 83,400 people out of work.
The Fitchburg-Leonminster labor area,
also in my district, is burdened with an
unemployment rate of 8.8 percent, with
3,700 people out of work in the six cities
and towns of this area.

These dismaying figures are compell-
ing evidence that the need for programs
like EDA has not diminished. These
people need jobs, and I believe that the
EDA program, which assists commu-
nities in attracting and retraining indus-
trial employers, are of vital necessity in
combating the unemployment problem.

Two communities in my district par-
ticularly hard-hit by unemployment are
relying on the EDA for help. In Gardner,
the city hopes to build an industrial park
with EDA assistance to serve an area
that has an unemployment rate in the
vicinity of 8 percent for a long period of
time. The community of Gardner has a
very precarious tax base, and thus can-
not come up with the necessary capital
on its own. Its application for an $861,-
765 EDA grant was rated by the EDA as
a top-priority project, but has not yet
been funded due to insufficient funds.

The town of Fitchburg has applied for
a $278,400 EDA grant as part of the west
main trunk line sewer extension project,
which would entail the construction of &
forced trunkline sewer, connecting to
solid waste facilities. EDA assistance in
the construction of this pressurized
sewer system will make it possible for
two financially troubled industries, upon
which hundreds of jobs depend, to com-
ply with Federal water pollution con-
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trol standards, and thus remain in
Fitchburg.

Both of these programs present cases
where economically depressed communi-
ties have legitimate needs for Govern-
ment EDA funds. Communities in over
1,100 counties across the Nation desig-
nated for EDA assistance are in similar
straits. As a result of current and pro-
posed administration actions, they face
the loss of Government funds that they
need to escape the vicious cycle of un-
employment.

The current administration effort to
kill the EDA program is only the latest
in a long series of actions taken to
hamper the effectiveness of the program.
Just last October the President vetoed
H.R. 16071, the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act, which combined
EDA authorizations with a massive ac-
celerated public works program designed
to further reduce unemployment. In ad-
dition, the administration has consistent-
ly asked for appropriations of only a
fraction—between 25 and 30 percent—
of the amounts authorized for EDA. For
example, the EDA appropriation for fiscal
year 1973 was $314.2 million, about one-
fourth of the $1.2 billion authorized.

EDA funds have also been victimized
by impoundment. The recent Office of
Management and Budget report to Con-
gress cited impoundments of $2.5 million
for EDA planning and technical assist-
ance and $8.89 million for EDA develop-
ment facilities.

The bill now being considered by the
House Public Works Committee essen-
tially continues EDA authorizations at
the $1.2 billion level through June 30,
1974. The bill would provide $800 million
for EDA public works grants, supple-
mentary grants, and support for the
continuation of the accelerated public
works impact program. $170 million
would be authorized for public works and
business development loans. Regional
Economic Development Commission pro-
grams would be authorized $152.5 mil-
lion, and authorizations of $50 million
would be provided for EDA technical
assistance and research programs with
another $50 million authorized for EDA
growth centers and for bonuses for eco-
nomic development districts.

This bill would have particular im-
pact upon areas with a large concen-
tration of low-income persons, substan-
tial and continued unemployment, or
actual or threatened unemployment as a
result of closing or curtailment of a
major source of employment.

The unemployment statistics in Mas-
sachusetts and in other economically
depressed areas of the country speak for
themselves. The jobless people in these
areas need more than rhetorical calls for
“self-reliance.” They need jobs.

Madam Speaker, I continue to believe
that the best way to quickly reduce un-
employment is to provide grants and
loans for local government and business
construction projects which create im-
mediate construction jobs in areas of
high unemployment, and thus, will have
highly desirable side effects in creating
new employment throughout such areas.

This is the intent of the Economic
Development Administration and the
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public works programs authorized by
this bill, It is for this reason that I be-
lieve prompt and favorable action on
H.R. 2246 is necessary.

I believe that the basic concept of the
EDA program—helping communities
help themselves—is sound. EDA may
need improvement, but it does not need
to be abruptly terminated, as the ad-
ministration has proposed. I hope that
my fellow colleagues will follow the lead-
ership of Chairman BrATNIK, my dis-
tinguished colleague Joan McFaLL, and
the other members of the Public Works
gommittee in supporting this important

ill.

U.S.8. “CAVALLA"” SSN-684

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from South Carolina (Mr. Davis)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of South Carolina.
Madame Speaker, on February 9, 1973,
the newest nuclear attack submarine in
our fleet, the U.S.8. Cavalla, was commis-
sioned at New London, Conn. The spon-
sor of the Cavalla is the charming wife
of our beloved colleague from Illinois,
the chairman of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy and ranking member of
the Armed Services Committee, the
Honorable MELVIN PRICE.

The principal speaker at the comis-
sioning ceremony was my dear friend
and distinguished constituent, Rear
Adm. Herman J. Kossler, commandant
of the 6th Naval District, which is head-
quartered in my congressional district.
Admiral Kossler had the privilege of
commanding the first Cavalle during
World War II.

In his remarks, Admiral Kossler points
out that by using the seas in the past, we
have kept wars away from our shores
and through our trade with foreign coun-
tries, we have enhanced our prosperity
and our economic growth. Unfortunate-
ly, there are too many people in our
country today who take free use of the
seas for granted and apparently believe
this will continue whether we do any-
thing about it or not. This is very dan-
gerous thinking. For if we do not main-
tain an adequate and a modern Navy
strong enough to keep the sealanes open,
we will be unable to maintain our posi-
tion as the leading country in the world.

Madam Speaker, I am proud to have
Admiral Kossler as a friend, Charleston
is pleased to have him as a resident. I
urge my colleagues to read his thought-
provoking remarks delivered at the com-
missioning of the Cavalla.

“CAVALLA" COMMISSIONING FEBRUARY 9, 1873,
NEwW LONDON, CONN.

Twenty-nine years ago today—I was here
in New London—fitting out the first
Cavalla—and getting her ready to be com-
missioned—Ilater in the month.

The Cavallo was originally scheduled—to
be commissioned about 15 March 1944, How-
ever In early January—representatives of
my crew came to me—and sald they thought
it would be lucky—if the commissioning
could be held on 29 February 1944—thereby
making Cavalla a leap year boat.

8o I wrote a letter to Washington request-
ing that the commissioning date be changed.
And the only reason—I gave in my letter to
them—for requesting this change—was that
my crew thought it would be lucky—and
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so did I. To my surprise the request was ap-
proved—and Cavalla became the only naval
ship—to my knowledge—to be commissioned
in leap year on 29 February.

And becoming a leap year boat—did seem
to make Cavalle lucky—just as my crew had
predicted. Because less than four months
after commissioning—Cavalla had not only
sighted—and reported the position of a large
Japanese fleet—but also had successfully
attacked—and sank a Japanese aircraft car-
rier.

Many of our submarines went through
World War II—without ever seeing a major
Japanese warship. And here Cavalla—had
the experience on her first war patrol—of
seeing practically every type of warship the
Japanese had.

And I might add that Cavalla—was on
patrol off the coast of Japan—when the war
ended—and was one of the 12 submarines—
to enter Tokyo Bay for the surrender cere-
mony. And so Cavalla’s good luck—had con-
tinued right to the end of the war.

I took Cavalla back to Philadglphia—and
she went out of commission in early 1946—
after almost two years of active service. And
included in this service—was six war patrols,

I mentioned earller—that I thought
Cavalle was the only Navy ship—to be com-
missioned on 29 February. Likewise I may
have been the only skipper—to both commis-
sion and decommission the same boat. Inci-
dentally—the Cavalla is now on permanent
display—at Sea Wolf Park In Galveston,
Texas.

I might add that I wrote to Washington—
well over a year ago—before the new Cavalla
was launched—and recommended that the
launching date be changed—from the middle
to the end of February—in order to make the
new Cavalla—a leap year boat also. However
this time they didn't buy my lucky story—
as they did in Washington—20 years ago.

The new Cavalla which you see here to-
day—was made possible—only by the close
cooperation of Navy men—and skilled mem-~
bers of the civilian shipbuilding industry. In
other words it is a product—of the military
industrial complex. All Americans should be
proud—and should be grateful—that we
have such a complex.

The Cavalla is a tangible manifestation—
of the strength—that our Navy must main-
tain. I am sure that the officers and men—
who will sail in her—will match that
strength—with their own determination and
courage.

By using the seas in the past—we have
kept wars away from our shores—and
through our trade with forelgn countries—
we have enhanced our prosperity—and our
economic growth. Unfortunately there are
too many people in our country today—who
take free use of the seas for granted—and
apparently believe this will continue—
whether we do anything about 1t or not.
This 1s very dangerous thinking. For if
we don’t maintain an adequate—and a mod-
ern Navy-—strong enough to keep the sea
lanes open—we will be unable to maintain
our position—as the leading country in the
world.

Today as Cavalla is commissioned—she
becomes part of a great—and a proud tradi-
tion—in the maintenance—of the freedom
of the seas—and in achleving peace for man-
kind. The opportunity—and the obligation—
to prove herself worthy of this tradition—
begins today.

Cavalla’s success In meeting today's chal-
lenges—will ultimately rest—with the officers
and men who man her. They have the re-
sponsibility—and the hard work—of pre-
paring her—maintaining her—and ensuring
that Cavalla is successful—in whatever mis-
sion she is assigned, I know they will live
up to this trust—and instill in Cavalla—a
reputation of honor—hard work—and qual-
ity—in service to the United States Navy.

Their courage—discipline—and devotion to
duty—are qualities we will need as much—
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to build a peaceful future—as we have
needed in the past—in time of war.

Those of us who love our country—are
facing the challenge—to strengthen our love
of country--love of God—Iloyalty to family
and community—and the willingness to put
service above self. At a time when a small
minoerity—has tried to glorify the few—who
have refused to serve—it is more important
than ever—that we respect the millions—who
have loyally stood by their country—when
the challenge to freedom—called for service.

Some of the volces we hear today—calling
for a weak America—and for an lsolation-
ist America—are repeats of past mistakes.
The same thinking—that they proclaim to-
day—led an unprepared America—into two
world wars—during this century—because it
encouraged others to believe—that their ag-
gression would go unpunished.

I believe that our domestic problems—need
our very serlous attention. However, it is be-
cause our armed forces—have been properly
equipped—and properly manned over the
years—that Americans have been permitted—
to live in freedom—and to count their bless-
ings—and their freedom—in hundreds of
years. Therefore we can go too far—in divert-
ing military money—to take care of domes-
tic problems.

War has always been—the final result of
weakness. And history has proven—that it is
much cheaper to remain strong—than it is
to have to pay the price—for being weak.
Strength commands  respect—weakness
breeds contempt. And someone once sald—
that we can't prevent fires—by hating the
fire department. Nor can we prevent war—
by despising the military.

I don't know what has happened—to our
pride in our country—and to our patriotism.
Many Americans today—seem to want some-
thing for nothing—including their freedom.
We must never forget—that when patriot-
ism becomes a dirty word—a nation is ready
to be taken to the cleaners.

I've had four different tours of duty—
here in the New London area—and it's good
to be back again,

My first visit here was 36 years ago—as a
student at the submarine school—from
January to June 1937. Then I was back to
put two submarines in commission—the
Guardfish in 1942—and the Cavalla in 1944.
And my last assignment to duty here—
which was also my last tour of duty in sub-
marines—was commander of submarine
squadron 2 in 1957—16 years ago.

In less than four months I will be retir-
ing—after 43 years in uniform. I have many
pleasant memories—of my naval career—but
like all naval officers—my first command—is
my most cherished memory. Cavalla indeed
was a fine ship—and a lucky ship. The new
Ca;mlla—wm also be a fine ship—and a lucky
ship.

Thanks for inviting me here today—and
permitting me to reminisce—and to recall
such pleasant memories.

I would llke to close by quoting a part of
the letter I recelved—from Secretary of the
Navy Warner—concerning this ceremony to-
day—and I quote:

“Over a quarter of a century has passed—
since you commanded the first U.S.8. Cavalla
(88-244). Much has changed since then—in
the world—and the Navy as well. But the
need for dedicated men—to serve in our
ships, still remains. This need was met—by
those who salled in the first Cavalla—and
will continue to be met—by those who will
sail in her namesake.”

And so—to the cfficers and men of Caval-
la—good luck—and may God bless you all.

WHILE CONGRESS SLEEPS, FOR-
EIGN-MADE CRANES SWING OVER
CAPITOL HILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
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man from Ohio (Mr. MILLER) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER. Madam Speaker, it is
tragically ironic that on a day when
the House of Representatives votes to
curb the flow of American dollars over-
seas, foreign-made construction cranes
are swinging over Capitol Hill.

On the site of the $90 million Library
of Congress James Madison Memorial
Building, several tower cranes are being
erected, the component parts of which
are made in France.

While we deplore our mounting bal-
ance-of-payments deficit, the United
States literally subsidizes foreign manu-
facturers to build our public buildings
right under our very noses.

ESTONIAN INDEPENDENCE DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. BURKE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Madam
Speaker, last Saturday, February 24, was
a day most dear to Estonian people the
world over. On that day, 55 years ago,
the Republic of Estonia was instituted
and the Estonian people reestablished
their independence from czarist Russia.

This event was no small occasion, Mad-
am Speaker. The shackles of oppression
had long been worn by the Estonian peo-
ple and when their statement of inde-
pendence was pronounced, another blow
was struck to the brow of tyranny. This
joyous feeling was only experienced for
two short decades, however. A new im-
perialist Prussian regime swallowed this
brave new nation, attempting to choke
the democratic principles of freedom and
self-determination, which the Estonian
people had come to love. It is a great
testimonial to the fortitude of the Eston-
ian people, Madam Speaker, that this
conquest has not succeeded and will not
ever succeed. The democratic ideals we so
cherish in the United States still live
strongly in the minds of Estonians every-
where.

We remember Estonian Independence
Day each year to reaffirm our friendship
and support for Estonians everywhere in
their struggle for freedom. Estonian-
Americans have contributed much to
American life. We thank them for this
today and also look to the future, hop-
ing that one day soon, the sun of free-
dom will shine again in Estonia.

THE NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH
CORPS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Madam Speak-
er, there was no mention of funds avail-
able for the Neighborhood Youth Corps—
NYC—for next year in the President’s
1974 budget.

The Neighborhood Youth Corps is a
5-year-old inner-city youth employment
and training program that has been ad-
ministered by the Manpower Division of
the Department of Labor since 1968. To
date, this program has provided jobs for
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hundreds of thousands of underprivileged
young men and women. These young peo-
ple have been employed, primarily, dur-
ing the summer months and after school
hours, to enable them to earn money to
continue their education and to supply
them with additional training for their
future careers. Without the Neighbor-
hood Youth Corps most of these teen-
agers would be forced to drop out of high
school. It is estimated that 75 percent
would be welfare recipients within a
year after their leaving school.

I cannot emphasize strongly enough,
Madam Speaker, the importance of the
NYC for the underprivileged youth of my
city of Chicago and every major city in
the United States. As an urban-oriented
program, the Neighborhood Youth Corps
is by far one of the most successful
nation-wide youth programs ever to be
instituted by the Federal Government.

This year alone, 31,617 young people
are participating in the NYC program in
Chicago. And 740,222 young people par-
ticipated nationally. It is estimated that
the demand for next year will increase
nationwide by 278,769.

If it is the administration’s intention
to eliminate the Neighborhood Youth
Corps or to group it with those programs
supposedly covered under “special rev-
enue sharing,” I believe that nearly 1
million young Americans will be cruelly
cheated out of the chance to build a fu-
ture for themselves.

THE METRIC CONVERSION ACT OF
1973 .

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. Fraser) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FRASER. Madam Speaker, I am
introducing today—with 22 bipartisan
cosponsors—a bill to establish the inter-
national system of weights and meas-
ures—the metric system—as the sole sys-
tem of measurements in the United
States.

Almost 200 years ago Thomas Jeffer-
son suggested adoption of the metrie
system. The United States is the only in-
dustrialized Nation in the world still
using the “English system” of weights
and measures—which the English have
already abandoned.

Last year the Senate passed legislation
to establish a board to develop a plan for
conversion. Since the Constitution
states—

The Congress shall have the power to . . .
fix the Standard of Welghts and Measures.

This board seems unnecessary. My bill
simply directs the Secretary of Commerce
to develop and implement a plan. I be-
lieve it important that the plan be the
direct result of congressional initiative.
We keep creating boards and commis-
silons and directives for the President
rather than directing the executive
branch ourselves.

We are already moving toward a fully
metric economy. My intent is to move a
little faster, and with a definite plan in
mind. The benefits of complete conver-
sion are already acknowledged by busi-
ness—we will not need dual inventories,
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we will not need conversion tables, Amer-
ican products will be on a more equal
footing in overseas markets.

I hope the House will hold hearings on
the adoption of the metric system this
year. I hope that both Houses pass a bill
which will be sent to the President for his
signature. But I also hope we will have
the sense not to create something else to
conduct the business of the Congress.

I include the text of the bill at this
point in the RECORD:

HR. 4779
A bill to provide for the conversion of the
United States to the metric system

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Metric Conversion
Act of 1973."

SEec. 2. The International System of Units
(hereinafter referred to as the "metric sys-
tem”) as established by the General Con-
ference of Welghts and Measures in 1960 and
interpreted or modified for the United States
by the Becretary of Commerce is fixed as
the sole system of welghts and measures in
the United States, effective ten years after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

BSec. 3. The President shall take such ac-
tlons as are necessary to assure that the
executive departments and agencles of the
United States shall convert to the metric
system as soon as possible after the date
of the enactment of this Act, and shall use
the metric system exclusively in all official
transactions no later than ten years after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

BEc. 4. The Commissioner of Education,
in consultation with the Secretary of Com-
merce, shall develop and carry out a program
of public education through the printed,
broadcast, and other media—

(1) to inform the public of the conversion
of the United States to the metric system
as the sole system of weights and measures,
and

(2) to assist the public in learning to uti-
lize the metric system in accordance with
that conversion.

Sec. 5. (a) The Secretary of Commerce 1s
authorized, under such reasonable terms and
conditions as he shall prescribe, to make
grants to individuals to defray otherwlise
nonreimbursable expenses which must be
incurred by them for the purpose of acquir-
ing tools or instruments which are necessary
to their continued employment in a trade
or business (including farming) and which
are required as a result of the conversion
to the metric system of the United States
under this Act. Grants made under this sub-
section shall not exceed a total of $2,000 In
the case of each individual.

(b) The Secretary of Commerce is au-
thorized to consult with, advise, and en-
courage each sector of the nation, including
business and trade, labor, education, and
consumers, in the process of a smooth and
efficlent conversion to the metric system.

BRITISH OPPOSITION TO GREEK
JUNTA

(Mr. EDWARDS of California asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Madam
Speaker, people from many lands who
love Greece and who remember with
gratitude the sacrifices made by the
Greeks in their struggles against Fascist
Italy and Nazi Germany have witnessed
with despair the support given the pres-
ent military government of Greece by
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the Government of the United States,
France, the German Federal Republic,
and England.

Fortunately in each country there is
strong opposition to each government’s
bizarre support of the oppressive,
totalitarian, and cruel Greek junta. This
opposition does not advocate inter-
ference in Greek affairs to overthrow the
military junta, but it opposes vigorously
and indignantly its own government’s
wooing of the colonels.

In Britain, support for freedom and
democracy in Greece is centered in the
League for Democracy in Greece, and
the following describes the current work
of their excellent organization:

BRITAIN AND GREECE

The opposition to the Colonels in Britain
is very much centered around the League for
Democracy in Greece, formed in London in
1945, shortly after the regrettable actions of
the British Government toward the end of
the war which led to the assumption of
power in Greece of a very right wing Gov-
ernment and to the restoration of the
Monarchy. Thereby, thousands of those who
had shared in the magnificent resistance put
up by the Greek guerillas against the Nazi
invaders were thrown to the wolves or, worse,
into the gaols of Greece as political prisoners.

During over 27 years of unremitting work
for the restoration of the democracy that was
then so cruelly denied to the Greek people,
the League for Democracy in Greece has had
the warm support of the British Trade Union
and Labour movement, representing millions
of workers, of the Co-operatives and Trades
Councils and of thousands of individual sup-
porters from among British workers, writers,
artists, musicians, members of the academic
world—in a word, from the liberal minded
British public.

British governments have from time to
time prodded the Greek regime about its
political prisoners and lack of democracy,
but only very gently—a reaction rather to
the strong opposition of the British people
to the Greek junta.

But in Government and official circles of
late there has been an insidious but never-
theless observable change of attitude to-
wards the Greek regime. Relations have gone
beyond the mere exchange of diplomatic
courtesies. Criticisms have quletened and the
embarrassment of the empty Greek seat at
the Council of Europe (the regime resigned
to avold the indignity of expulsion) is over-
looked.

These closer relations with the junta
have been recently enhanced by the holiday
taken by our Minister of State for Defence,
Lord Carrington in the Aegean which con-
cluded with the so called unofficial visit
to Athens and discussions with the Greek
Prime Minister, Papadopoulos, and other
members of his Government. The ILeague
for Democracy in Greece cabled Lord Car-
rington in Athens hoping that, whilst there,
he would raise the question of the political
prisoners and, as subsequently reported in
the press, he did so and referred to what
the Times described as the strong feelings
in Britaln on this subject. No doubt any
embarrassment caused to our Minister of
State for Defence in raising the topic was
soon dispelled when discussions followed
on the sale of arms by Britaln to Greece,
to which Lord Carrington agreed in prin-
ciple—a surprising outcome, one might
think, to a hollday trip in Greek waters and
unofficlal courtesy talks In Athens. With
almost indecent haste Lord Carrington was
followed back to Britain by a high ranking
Greek emissary seeking to buy frigates ete.
Arms deals are no doubt now well in hand.

David Tonge, who of late has been report-
ing especially informatively from Athens
for the Guardian has pointed out, 12th Oc-
tober, 1972, that the last Minister of Na-
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tional Economy 1s on record as having sald
that “The road to his Ministry passes
through the Ministry of Foreign Affairs—a
dark reference to the regime’s Insistence
that countries which wish to do business
here should not expect to criticise the re-
gime."”

80, Lord Carrington having made peace
with the junta, Lord Limerick from the
Board of Trade, is now in Greece—on an
officlal visit this time—and no doubt luc-
rative deals will be concluded with some
of the Colonel's strongest supporters, who
are to be found among the wealthy Greek
shipowners, bankers, and industrialists, all
closely allied with their American opposite
numbers,

It is for the League for Democracy in
Greece and 1its supporters to ensure that
such deals are not concluded at the price
of continued human suffering and torture—
now rated very cheaply in far too many
quarters. As has been reported by the Brit-
ish press, Congressman Hall protested that
McGovern’s policy of “cessation of US sup-
port for the repressive Government in
Greece” will mean a loss of 130 million dol-
lars for the MecDonnell-Douglas Alrcraft
Corporation in Missourl.”

It is regrettable to see some Churchmen
in Britain joining in the good fellowship
now being fostered with a regime which, not
only tortures, Imprisons and exiles its polit-
ical prisoners, but constantly denies com-
mitting these atrocities despite the irre-
futable evidence to the contrary from many
sources including, very recently, Mr. Niall
MacDermott, Q.C., Secretary-General of the
International Commission of Jurists. Arch-
bishop Athmagoras, head of the Greek
Orthodox Church in Britaln, entertalned a
few days ago the Archbishop of Canterbury,
Cardinal Heenan and others at Grosvenor
House to a £7 a head banquet a “"Divine Way
to spend an evening a la Grecque" as the
Guardian aptly described 1t, 27.10.72. Only a
few days earlier, Mr, Niall MacDermott had
reported that Greek opponents to the regime
banished to remote villages (which include
Professor John Pesnazoglou, formerly Deputy
Governor of the Bank of Greece and Profes-
sor of Folitical Economy in the University
of Athens, and Mr., Anastasios Piparis, a
former Director General of the Greek Broad-
casting Corporation) were allowed the equiv-
alent of 30p a day with which to maintain
themselves! Mr. MacDermott also pointed out
that such banishments without trial were a
violation of Article 10 of the Universal Decla-
ration of Human Rights.

Unhappily it 1s well known that the high-
er dignatories of the Greek Church are firm
supporters of the Colonels. But within the
Church there are such honourable exceptions
as Father Petros Gavales, twice Imprisoned
and subjected to torture, on one oceasion for
removing from his Church a picture of the
Prime Minister put there by the Police. Pather
Gecorge Plrounakis has been constantly hin-
dered and harassed in his work, and has com-
plained to his bishop about the Church’s
apparent acceptance of military police in-
volvement in ecclesiastical matters. Last
August he complained to Ieronymous, Arch-
bishop of Athens and all Greece and the Holy
Synod about their lack of support. One
wonders if Dr. Ramsey, who was the official
guest and speaker at the Grosvenor House
banquet and who accepted a decoration from
his host, is as fully aware of the true situa-
tion of the Church in Greece as he should be,

The British Government are not alone in
thelr increasing co-operation with the Greek
regime. The US Government, which has al-
ways been a main support, 18 now transfer-
ring thousands of American families to
Greece having adopted Piraeus as the home
port for their 6th Fleet. This action removes
any doubt which might have lingered in
some people’s minds that the US Adminis-
tration, still less the Pentagon, had any
serlous concern about democracy In Greece
and the political prisoners there.
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The Guardian, 28.9.72, reported that Bonn
and Athens were ‘“mending fences"”. No doubt
this s to ensure that the German Federal
Republie, too, gets an economic and political
foothold In Greece. West German military
aid was also discussed.

As the date for Britain joining the EEC
draws close our Government is likely to be
more susceptible to Greek pressure the Brit-
ish support for their membership of the
EEC and the Council of Europe. This means
that the new West European bloc, especially
in the light of some strong neo-fascist ten-
dencies within it and of NATO pressures he-
cause of Greece's strategic position, will be
the more ready to forget the political pris-
oners and the democratic freedom of the
Greek people.

But within Britain there is a great warmth
and friendship for the people of Greece, with
roots deep in history, and a real sense of
gratitude for the sacrifices made by the
Greeks in their struggles against fascist Italy
and Nazi Germany. This explains the breadth
of feelilng and concern among all sections of
people in Britain at the present fate of the
proud Greek nation. We have seen striking
reminders of this in the anxious questions
in the House of Lords, in the letter published
in the columns of the Times from British
academics, In the concerns of so eminent a
Jjurist as Lord Gardiner (Lord Chancellor in
the Labour Government) and by the many
eminent signatories, from so many walks of
life, to the Amnesty appeal this year on be-
half of the political prisoners and exiles. It
also explains the frequent articles in the
press, the numerous books published about
the Greek situation and the readiness of
people to help, like the distingulshed Prof.
D. F. N. Harrison, who went to Greece and
gave his medical service to a gravely sick
political prisoner.

Our Trade Union movement has over many
years supported the Greek people in their
struggle for democratic and trade union
rights. Three times within recent months
there have been fine examples of solidarity
with Greek workers by our trade unions. Con-
certed action by the National Union of Sea-
men, The Transport and General Workers'
Union, the International Transport Workers’
Federation and Mr, Anthony Wedgewood
Benn, MP, prevented the “Ellkon”, a Cypriot
registered but, in reality, Greek owned vessel,
from leaving Avonmouth Dock until arrears
of wages had been met and the ship's crew
brought up to strength.

The National Union of Seamen and the
International Transport Workers' Federa-
tion supported a group of African seamen
who left a Greek ship at Avonmouth this
month because they were belng grossly
underpaid. On the 24th of October the officers
and crew of the “Gulf Coast” threatened to
desert at Avonmouth because of wages and
conditions. This ship flew the Cypriot flag
of convenience, Its Third Engineer, Andrew
Bankhead, a Scot, told the local paper “We
have chosen this port to make our stand
because of help given here to crews”. He
claimed that the crew were treated like
slaves. They were refused contracts, given
poor food and forced to work long hours.

Mr. Alan Sapper, General Secretary of the
Assoclation of Cinematograph and Television
Techniclans was cnc~ offered a free hollday ‘n
Greece by the junta’s emissaries, with every
allurement at the Colonels’ command. His
Unlon exercised and still does a boycott
against its members working on films, other
than news fllms, in Greece—a splendid ex-
ample cf disinter-sted trade unlon action.
This boycott has been wonderfully effective,
aid more and more locations for British
produced films are being sought in coun-
tries other than Greece because of the boy-
cott., Neelless to say, Mr. Sap-er declined
the junta’s visit and the Colonels are por-
haps now wiser than to offer such enter-
talnment to leading British trade unionists
and confine their hospitality to members
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of the Government, business tycoons and a
few of our higher Church dignatories.

The work of the League continucs above
all to revolve around an amnesty for all the
political prilsoners and exiles but, in the
meantime we press for the release, if only
temporary, of sick prisoners, the relzase of
aged prisoners, the betterment of prison
conditions and the abandonment of torture
end trials by Court martial. Whenever pos-
sible we try to arrange for observers to at-
tend trials—this encourages the accused and
their lawyers, brings publicity to Gre :k meth-
ods of justice, exposes the junta and un-
doubtedly results in reduced sentences,

We have crganised and shall continue *o
organise amnesty appeals in this country and
in this have been supported, to the chagrin of
the Greek authorities, by many eminent
people.

We are always alert to the importance of
focusing the light of publicity on the junta’s
activities and have found recently a splen-
did response from the public media. Also our
activities are often brought to the notice of
the Greek public by the BBC Greek Service—
an invaluable medium of news to Greeks
about what is really happening in their own
country and of events throughout the world
which affect them.

We send delegates to international con-
ferences which deal directly or indirectly
with prcblems created by the junia. We re-
gard it as important to bring to the notice
of such international gatherings the impli-
cations, for World peace and European se-
curity and democracy, of the fascist military
dictatorship in Greece.

Through its individual membership and
affiliated organisations the League is able to
maintain a consistent campaign in support
of Greek democracy, in addition to taking
special action as developments occur.

We also work to ensure support for the
Greek Rellef Fund (26, Goodge Street, Lon-
don WIP IFG) through which financial aid
is sent to political prisoners and their fami-
lies. The continued aid to these Greek demo-
crats is yet another proof of the British
people’s sympathy for the Greek people.

We regard solidarity with Greek democrats
as our prime concern at the same time be-
lieving it to be in the best traditions and
true interests of our own people and country.
The violation of democracy in Greece is an
injury to us all and the military build-up
in that country is a matter of concern to
all who want justice and peace.

NATIONAL STUDENT ASSOCIATION
THANKED BY GREEK STUDENT
PRISONERS

(Mr, Epwarps of California asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and to
include extraneous matter.)

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Madam
Speaker, last summer Congressman BEN-
JAaMIN S. RoSENTHAL brought to our atten-
tion the resolution passed by the 25th
Congress of the National Student Asso-
ciation expressing their opposition to
continued American support for the
military dictatorship which is now in
power in Greece and mandating their re-
solve to continue to speak out, study, and
take action in support of Greek students
engaged in resistance to the junta.

In response, I would like to include the
following letter addressed to the Student
Union of the United States:

Frienps: During the Christmas and New
Year holidays we send you our sincere greet-
ings.

g?e send these greetings as a small gesture
of appreciation for the effort and struggle
which you have exerted to assist our student

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

youth and the people of our country during
the difficult days which they are experiencing
under the military fascist dictatorship.

We were especially touched by the resolu-
tion which you passed at your last Congress
of your association requesting the release of
all political prisoners.

Your protest and assistance have, for us,
special depth and meaning because it shows
that there isn’t just an America of the mili-
tary-industrial complex, the America of
Nixon who with money, weapons and every
other kind of ald, backs up the dictatorship
in our country. There is also another
America., The America of the toilers and
thinkers who belleve In the democratic
principles of Lincoln and Jefferson.

Dear friends, we request that you trans-
mit our warm wishes and our fighting greet-
ings to all the democratic American students.

With warm greetings,
THE STUDENT POLITICAL PRISONERS OF
THE KORYDALLOS AND AEGINA PRISONS,

STATEMENT UPON INTRODUCTION
OF VIETNAM VETERANS DAY
RESOLUTION

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REecorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. GILMAN. Madam Speaker, it is
with great pleasure that I am introducing
today, along with several of my col-
leagues, a resolution authorizing Pres-
ident Nixon to proclaim a Vietnam Vet-
erans Day, honoring those men who have
served and returned to their homes, those
men missing in action, and those men
who have made the supreme sacrifice of
giving their lives for their country.

The necessity of such a day is self-
evident. This was an unpopular war, a
war which incurred a great deal of suf-
fering, not only on the battlefields, but
also. in the hearts of many Americans.

Madam Speaker, this war in Vietnam,
unlike any past war in our history, did
not leave any heroic glory in its wake. In-
stead, this war belittled and discredited
many of our brave, heroic soldiers who
were steadfastly loyal to our Nation.

Throughout our involvement in South-
east Asia, we have criticized and we have
been criticized. Now that our negotia-
tions have successfully terminated our
involvement, let our internal strife also
be terminated by a genuine thanksgiving
among the American people. Let there be
a Vietnam Veterans Day as a day of re-
membrance for those valiant young souls
who gave their lives in their commitment
to their country; let this Vietnam Vet-
erans Day be a day of thanksgiving for
those prisoners of war reuniting with
their families and friends; and let this
Vietnam Veterans Day be a day of bless-
ing, honoring those soldiers who have
fought and returned to their homes.

_ Madam Speaker, before we consider the
issue of amnesty for those who refused
to fight, let us clearly set forth our prior-
ities. Let us pay tribute to our unsung
heroes whose conscience directed them
to bear arms in defense of liberty and
freedom for the people of South Vietnam.

I ask my colleagues here and in the
Senate to join in support of this Vietnam
Veterans Day resolution. Do not let our
soldiers feel their sacrifices have been in
vain. Let us seal the rift this war has
caused in so many hearts, by joining to-
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gether to honor the veterans of our Viet-
nam war.

The cosponsors of this resolution are:
Mr. FisH, Mr. Rosison of New York, Mr,
MircHELL of New York, Mr, WaLsH, and
Mr, WoOLFF.

Mr. Speaker, I have attached a copy of
my proposed joint resolution authorizing
President Nixon to proclaim Vietnam
Veterans Day. I include this resolution
in the RECORD:

H.J. REs, 381
Joint resolution authorizing the President to
proclaim a "“Vietnam Veterans Day”

Whereas a negotiated peace ended hostili-
tles in South East Asia; and

Whereas arrangements for the fullest pos-
sible accounting of Prisoners of War and
men missing in action are currently under-
way; and

Whereas the veterans of the Vietnam con-
flict have made vallant sacrifices to foster
American ideals; and

Whereas we can take great strength, re-
newed falth and courage from the outstand-
Ing service of our veterans; and

Whereas the sacrifices of our servicemen
in Vietnam encourage our rededication to
the precepts that have made America such
a tower of strength among the nations of the
world; and

Whereas the thousands of servicemen who
have now returned from the Vietnam con-
flict are deserving of due recognition for
their courage and service on behalf of our
nation:

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Sen-
ate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress as-
sembled, That the President is hereby au-
thorized and requested to issue a proclama-
tion designating a “Vietnam Veterans Day”,
honoring those men who have served and
returned to their homes, those men missing
in action and those men who have made the
supreme sacrifice of glving their lives for
their country, and to invite and encourage
the citizens of the United States, especially
veteran’s groups, churches, and their affili-
ated organizations, to observe this day with
the appropriate ceremonies and actlvities.

PROTECTING THE HOME OF
OUR FIRST PRESIDENT—GEORGE
WASHINGTON

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SAYLOR. Madam Speaker, over
the years, the Congress has, appro-
priately, honored our first President with
deeds as well as words.

Twelve years ago, the Congress en-
acted Public Law 87-362, designed to
preserve the view from Washington’s
beautiful home at Mount Vernon.
Washington prized that view from the
porch of Mount Vernon; I assume that
everyone in this Chamber has made the
pilgrimage to Mount Vernon at one time
or another, so you too are aware of the
inner peace and tranquillity which comes
from surveying the historic countryside
surrounding Washington's home.

Following the action of Congress to
protect the view, over 180 landowners
have donated scenic easements on their
land to the National Park Service. They
too have come to appreciate the unique-
ness—to the history of our country—of
the areas having a direct esthetic im-
pact on the Mount Vernon area. Two
foundations, one led by our former col-
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league, the Honorable Frances Bolton
of Ohio, have donated over half the 6
miles of waterfront lands. The dona-
tions made possible substantial comple-
tion of Piscataway Park, the newest of
the National Parks in the National Cap-
ital area.

On three separate occasions since the
original act, the Congress has acted to
preserve, protect, and expand the area
which surrounds and/or, in an esthetic
sense, is an integral part of the George
Washington homesite.

Three years hence, we celebrate the
bicentennial. Mount Vernon will, of
course, be highlighted as one of the prin-
cipal preserved landmarks of the revolu-
tionary period. Its unique historical set-
ting on the Potomac River, which is to
be a model for the Nation, makes it
mandatory for the Congress to complete
the task of preservation.

The Congress had to act hastily to
prevent the monumental insult of a sew-
age plant directly opposite Mount Ver-
non. And, as the Congress is aware, en-
croachments on both Marshall Hall on
one flank of the park and the marina
at Fort Washington on the other flank
of the park, were allowed to remain.
These modern day monstrosities have
disrupted and degraded the character of
the park and Mount Vernon itself for
years.

I believe it is proper to mention at this
point, and publicly thank, the American
Horticultural Society, for its recent pur-
chase of George Washington’s historic
river front farm south of Mount Vernon.
Although my information is sketchy, I
understand the sale is to be completed
tomorrow, and that the Society intends
to open the estate to the public. It is also
in order at this point to commend again
our colleague Joer T. BroyYHILL, who
represents the 10th Congressional Dis-
trict of Virginia, for his efforts to pre-
serve that particular property from the
clutches of a foreign power some years
ago.
In order that Piscataway National
Park may be completed for the bicen-
tennial celebration, I am proposing to-
day what I believe is the last legislation
needed. This bill will bring the potential
encroachments on the park under the
full control of the U.S. National Park
Service of the Department of the In-
terior. At the same time, the bill will
provide access to the river via the only
State road in the area. It will, in this
way, provide accessible space for picnick-
ing, biking, and camping, and similar
public uses in keeping with the original
intent of the Congress. It is my hope
that the bill will receive speedy approval
of our colleagues in both Houses.

It is fitting and proper that Congress
make its own Washington birthday’s
gift to the Nation by 1976. The legisla-
tion introduced today will achieve that
goal,

F-14 BEST IN EVERY WAY

(Mr. GROVER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. GROVER. Madam Speaker, the
recent publicity given the contractual
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dispute between the U.S. Navy and the
Grumman Aerospace Corp over financ-
ing of the F-14 aircraft has many people
confused.

I should like my congressional col-
leagues to note three conclusions I have
drawn in the matter.

First. The company's estimates were
off target in great part because of Gov-
ernment error in projection of inflation
increases.

Second. The F-14 is an outstanding
weapons system which the Navy wants
desperately and our national security de-
mands.

Third. An equitable compromise should
be reached immediately.

There is little better endorsement of
this great aircraft that can be found
than the one given by one of our col-
leagues, Hon. O11s G. PIKE, of New York.

The following newspaper articles detail
his observations:

[From the Long Island (N.Y.) Dally News,
Feb. 10, 1973]
PIKE TAKES A FrLiGHT IN F-14—HE CaLLs IT
“VASTLY SUPERIOR PLANE"
(By Michael Hanrahan)

A swing-wing Navy fighter jet took off from
Calverton, L.I., yesterday afternoon and be-
fore it traveled a distance of 5,000 feet it
was 8,000 feet high and had reversed direc-
tions.

One hour later, Otls Pike (D.-Riverhead),
climbed down from the cockpit to the Grum-
man test runway and announced that the
F-14 was a “vastly superlor plane” to the
F-4, the fighter plane now in use by the
Navy.

Pike, a former Marine fighter pilot and a
ranking member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, flew as navigator in a demonstration
flight by Grumman's chief test pilot, Chuck
Seweel.

“Grumman has built an obviously very
solid, honest, smooth machine,” said Pike.

“We flew against the F—4 in tighter turns
and quicker rolls,” he sald. “The F-14 can
clearly turn inside the F—4, can clearly run
away from the F-4, can clearly outclimb the
F-4, and makes split 8 maneuvers far supe-
rior to the F-4.”

The Grumman Aerospace Corp.,, Long
Island’s largest industrial plant, is in a run-
ning feud with the Navy on escalating costs
of producing the F-14. Grumman, which
says 1t wants to continue building the plane,
says it cannot do so at the contracted price.
To do so says a Grumman spokesman, “would
put us out of business.”

Negotiations in an attempt to reach a com-
promise are being conducted between the
Secretary of the Navy and the company.
Congress, will be asked to pass on appropria-
tlons for the plane. And the Senate i1s con-
ducting an investigation into the Grumman
claim that it is unable to live up to a con-
tract which was first drawn in 1968.

To date, 22 planes have been delivered to
the Navy, with 64 more to be dellvered by
mid-1974. Grumman contends the order will
result in a $65 million loss. The company
sald it would absorb that amount but is de~
clining to build an additional 48 planes un-
der contract as part of a fifth lot order.

WANT $2.2 MILLION MORE

Company cost experts clalm that the Navy
will have to pay an additional $2.2 million
per airplane on the fifth lot order. The cur-
rent cost of the F-14 is $16.7 million per
craft.

Pike sald in an interview yesterday, “I
don't think the difference in cost should be
the deciding factor in whether or not the
Navy gets the F-14. The fact of the matter
is the Navy certainly needs if. It Is unques-
tionably the best plane avallable.”

February 27, 1973

Pike contended that it is Impossible for
Congress to determine whether the plane is
actually worth any particular cost in the
terms of dollars and cents. “That matter is up
to the Secretary of the Navy and the airplane
manufacturing company,” he sald.

Yesterday’s flight was instituted at the re-
quest of Pike, who saild he never had any
doubt as to the performance capabilities of
the aircraft.

The last government official to fiy in the
F-14 was Sen. Barry Goldwater (R.-Ariz.), &
brigadier general in the Air Force Reserve.
Goldwater flew in the plane on Nov. 29, 1972.

Pike sald yesterday that the last time he
actually piloted a plane was in 1945, when as
a Marine night fighter pilot he flew an P-6FN
out of Peking, China.

Pike contended yesterday that the dispute
over the F-14, a long-range interceptor jet,
will have no bearing on the development of
the AX-10, a much smaller close air support
for ground troop plane being developed by
Fairchild Industries.

[From the Long Island (N.Y.) Press, Feb, 10,
1973]
Up, UP, AWAY, PIKE Says F-14 BesT IN “"EVERY
Wax"”
(By Karl Grossman)

The F-14 jet fighter with Rep. Otis G. Pike
in the back seat went straight up , .. and
up .. .and up ... like a rocket into the
skies over Long Island yesterday.

Its pilot later explained: “We were at 8,000
feet just halfway down the runway.”

Then, high in the sky, the airplane made
a sharp turn and winged to a patch of ocean
south of Long Island for a simulated dog
fight.

The F-14 was put up against an F-4, and
Pike sald later: “It outflew it in every way.”

Then the plane headed east, toward Block
Island. “I could see Nantucket, and up north
the snow on the Catskills,” Pike recalled.

After a total of an hour in the sky, the
plane landed back at Calverton with a thor-
oughly impressed but somewhat bloodied
congressman-passenger.

“I'm getting a little too old for this stuff,”
said Pike, 52, a former Marine fighter pilot,
as he hopped out. The enormous changes in
pressure had left him with “a bloody tooth-
?che:" he complained. Still, he said, “it was
un.'

Fun, obviously, wasn't the object of Pike's
ride in the sleek, supersonic Grumman jet
plane.

In the wake of months of debate in Wash-
ington over the ¥-14, Pike said he wanted
to learn for himself how much the plane is
worth in the air.

i';t's better than looking at pictures,” he
sald.

And, sald Pike after his ride: “Grumman
has bullt an obviously solid, honest, smooth
machine.”

The craft, he saild, “can clearly turn inside
the F-4, can clearly fly away from the F-4,
can clearly outclimb the F—4." And this was
important to know, said Pike, because in
Washington “they've been saying it (the
F-14) can't do anything the F—4 can do.”

And after his ride, sald Pike, he was com-
mitted “more than ever” to the $16.8 million
P-14.

“I'm impressed as hell,” said Pike, a mem-
ber of the House Armed Services Committee.

Grumman and the Navy have been argu-
ing over Grumman’s insistence that it be
paid an additional $1056 million for a batch
of 48 F-14's ordered by the Navy.

Pike said yesterday he feels that the Beth-
page firm should get at least some of what it
wants extra.

Pike said the last time he flew a Grumman
aircraft was in Peking, China in 1945.

“It was a Grumman F6FN then,” sald
Pike, an anclent propeller-driven plane com-
pared to the F-14.
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Peking, he explained, was his last stop
with the F6FN after piloting the craft on
120 combat missions in the Paclfic Theatre
during World War II.

Even for a former flyer, the F-14 take-off,
sald Plke, “was just incredible.”

“I think they were trying to see if the
old man was going to throw up,” said the
Riverhead congressman.

Grumman’s chief test pilot, Chuck Sewell,
denied this—with a wide smile. Sewell said
he was demonstrating how the F-14 has the
attributes of a Short Take-Off-and Landing
(STOL) craft, and needs little room to take
off and land.

The plane is designed for alrcraft carrler
work with the Navy, and so this is important,
he stressed.

The plane landed at the Grumman-Navy
Airfield in Calverton in just 1500 feet.

TEXAS VOICE OF DEMOCRACY
WINNER TALKS ON FREEDOM

(Mr. ROBERTS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam Speaker, the
freedom provided all of us as citizens of
the United States of America is our most
priceless possession. Throughout our his-
tory, Americans have fought and died to
preserve this freedom, and we look to the
youth of our Nation to preserve it for
generations yet unborn.

I am not worried about the future, be-
cause I know there are young people like
Barbara Ann Massey of Plano, Tex., who
appreciates the freedom we enjoy and
who realize the responsibilities that go
with it.

Barbara is the Texas State winner in-

this year’s Voice of Democracy Contest,
sponsored by the Veterans of Foreign
Wars of the United States and its Ladies
Auxiliary. She is the daughter of Mr.
and Mrs. Jimmie D. King of 1812 Fair-
field Drive, Plano, Tex., and is a senior
at Plano High School.

This outstanding young lady was one
of 500,000 students from over 7,000 sec-
ondary schools participating in this
year’s contest. As the winner in State
competition, she will now compete with
the winners from other States for five
national scholarships which are awarded
as the top prizes.

Her award-winning broadcast script
addresses itself to the theme, “My Re-
sponsibility to Freedom,” and it is an
excellent speech. I am today inserting
Barbara Ann Massey’s remarks into the
RECoORD, so that my colleagues may have
the opportunity to read this most timely
and interesting speech. I am proud to
have Barbara as my constituent.

My RESPONSIBILITY TO FREEDOM
(By Barbara Ann Massey)

I prosper where men strive for justice. I
am deeply embedded in the minds of all man-
kind, no matter how subconsciously hidden.
My companions are courage and truth. I
represent the struggles of all the centuries,
of all the nations, I have many symbols, I
am present in spirit in the cracked bell of
Liberty. I am present in the welcoming statue
in New York Harbor. My birth certificate is
the constitution and my degree of achieve-
ment is the Bill of Rights. I am the basis
upon which the greatest nation the earth
has ever known is built. My nickname 18
liberty. My true name is freedom; my twin

~ Moines,
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brother is democracy, and I am alive and
living in the hearts of all mankind, Freedom.
It's more than just flag-waving, and fire-
crackers on the Fourth of July and the way
you feel when the Star Spangled Banner is
played.

“Give me your tired, your poor, your hun-
gry, your homeless . . ."” Freedom. It offers
so much and yet it demands respect and it
demands responsibility.

A high school yearbook once had this leg-
end under a picture of a group of smiling,
happy people, “Friendship is not an oppor-
tunity, but a sweet responsibility.” The same
comparison can be drawn between friend-
ship and freedom. Many are born into free-
dom. Few realize that with this opportunity
comes the responsibility to live and practice
freedom, It is the duty of all free people to
spread freedom, share freedom, live freedom.
In a nation of growing apathy, freedom seems
to be a part of a breed of dying words. And
yet freedom is more than just a once a year
celebration of a few minutes tribute at a
ball game. Who can forget the immortal
words of President John F. Kennedy? “Ask
not what your country can do for you, but
rather, ask what you can do for your coun-
try.”

Is not freedom a part of our couniry, a
part of our heritage? Our country has al-
ways been extremely freedom oriented. This
country was formed because of the desire
for freedom. Our courts of justice and our
laws are based on freedom. Our government
is based on freedom, even our whole soclal
structure is based on the idea of freedom.
This country was concelved in freedom and
has prospered on freedom. This is where we
come in. It is our responsibility to see that
this freedom is continued, Not a stilted, false
freedom but the kind of freedom that has
made this nation the United States of Amer-
ica. Freedom still reigns supreme in this
nation, It is our responsibility and our priv-
ilege to carry out freedom. Freedom does
not live by itself; it lives through man, and
through it—man lives. From every mountain-
side truly let freedom ring.

THE PRESS: NOT A DIVINE ESTATE

(Mr. GROSS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. GROSS. Madam Speaker, there
have been numerous shrill cries lately on
the subject of the journalist’s alleged
privilege or right to refuse in any and all
cases to reveal the source of a story.

A great deal of this breast-beating is to
the effect that newsmen are, somehow,
a special breed not subject to the laws
that govern their fellow citizens.

In years gone by I spent a considerable
part of my life as a reporter, editor, and
news broadcaster and in my opinion it is
about time to put an end to the claim
that those in the news business have
some sort of divine right not available
to mortal men.

Few journalists of our time have been
so honored as Clark Mollenhoff, the
Washington bureau chief of the Des
Iowa Register. This Pulitzer
Prize-winning reporter who, incidentally,
is a lawyer, has written a telling argu-
ment in opposition to those who would,
by legislative fiat, give journalists
blanket immunity from revealing their
sources.

This article appeared in the Febru-
ary 24, 1973, edition of Human Events
and I include it at this point in the Rec-
ORD.
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LET's TAKE A CLOSER LOOK AT “SHIELD Laws"
(By Clark Mollenhoff)

I am reluctant to support any legislation
to change, modify or clarify the 1st Amend-
ment protection of the United States Con-
stitution with regard to freedom of the press.

In the first place, it is impossible to define
or limit those covered by the “freedom . . .
of the press” clause without doing serious
violence to the full meaning of the Con-
stitution. It is not for the protection of the
big newspapers and magazines and broad-
casting only, but must include the weakest,
poorest-financed pamphleteer regardless of
bellefs.

This leads to the second point which nearly
everyone mentions in proposing *“shield”
laws, How can it be written so it covers only
“newsmen" entltled to protect their “confi-
dentlal sources” and ellminates the possi-
bility of its use by extremist groups or gang-
sters as a cover for illegal operations? It
should be obvious that any restriction in
coverage would be likely to eliminate the
pamphleteer, who probably needs protection
more than any of the better-financed groups.
The underworld would have no problem in
financing & newspaper that could meet any
standards set in a shield law.

Thirdly, if reporters and editors are only
reasonably competent, responsible and un-
derstanding of their job, they do not need
shield laws to be effective in exposing gov-
ernment corruption and mismanagement or
repressive measures.

I have been working as an Investigative
reporter for more than 30 years and that ex-
perience has involved a broad and varied use
of “confidential sources.” It has involved ex-
posure of scandals from the Polk County,
Iowa, courthouse to the White House and
essentially every type of city, county, state
or federal agency.

I have always protected my “confidential
sources,” and in only a few instances have
been even faced with a choice of whether
to reveal the source or risk contempt. The
crisis never did materialize.

It is seldom that the crisis does materialize
for the thinking reporters and editors who
use some sense of responsibility in entering
into “confidential” relationships with their
sources and the manner in which the infor-
mation is used.

My experience indicates that it is seldom
that responsible editors and reporters need
a shield law, and it could hardly be argued
that the irresponsible press needs further
encouragement. It is the irresponsibility of a
few that makes the press vulnerable to the
criticism that destroys public confidence.

There 1s a great deal of sympathy for
public officials who are subjected to provably
false attacks by other politicians or by the
press, The public reactions against “smears”
by the political critics or by the press is a
proper reaction, and the last thing we need
today 18 a law that could be a further in-
vitation to irresponsibility.

It 1s a serious business to charge political
figures with corruption, mismanagement or
to otherwise reflect upon their integrity or
competence. Certainly, it is also a serious
business to consider clothing the press with a
near total immunity that is comparable only
to the immunity that members of the House
and Senate enjoy in connection with remarks
made in Congress.

Hardly a year goes by that we do not see
some examples of what for the last 20 years
has become known as “McCarthylsm” by
some member of the Senate or House. We
have seen and we have probably deplored
the abuse of the constitutional provision
that no member of the House or Senate shall
be “questioned in any other place” for “any
speech or debate in either house.”

To pass some of the broader shield laws
suggested would In fact clothe all publishers,
editors, reporters, columnists and com-
mentators with the same Immunity that
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senators and representatives enjoy to fire
charges at public officials on the basls of
anonymous “confidential informants.”

We should ask ourselves if we really believe
that all publishers, editors, reporters and
commentators are that much better in their
motivations and that much more responsible
than the members of the Senate and House
we have criticized for “McCarthyism.”

We should ask ourselves if an invitation to
more irresponsibility is the medicine the
press needs in addition to the United States
Supreme Court declsion in the case of New
York Times vs. Sullivan that frees us from
libel responsibility in all except those in-
stances involving provable malice,

This decision certainly gives all the protec-
tion the press needs to cover its uninten-
tional errors and even sloppiness associated
with meeting daily deadlines, And the United
States Supreme Court is speaking on the
Pentagon Papers case gave an added dimen-
slon to the news media's right to publish
the contents of government papers carrying
the highest national security classifications.

The prosecution of Daniel Ellsberg for
“leaking” the Pentagon Papers is another
problem since he identified himself as the
source, and the government through other
evidence had pretty well established his iden-
tity even before he made the admissions.

1t is an irresponsible reporter who writes
a story on the uncorroborated statements
of a so-called “confidential source,” and It is
an irresponsible editor who does not insist
upon such corroboration as a test of the
truth or falsity of the confidential informa-
u?\mrew unrelated arrests of reporters for
failing to reveal sconfidential sources” have
Tesulted in a near hysterical atmosphere in
which 1t is quite likely that legislators may
be pressured into passing unwise laws,

I say unwise laws because I fear that In
the long run shield laws could become the
instrumentality for a government control of

ress. .
th;‘li}at danger comes in the demands of 8
large number of legislators for a definition of
“legitimate newsmen” and “legitimate news
media” to be shielded from disclosure of con-
fidential sources, Once the definition is drawn
some person or group of persons will h‘ave to
be empowered to defermine who are ‘leglit-
imate newsmen” and what are “legitimate
news media.”

Obviously that power must vest in some
entity selected by the press, the public or the
government. Certainly a public election of
those with this power has Innumerable haz-
ards, and who in the press would or should
be trusted with this authority over his col-
leagues.

Any government role in naming or select-
ing the men to make the decision as to who
are “legitimate newsmen' has the major
drawback of permitting government to have
“g little control” over the press.

The Standing Committee of Correspond-
ents is the group that would come closest to
being an objective committee, and present
standards this group uses cerfainly would
bring complaints from the extremist pam-
phleteers and propagandists who would un-
doubtedly be excluded from the definition of
“legitimate newsmen."”

The broadecasting industry is rightfully
concerned that the so-called “fairness doc-
trine” will be used by this Administration or
some later Administration as a vehicle for
exerting a government control of radio and
television licenses. The speech by Dr. Clay
Whitehead gives some concept of the attitude
of the Nixon Administration and how it
might seek to use the “fairness doctrine”
lever against those in the broadcasting in-
dustry who displease the Administration.

It is not wise to underestimate the ability
of government lawyers to twist and distort
almost any law Into authority for withhold-
ing documents that the executive branch
wants to keep secret.
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We have seen the Nixon Administration’s
recent expansion of the claims of “executive
privilege” to"the point it is blocking Con-
gress, the press, the public and even the
General Accounting Office (GAO) auditors
from important information on government
operations and on the expenditures of tax
money.

We have seen how the bureaucrats, often
with White House approval, have even
twisted the exceptions to the Freedom of In-
formation Act to justify withholding docu-
ments from the press and the public. The
Freedom of Information Act was passed only
a little more than six years ago for the
specific purpose of assuring a maximum free
access to government information, The ex-
ceptions to the act have been expanded and
distorted by misinterpretation by govern-
ment lawyers into a law to suppress informa-
tion.

It went to the ludicrous extreme where the
Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) and
the AID agency refused to reveal such basic
blographical information on employes as
place of birth, schools attended, and prior
places of employment. The refusal was justi-
fled by government lawyers on grounds that
the Freedom of Information Act authorizes
the withholding of personnel records as
confidential.

Those of us who were active in amending
the so-called “housekeeping statute” (5
U.S.C. 22) recognize the great capacity of
the bureaucrats for interpreting any law to
provide a justification for nondisclosure of
information.

In that case, a law that was written to
provide for the custody and preservation of
government records had through a series of
interpretations by the various attorneys gen-
eral been turned into the most widely quoted
grounds for withholding documents.

How are we to assure that a shield law
that is written for the protection of the “con-
fidential sources"” of legitimate newsmen will
not be turned around and used as an instru-
ment of government control?

As 1 set out the reasons the press should
be wary about a shield law, I do not wish to
give the impression that I am downgrading
the value of “confidential sources.” As one
one who has avalled myself of information
from such “confidential sources,” I know such
informants are indispensable in our efforts to
expose and correct the dishonesty and un-
fair practices that creep into every govern-
ment agency from time to time.

My coolness to a shield law is based upon
my belief that skillful use of information
from confidential sources will usually leave
no hint that the original tips came from con-
fidential sources. The full protection of the
confidential sources requires that the report-
er and his editors handle the information in
such a manner that there is no direct or in-
direct clue as to the source.

Deadlines and the need for a “scoop’ are
never justifications for failing to check out
the information that comes from a confiden-
tial source. If the reporter has a true
confidential relationship with his source
the responsibility is not merely to not use
his name, but to in every way possible avoid
glving any indication of the identity of the
source.

If a thorough job is done of corroborating
the informant's story, the story itself need
not indicate that it came from a confidential
informant.

Over the centuries the only universally
recognized confidential relationships have
been those of doctor and patient, lawyer and
client, husband and wife, and priest and
confesser. In each of these four relationships
the confidentiality 1s required for the benefit
of the person making the disclosure—the
patient, the client, and the confesser and,
In theory at least, for the mutual benefit of
husband and wife.

In each of those confidential relationships
the area of confidentiality protected is care-
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fully circumseribed, and specifically exempted
are some statements made in the presence of
other parties or information that is to be
passed on to third persons.

The major beneficlaires of a newspaper in-
formant's statement that is confidential are
the reporter and his newspaper, not the in-
formant.

The question that puts the whole thing
in perspective involves the question of what
the newspaper would do if a story from a con-
fidential source resulted in a substantial libel
suit against the newspaper. Would the news-
paper, with its economic base threatened,
permit its reporter to remain sllent on a con-
fidential source who might be the key to
whether the newspaper had acted responsibly
or irresponsibly?

It would be difficult to justify using a
shield law to protect a reporter's confidential
source in a criminal contempt action while
refusing to permit the same reporter to pro-
tect those sources in a civil libel action
against his newspaper, its publisher, or
editors.

Finally, it s my deep belief that this is,
and must be, a nation guided by laws and
not a nation guided by the whims of any man
who is temporarily in charge of government
or any group of men who are in a position
to control public opinion. All men have a
responsibility under our laws and our Con-
stitution to give testimony in clvil and crimi-
nal proceedings and to produce relevant
records.

Prof. James Wigmore in his celebrated
treatise on evidence declared that “the pub-
liec . . . has a right to every man's evidence,”
including that of “a person occupying at
the moment the office of chief executive.”

“His temporary duties as an official can-
not override his permanent and fundamental
duty as a citizen and as a debtor to justice,”
Prof. Wigmore wrote.

Chief Justice John Marshall in United
States vs. Burr held that “a subpoena may
issue to the President” and that the ‘“ac-
cused is entitled to it of course . .. whatever
difference may exist with respect to the power
to compel the same obedience to the process.”

In a letter responding to the subpoena,
President Jefferson acknowledged the obliga-
tion of the chief executive to give testimony,
but said he could not journey to Richmond
for the Burr trial. However, it was noted that
he would be available in Washington for
the taking of a deposition.

The press properly criticizes the President
for his expansion of the clalm of “executive
privilege" in a manner that makes his en-
tire White House staff unaccountable to the
Congress and to the courts.

It is illogical for the press to assall Presi-
dent Nixon for the power grabs inherent in
his expansion of the clalm of “executive
privilege” at the same time that some seg-
ments are asking the Congress for a near
total immunity from the process of grand
Juries, the courts and Congress.

I believe that law enforcement officials
should be restrained in the use of subpoenas
to compel newsmen to testify or produce rec-
ords, and should not do it if there is any
other alternative. There is a danger of its
being usad as a tool of harassment against
an aggressive press, but the facts will usually
speak for themselves in such cases.

The 1st Amendment guarantees of freedom
of speech, freedom of press and freedom of

- assembly have served us well. Our Supreme

Court has wisely ruled that radio and tele-
vision are equally protected by the 1st
Amendment, but has rejected expansion to
protect reporters’ ‘confidential sources" up
to this point.

I have no doubt that the Supreme Court
will come up with a protection for *con-
fidential sources” when the fact situation
makes it apparent that prosecutors and law
enforcement officials are using their power of
subpoensa to harass and intimidate the press.

In the meantime, the press would do well
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to be more discriminating and more thought-
ful about the cases it pushes in court and
the principles that those cases represent. It
is well to remember the legal maxim that
“bad cases make bad law.” .

We have shield laws on the books in a
number of states providing us laboratories
for continuous study of the problems en-
countered in their administration and en-
forcement. We should ask ourselves if we
are interested in practical solutions, or are
we interested in flashy stunting in front of
a grandstand.

If we criticize an administration for slo-
ganeering that we characterize as superficial,
slick and deceptive glmmickry from the ad-
vertising world, we have a greater obliga-
tion not to be caught up with equally super-
ficial efforts to make the cry of “freedom of
the press” cover all of our sins. The need for
2 “scoop” is never a justification for rush-
ing to press and falling to corroborate a con-
fidential informant.

While I always feel a degree of sympathy
for men who are jailed, I have always found
it a good idea to examine the facts in each
case before suggesting sweeping changes in
the laws.

The banker who is imprisoned for em-
bezzling funds may have been only engaging
in the pursuit of his profession of making
money in a manner that he regarded as
more efficient, I am sure that there is a great
deal of sympathy for the imprisoned bankers
within the banking community. Yet few
would argue that the laws on embezzlement
should be changed to encourage the free
enterprise system.

Every profession has its renegades. There
are doctors, lJawyers, bankers and even jour-
naliste who deserve to be in jall. Every jour-
nalist who shouts “confidential source” and
“freedom of the press” is not a John Peter
Zenger or Elljah Parish Lovejoy. I am sure
that there have been occasions when & so-
called “confidential source” was & non-
source, and there have been some jour-
nalists who have been little more than arms
of the underworld.

These are just a few of the things one
should keep in mind in determining whether
we really need a shield law, and whether it
would promote the responsible journalism
that is our greatest need today.

THE 150TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
BIRTH OF HUNGARY'S GREATEST
POET, ALEXANDER PETOFI

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Madam
Speaker, recently, Hungarians and Amer-
icans of Hungarian extraction marked
the 150th anniversary of the birth of
Hungary's greatest poet. The American
Hungarian Federation and all other
Hungarian organizations in the United
States and Canada have declared 1973
the year of commemoration for this poet,
Alexander Petdéfi, and have been conduct-
ing memorial programs in his honor. The
Washington program took place Janu-
ary 13-14 at Trinity College. My distin .
guished colleague from Maryland (Mr.
Hocan) was the main speaker.
~ Petofi occupies a unique place in world
literature. His style was like that of
Shelley and Burns, yet simple and of an
immediacy which is seldom found in
other poets. As a man, he had an ardent
love of freedom and was one of the early
protagonists of democracy in Hungary.
He was a true patriot who sacrificed his
life in battle during the Hungarian War
of Independence in 1848-49. Petofi fell
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at the hands of the invading armies of
the Russian Czar, whose troops were
called in by the Austrian Emperor when
he was unable to defeat the Hungarians
led by Louis Kossuth.

Petofi was a writer of many moods.
He was an admirer of nature, of the
Hungarian Plains. He was a descriptive
writer of the rural life in Hungary, yet
also a romantic writer. He was a vision-
ary who foretold the manner of his own
death, his future fame, and also the re-
marriage of his wife. He was a patriot
who declared his undying and undivided
love for his nation. .

Only where freedom and democracy
are considered the highest virtues can
Petofi really be understood and appre-
ciated. Only in hearts truly devoted to
freedom does his message come through
clearly. A beautiful example of Petofi
faith and commitment was provided by
Hungarian youth on October 23, 1956,
when their demonstration before the
statue of Petdofi sparked the glorious,
but tragic, Hungarian Revolution.

In this 150th anniversary year of the
birth of Petofi, we pay homage to the
poet and patriot, and hope that Hungary
may soon live in accordance with the
principles he espoused with his life and
poetry alike.

PROTECT SENIOR CITIZENS’ SOCIAL
SECURITY BENEFIT INCREASE

(Mr, BINGHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. BINGHAM. Madam Speaker, today
I am introducing new legislation to guar-
antee that recipients of social security
will not lose any eligibility or entitlement
to veterans’ pensions, Federal retirement
and disability benefits, medicaid, public
housing, food stamps, aid to the aged,
blind, and disabled, or aid to dependent
children as a result of increases in social
security benefits.

Under present law, many social se-
curity beneficiaries find themselves los-
ing out on payments and assistance
which they were receiving as a matter
of course prior to the 20 percent social
security benefit increase of 1972. This
situation is occurring because State and
Federal agencies have determined that
the social security benefit increase has
made many recipients so “prosperous”
that they are now either ineligible for
valuable programs ranging from public
housing to food stamps, or else eligible
only for drastically reduced assistance
entitlements. Unless the entire social se-
curity increase of 1972 is completely
“passed-through’ to its recipients, that
benefit raise threatens to turn into a
nightmare for thousands of persons
around the country. Senior citizens are
being particularly hard hit by this
situation.

I first introduced comprehensive pass-
through legislation in the 92d Congress,
before the 1972 social security benefit
increase went into effect. Tragically, only
a very limited form of pass-through was
enacted into law.

The pass-through provisions enacted
by last year's H.R. 1 provide first, that
$4 of the social security monthly bene-
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fit increases shall be disregarded for the
purposes of determining payments made
under federally assisted State programs
of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled,
and second, that no person eligible for
medicaid and for aid to the aged, blind,
and disabled would become ineligible for
medicaid solely because of the 1972 social
security benefit increase. This left unpro-
tected those medicaid recipients who
were not covered by aid to the aged, blind,
and disabled. Even those weak and in-
adequate pass-through provisions will
expire this year, the former in December
and the latter in October.

As a result of the inadequacy of cur-
rent pass-through provisions, thousands
of persons across the country are con-
fronted with the fact that they will now
receive less total assistance after the
1972 social security increase than they
did before it. To permit such a situation
to continue would be a cruel hoax upon
the citizens of this country, particularly
the senior citizens, who are relying on
social security and other forms of feder-
ally funded benefits to maintain even a
minimal standard of living.

The legislation which I am introduc-
ing would provide a comprehensive rem-
edy to this disgraceful situation.

State and Federal agencies would be
directed to disregard the 1972 social se-
curity benefit increase, all cost-of-living
increases, and any future benefit increase
legislated by Congress, in determining
the eligibility and entitlement of social
security recipients for all federally
assisted programs, including medicaid,
public housing, food stamps, aid to the
aged, blind, and disabled, and aid to de-
pendent children, as well as veterans'
pensions and other Federal retirement
benefits. The increased benefits which
Congress legislates for the Nation's so-
cial security beneficiaries should reach
their intended targets without cutting a
single dollar from the other forms of
public assistance and pensions which the
beneficiaries are receiving.

The need for this legislation is becom-
ing critical. In New York City alone, over
10,000 elderly social security beneficiaries
have received notices telling them that
because they were not receiving aid to
the aged, blind, and disabled at the time
that H.R. 1 was enacted in the 92d Con-
gress, they are about to lose their eligi-
bility for medicaid, since their increased
income from social security puts them
over the medicaid eligibility ceiling. They
are understandably so upset that many
are willing to turn back to the Social Se-
curity Administration their hard-fought
1972 benefit increases rather than lose
out on the advantages of medicaid.

I am attaching to this statement an
article from the New York Post which de-
scribes graphically the story of a dis-
abled man and wife in New York City
for whom the 20 percent social security
increase represents disaster because -it
has made them ineligible for further
medicaid benefits. The article describes
them as “‘growing bitter toward a govern-
ment which . . . does not care for the wel-
fare of its citizens.” Their attitude to-
ward Government policy is far more
generous than the treatment which this
couple will receive from the Government.
When their medicaid benefits are cut off
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and they are forced to live on $150 a
month.

The United States is supposedly the
wealthiest nation in the world. Never-
theless, this country has a shocking his-
tory of disregarding the needs of the
aged, the infirm, the poor, and the hun-
gry. Time and again this Nation ex-
pends vast sums on Asian wars or on
ventures into outer space, but when the
plea is made to improve the lives of the
neediest members of our society, many
of whom have spent long years in pro-
ductive work to make America strong, a
deaf ear is turned to that request. The
administration is lavish in its handouts
to our military for ill-advised foreign
conflicts and wasteful defense procure-
ment programs, but it does not hesitate
to play the miser when the needs of sen-
ior citizens, disabled persons, pensioners,
and children are involved. It is the re-
sponsibility of Congress to bring this
distortion of national priorities to an
end.

In the hope that the social security
increase which we voted for last year
will reach its intended recipients in full
and without any loss of other forms of
public assistance and Federal pensions,
I am introducing this legislation.

BECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

Section 1 amends the Social Security
Act to provide that State agencies shall
disregard the 1972 social security bene-
fit increase, all cost-of-living benefit in-
creases, and any future general benefit
increase in determining eligibility of so-
cial security recipients for federally

aided State public assistance programs.

Section 2 amends title 38 of the U.S.
Code to provide that the 1972 social
security benefit increase, all cost-of-
living benefit increases, and any future
general benefit increase shall be disre-
garded by the Veterans' Administration
in determining eligibility for wveterans
pensions and pensions paid to surviving
dependents of deceased veterans.

Section 3 states that increased social
security benefits shall be disregarded for
the purpose of determining a person’s
eligibility for food stamps, surplus agri-
cultural commodities, low-rent public
housing, and any other Federal program
or federally assisted program. It also
specifies that all social security benefit
increases shall be disregarded for the
purpose of determining the payments to
which a person is entitled under any
Federal retirement or disability pro-
gram.

Section 4 provides that all social se-
curity benefit increases shall be disre-
garded by the Federal Government in
determining eligibility and payments to
be made under the federally adminis-
tered program of assistance to the aged,
blind, and disabled.

Section 5 establishes the effective date
of section 1 as March 1, 1973, of section
2 as January 1, 1974, of section 3 as
March 1, 1973, and section 4 as Janu-
ary 1, 1974,

[From the New York Post]
No BrEATHING Room IN MEDICAID-SS BIND
(By Stephen Gayle)

Although breathing is the easiest thing in
the world for most people to do, next month
it may cost 58-year-old Dave Towskl his life.

A chronic sufferer of emphysema, asthma,
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bronchitis and heart fallure, Towski must
have dally dosages of oxygen to keep breath-
ing. But he has learned that as of March 1
it will be his responsibility and not Medic-
aid’s to pay for it. Because his life will
depend on money that he does not have, Dave
Towskli is afrald.

“How can they do this to us, tell me, how?"
he asks again and again.

Ironlcally, Towski's life is being threatened
by something the federal government con-
siders a boon to the permanently disabled—
a 20 per cent increase in Soclal Security.

He and his wife Betty, who has already
had one breast removed because of cancer and
has just undergone an operation for a benign
tumor on the other, are no longer eligible
for health care under Medicaid because the
increase has made their yearly income a few
hundred dollars too high.

Together, the Towski receive $330 a month
from their disability pensions., “We pay $128
a month for rent,” he explains, "and now
the oxygen service will cost #5653 a month.
That only leaves us the magnificlent sum of
$150 to supply ourselves with food, telephone
service, medicine and other things. There
isn't even an extra dime left over to go to
the movles once a month.”

Towski, who lives at 58356 Shore Pkwy. in
Brooklyn, was an elevator operator before he
was disabled five years ago. Now he is grow-
ing bitter toward a government which he
feels does not care for the welfare of its
citizens.

Because he says the 20 per cent increase
will end up costing him 40 per cent more a
year. Towski is seeking help from all sources,
including his congressman, for himself “and
all other people in the same stew."”

“Before I had the heart attack in 1965 I
worked,” he says. “I didn't make much, but
I didn't complain either, Luckily I had my
teeth and my glasses made before so I don't
need those things now. But what I want is
the meat instead of the bone the govern-
ment is throwing me.”

VOICE OF DEMOCRACY SCHOLAR-
SHIP PROGRAM

(Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina
asked and was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
lt'?'.e::c)oan and to include extraneous mat-

T

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Madam Speaker, each year the Veterans
of Foreign Wars and its Ladies Auxiliary
conduct the Voice of Democracy Scholar-
ship program in our Nation's secondary
schools during the fall term. It is a na-
tional broadcast scriptwriting program
which provides an opportunity for 10th,
11th, and 12th grade students in our
publie, private, and parochial schools to
think, write, and speak for freedom and
democracy.

This year the theme of the program
is “My Responsibility to Freedom.” This
theme focuses the attention of our
youth on the principle that freedom is
a responsibility and not a license. It calls
upon the youth of America to make a
personal evaluation of their responsi-
gillty in preserving our heritage of free-

om.

Students prepare and transcribe a
3- to 5-minute broadcast script address-
ing their remarks to this theme. Par-
ticipants are judged on the school,
community, district, State, and national
levels. This year over 500,000 students
in over 7,000 schools participated in this
program. State winners are brought to
Washington for the final judging as
guests of the Veterans of Foreign Wars.
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This year the winner from North Caro-
lina is Alan Drum Pike of Sherrills Ford.
Alan is an 11th grade student at Bandy’s
High School and has been active in stu-
dent government. Alan has served as
president of the student council, vice
president of his freshman and sopho-
more classes, and a reporter for the
school newspaper.

Alan’s remarks serve as a reminder to
us all of the need for a personal com-
mitment to the basic values upon which
our Nation was founded. Alan reminds
us of:

Our responsibility to restore faith in the
ability of our Democratic system to satisfy
the needs of all people, and to restore faith
in the sincerity of the American dedication
to humanistic ideals.

I insert Alan’s winning script at uhis
time for your review.
My RESPONSIBILITY TO FREEDOM
(By Alan D. Pike)

It has been said ... there are three ways
in which a nation can die.

A nation can die of internal strife, of in-
difference, and of an inability to adjust to
change.

A nation can die from Internal strife, tear-
ing 1itself apart—At New York Unlversity,
members of the “SDS" slip into an suditori-
um where the Ambassador from South Viet-
nam is scheduled to speak. They storm the
stage, manhandle the Ambassador and flee
the hall. The young agitators then proceed to
another room, batter down the doors and
forcibly prevent columnist James Reston
from delivering his speech. —At Tougaloo
College in Mississippl students attend a
closed-door “defense workshop" to discuss
the elimination of mayors and police chiefs,
the kidnapping of college authorlties, and
the instruction of ghetto residents in the use
of firearms.

These recent incldents, by no means iso-
lated, are graphic illustrations of a new breed
of revolutionary violence that is gravely
threatening America . . . the nation that
stands for freedom.

A nation can die of Indifference, of an un-
willingness to face its problems—Every day
that passes, increases the potential of our
forelgn enemies, yet we are neglecting neces-
sary measures needed to keep pace with the
growing menace. At the same time internal
violence threatens our freedom, vet, no
greater threat to freedom exists than in the
apathy of millions of Americans, wba either
don’t know or don't care about the problems
of this country.

Finally and gquite simply, a nation can die
of old age—a waning of energy, an inabllity
to learn new ways and adjust to change,
which, little by little, causes a nation to lose
grip on its future. It is evident today that
during the past ten years in many ways our
nation has regressed, or at least, not made
enough headway against the problems en-
dangering American freedom. There is much
discussion about why Rome fell, with the
consistent coneclusion that it fell because it
veered away from old established pattarns of
citizenship and responsibility. The problem
faced by Rome, now faces America: How to
hold on to the basic values upon whinh our
nation was founded while adjusting to the
change which we cannot escape.

Today, as then, the solution is not to find
better values, but to be faithful to those we
profess. Then it is my responsibility to up-
hold the values of my forefathers, values em-
bodied in our freedom, values that we, as
Americans cherish—The American Dream
. « .« justice, liberty, equality of opportunity,
the worth and dignity of the individual,
brotherhood, and individual responsibility.

The responsibility of all Americans is to
restore faith in the ability of our Democratic
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system to satisfy the needs of all its people,
and, to restore faith In the sincerity of the
American dedication to humanistic ideals, It
is my personal responsibility as an American
citizen to meet. these challenges construc-
tively, rather than through violence and dis-
sention. It is my responsibility to speak out,
I must take advantage of every opportunity
to express my opinions about the goals and
ideals I believe this nation should pursue,
and the actions I feel are necessary to
achieve them. I must let my voice be heard,
my opinions understood, for it is only
through the testing of ideas that we can hope
to find immediate and appropriate solutions
to the problems confronting us.

Finally, I must examine and evaluate the
present performance of our governmental
machinery and institutions in light of their
responsiveness to the needs of all the people.
I must analyze and so recommend those
changes Iin government and institutions
which will make them more adaptive to the
problems of our rapldly changing society, so
that freedom is preserved for my posterity.

I belleve, by executing these ideas, that I
am fulfilling my responsibility to myself, my
country, and most importantly . . . to free-
dom.

As the late Robert F. Kennedy stated . . .

Some men see things as they are and say,
why.

Iydrea.m things that never were and say,
why not,

THE EROSION OF CONGRESSIONAL
POWER

(Mr. KASTENMEIER asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the REcorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. EASTENMEIER. Madam Speak-
er, I would like to call my colleagues’
attention to an historical analysis by the
codirector of the Institute for Policy
Studies, Mr. Marcus Raskin, brilliant po-
litical theoretician, of the critical events
of the past several decades generating
the present debate about the erosion of
congressional power by the executive
branch. Mr. Raskin uses the Indochina
war as the vehicle for his analysis of this
power struggle which now appears to
be extending to almost every area of
public concern.

THE EnosioN oF CONGRESSIONAL POWER

(By Marc Raskin)

America’s war in Indochina has brought
into focus, the momentous events which led
its government into an imperial pattern of
behavior. As the United States became the
dominant world power in the twentieth cen-
tury, the American ruling elite found itself
legitimizing military incursions while routin-
izing and rationalizing the Executive's
usurped powers of war-making. It whittled
down the constitutional authority of Con-
gress and systematically excluded the peo-
ple from the process of making fundamental
decisions on war and peace.

This series of events, which led to the
militarization of the American government
and a fundamental reliance on force in its
relations abroad (and later at home) ran
counter to a very different trend in Amer-
ican statecraft which developed after World
War I—a trend toward viewing war itself and
the making and planning of aggressive war
as a crime. Such American statesmen as Sec-
retary of State Frank Kellogg signed the
Pact of Paris (Eellogg-Briand Pact) on out-
lawing war. By World War II, American of-
ficlals, including Presidents Roosevelt and
Truman, were denouncing the German and
Japanese leaders as war criminals for having
made war. A major charge leveled against
them was that they had militarized their so-
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cieties. American leaders proclaimed that
the primary peace aims of the United States
were the development of the rule of law,
the demilitarization of Germany and Ja-
pan, and the holding to account of war
criminals. Indeed, government officials even
said that American citizens In future times
would be able to hold leaders personally ac-
countable for their actions. To this end the
United States proposed resolutions in the
United Nations General Assembly and signed
and initiated charters on war crimes, treaties
(as yet unratified) on genocide, and stern
measures against militarism and ultra-
nationalism.

But the Cold War intruded and American
leaders began justifying their militarism in
the name of defending the ‘free world”
against “aggression”—a process that culmi-
nated in the massive and tragic adventure
in Indochina. Now that the dead end of such
political behavior has become plain, people
are beginning to rediscover the other im-
pulse in American statecraft: that of hold-
ing leaders accountable to the people and the
law Tor thelr plans and actions. This may be
the major hope of avoiding the terrifying
degeneration of American soclety and its
governing processes. The rules and laws fash-
ioned over several generations as the alterna-
tive to international terror politics, brush-
fire wars, preemptive aggressive wars, and
nuclear war are laws of personal responsibil-
ity which must be incorporated into the
domestic law of nations. The irony of Ameri-
can history is that these two trends, that of
imperial rule and that of holding leaders to
personal account for war-making, principles
applied in the flush of victory in 1945, must
now stand in direct conflict with each other.
The lesson of Vietnam could have been
learned at Nuremberg, not Munich, The con-
cept of rules of personal responsibility in
public office or among “professionals” is not
new. It poses a threat only to those who be-
lleve that power should remain untram-
meled and that the populace should be held
hostage to the wielders of such power. As
Karl Jaspers has sald, “For wherever power
does not limit itself, there exists violence
and terror, and in the end the destruction of
life and soul.”?

THE POWER TO WAGE WAR

Members of the Constitutional Conven-
tion understood that the power to declare
and make war was not an abstraction. It
meant the power to impress the young and
destroy community, family, and commerce.
For precisely these reasons the authority for
undertaking war was not placed in the hands
of the Executive. Alexander Hamilton, who
on other matters favored wide latitude for
the Executive, noted that the power to
“embark” on war was something which the
Constiutional Convention reserved for the
Congress:

In direct contrast to the power of the
British sovereign to initiate war on his own
prerogative, the clause was the result of a
deliberate decision by the farmers to vest the
power to embark on war in the body most
broadly representative of the people.?

Thomas Jefferson wrote to James Madison
in 1789:

We have already given in one example one
effectual check to the Dog of War by trans-
ferring the power of letting him loose from
the Executive to the Legislative body, from
those who are to spend to those who are to

8 '8
- Zg:rom its beginnings, the American form of
government generated a bullt-in area of con-
flict. If the President had the power to de-
termine forelgn poliey, suppose the foreign
policy which he pursued should end in war,
which fell within the power of Congress? In
this debate the Hamiltonian view prevailed
over the Madisonian: The day-to-day busi-
ness of foreign policy was left in the hands

Footnotes at end of article.
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of the President. However, the limits im-
Posed on Presidential power in this regard
were evident in the conduct of the early
Presidents. As one recent Senate document
has said, “The early Presidents carefully re-
spected Congress's authority to initiate war.”
The Supreme Court, in an 1801 case, con-
cluded that the “whole powers of war"” were
“vested in Congress.” Historlans have pointed
out that Presidents Adams and Jefferson de-
clined to act against France despite their
conviction that France was invading and de-
stroying American shipping. Hamilton told
Adams in an officlal opinion, “In so delicate
& case, In one which involves so important
& consequence as that of war, my opinion is
that no doubtful authority ought to be ex-
ercised by the President.” +

Yet, according to Alexander Hamilton, the
President, on his own authority, had the
power to “repel sudden attacks.” But what
was a sudden attack? And on what? The
question has never been fully resolved. Horn-
book learning in constitutional law supported
the idea that the President had the power to
respond to a “sudden attack” without prior
Congressional sanction. This power was
broadened in the famous Prize cases during
the American civil war when the Supreme
Court ruled in a five-to-four decision that
the President had the unlimited power to
wage war when another nation waged war
directly upon the United States:

If a war be made by invasion of a foreign
nation, the President is not only authorized
but bound to resist force by force. He does
not initiate the war, but is bound to accept
the challenge without waiting for any spe-
cial legislative authority.®

More pertinent than the instance when
the United States was under attack was the
reverse. When could the United States do
the attacking, and, consequently, when was
the United States at war? The United States
has been involved in military actions every
few years since its beginning. Such actions
have not been recognized by the Congress as
“war," perhaps because Congress is abjured
by the Constitution from making aggressive
war. When the House of Representatives
voted its appreclation of General Taylor at
the end of the Mexican War, it declared that
the United States had won “a war unneces-
sarlly and unconstitutionally begun by the
President of the United States.'" ®

The Supreme Court interpreted the war
power as one granted to Congress only for
the purpose of national defense. The war
power was not granted, according to this
view, for aggressive purposes. In effect, Con-
gress’s war-making power was limited to
defensive wars only. In Fleming v. Page,
Chief Justice Taney, speaking for the Su-
preme Court, argued that American wars
cannot:

. . - be presumed to be waged for the pur-
pose of conquest or the acquisition of terri-
tory . . . [but] the genius and character of
our institutions are peaceful, and the power
to declare war was not conferred upon Con-
gress for the purpose of aggression or aggran-
dizement, but to enable the general govern-
ment to vindicate by arms, if it should be-
come necessary, its own rights and the rights
of its citizens.®

If the Congress and the people were reluc-
tant to exerclse the power to make war, this
was hardly the case with the Executlve,
which saw the use of the military, and the
engagement of the military in hostilities,
as essential components of foreign policy.
Since the Administration of President Wash-
ington, the United States has used military
force on 150 separate occasions outside the
continental United States.® However, it was
not until the twentieth century that the
Executive used the military as a major and,

ultimately, predominant tool of foreign
policy.

The Congressional war-making power had
significantly eroded by the end of the nine-
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teenth century, and finally washed away
with the bully actions of President Theodore
Roosevelt in Panama in 1903, when U.S.
armed forces went beyond the traditional
goals of protecting the status cuo or punish-
ing insurgents who might endanger Ameri-
can interests. Military force was uved purely
on Executive authority to establish a govern-
ment that would serve American economic
and military interests. The U.S. intervention
in Panama did not pass through the legit-
imating proccdures of Congress.

It was during Theodore Roosasvelt's Prasi-
dency that the Navy fleet was sent around
the world to show that the U.S. was ready for
any “eventualities.” The fleet was sent over
the objections of Congress and in derozation
of Congressional power under Article 1, Sec~
tion 8.

Prezident Roosevelt also gave a broad new
interpretation to the Monroe Doctrine.’* Dur-
ing his administration, various European
powers attempted to assert economic claims
against Santo Domingo. Roosevelt objected,
saying that the Europeans had no right to
come to Latin America to collect debts. A
popular concept at the time was that dis-
puted debts should be submitted to arbitra-
tion before an international tribunal; indeed,
in other situations arbitration had been pro-
posad by the United States. But Roosevelt
decreed that if Latin American countries
could not keep order and pay debts, it fell
to the United States to keep order and secure
from the debtor nation r:sources to pay its
creditors.

As the list of military interventions sug-
gests, the United States did not shrink from
such actions. Indeed, it would appear they
were welcomed as a means of showing Ameri-
can interest and interests in the lands of
others. No doubt all of them fell within the
bounds of imperial propriety, since other
nations aspiring to “greatness” carried on In
simliar ways. The conflict within China at
the time of the Boxer Rebellion, and then
later after the nationalist rebellion in 1912,
involved the United States in a military in-
tervention that spanned a generation. When
in the 1950's, the Republicans charged that
the United States had "lost” China, they had
in mind the halcyon days of the American
military constabulary in China which pro-
tected roads to the sea, missionaries, and
trading companies.

The guard at Peking and along the route
to the sea was maintained until 1941. In
1927, the United States had 5,670 troops
ashore in China and forty-four vessels in its
waters. In 1933 we had 3,027 armed men
ashore. All this protective action was in gen-
eral terms based on treaties with China rang-
ing from 1858 to 1901.12

STRUCTURAL TRANSFORMATION FOR
IMPERIAL PURPOSES

To cavort in the world In a grand way re-
quired a structural transformation of Amer-
iea’s Internal governing apparatus. It was
during the Wilson Administration that ma-
Jor changes in structure were put into effect.
In 19168 Woodrow Wilson proposed that Con-
gress authorize the arming of American mer-
chant vessels against possible attacks from
German submarines, The “little band of will-
ful men,” led by Senators La Follette and
Borah, succeeded in defeating the President's
request through a fillbuster, but this did not
deter Wilson from pursuing his noble ideals.
He ordered the ships armed and instructed
them to fire on sight at any German sub-
marines. In overriding Congressional recal-
citrance, Wilson did not hesitate to point out
that he knew he was courting war with
Germany.

Wilson's ability to move against Congress
was bolstered by three separate but related
developments. First, his demand for “secu-
rity” arrangements drew support because he

Footnotes at end of article.
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was already carrying on an undeclared war
with Mexico. Second, Institutional prepara-
tions for war had been made with leaders of
the major corporate groupings; once it was
clear the corporate class was ready to make
war, Congress became a mere appendage. To
legitimize his actions, Wilson used the Army
Appropriations Act of 1916, which provided
for the creation of an advisory body to co-
ordinate Industries and resources for the ‘“‘na-
tional security and welfare.” The Council of
National Defense was told by Wilson at the
time of 1ts appointment (but before the Con-
gress had declared war) to unite the forces of
the country “for the victories of peace as well
as those of war.” i* By 1917, the purpose of
this committee was to set up the means for
purchasing munitions, to rationalize the sup-
ply of war materials, and to control prices.

Finally, under the Overman Act, the Presi-
dent was given “more freedom than any of
his predecessors had In disposing the Execu-
tive establishment bto suit himself,” ** In this
process, Wilson gave up any pretense of re-
form or control over the industrial class,
since it was held that the cooperation of in-
dustry was crucial to the State's effort to
make the world safe for a democratic
America.

Wilson himself, surrounded by an array of
Executive agencles of unprecedented scope,
was finally at the center of an organism no
man, however vigorous, could in any real
sense direct. It was during this period that
the limitations of a one-man Presidency be-
gan to appear so serlous as to call in ques-
tion the whole institution.1s

Wilson’s “reformism” was felt in the armed
forces. Before 1916 the President had been
Iimited In his ability to use the militia. It
was Congress which had the power to call up
the militia (now the Army and Air National
Guard). Both branches were constrained by
the Constitution, which limited use of the
militia to executing “the laws of the Union,
to suppress insurrections and to repel
invasions.” 18

According to one Attorney General, George
Wickersham, such constitutional language
meant that the militia could not be sent in-
to a foreign country. To circumvent this 1im-
itation, Wilson developed the idea that the
President should have the power to incor-
porate the National Guard into the Army.
The power was granted by the National De-
fense Act of 1916, which greatly increased
the Executive's abllity to make war on its
own. In the late winter of 1916, Wilson in-
corporated the National Guard into the reg-
ular Army for use against Mexico.

After World War I, American, French, and
British Interests turned to the question of
contalning and destroying the Bolshevik
revolution. This required Allled intervention,
which United States armed forces joined. It
did not seem appropriate to think that the
United States was at war, or that significant
constitutional precepts had been breached.
No internal ideclogical or political forces were
organized to stop the American intervention;
on the contrary, the Palmer ralds against
“anarchist,” “communist,” and socialist dis-
sidents within the United States made the
intervention in Russia even more credible.
And vice versa. The Democratic intervention
in Russia set up the repression at home
which saw 10,000 people arrested and de-
ported over one weekend.

But it was Franklin Roosevelt who sealed
the casket on Congressional power. Before
American entrance into World War II, Roose-
velt expanded American interest by taking
ninety-nine-year leasing rights from the
British in bases at Newfoundland, Bermuda,
the Bahamas, Jamalea, St. Lucia, Trinidad,
Antigua, and British Guiana, in trade for
fifty old U.8. destroyers. Roosgevelt informed
the Congress of this transfer of American
vessels and the extension of American im-
perial power. There was no treaty and hardly
an explanation. Edward Corwin has noted
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that Roosevelt's action violated two statues
“and represented an exercise by the President
of a power which by the Constitution is spe-
cifically assigned to Congress.” 17

Presidential power was greatly enhanced
by 1941 when, through lend-lease authori-
zation, the Selective SBervice Act of Septem-
ber 1940, and the Priorities Statute of May
1941, the President could direct the manufac-
ture of weapons for war and “sell, transfer
title to, exchange, lease, lend, or otherwise
dispose of"® materials to any country in
the world which met his terms. Further, he
could bring industry under Presidential con-
trol—or so it was thought. Roosevelt be-
lieved that the war effort would facilitate
the implementation of his plans for agricul-
ture. In 1942, when it appeared that Con-
gress would not support his proposed price
controls for farm products, he made it clear
that he thought parliamentary bodies were
of limited usefulness in the twentieth cen-
tury.

I ask the Congress to take this actlon by
the first of October. Inaction on your part
by that date will leave me with an inescap-
able responsibility to the people of this
country to see to it that the war effort is
no longer imperiled by the threat of economic
chaos. In the event that the Congress shall
fall to act, and act adequately, I shall accept
the responsibility, and I will act. . . . The
American people can also be sure that I
will . . . accomplish the defeat of our ene-
m'es in any part of the world where our
own safety demands such defeat. When the
war is won, the powers under which I act
automatically revert to the people—to whom
they belong.?

There are profound ironies In this mes-
sage. The "“war" never stopped, although it
was Interrupted, until 1950, and the powers
have never returned to the Congress, let alone
to the people. There was an attempt to up-
hold some of the impliclt power of Congress.®
But by 1947, in Fleming v. Mohawk, the
Supreme Court held that when Congress ap-
propriated funds for Executive agencles
which the President consolidated on his
own authority, such action was considered
as ‘confirmation and ratification of the
action of the Chief Executive.” 0

The Supreme Court has not helped to
preserve Congressional prerogatives against
Executive power. Under the Pink case ® and
Missouri v. Holland,® executive agreements
have the same force of law as treaties which
have gone through the advice and consent
of the Senate. Needless to say, there is little
bureaucratic incentive to have “agreements”
sent to the Senate for ratification when there
is no operational effect on their binding
meaning.

The final blow against Congressional power
came with the passage of the National Se-
curity Act of 1847. Its purpose was similar
to that of the legislation Wilson had recom-
mended to Congress when America was going
into war, not supposedly coming out of it.
The preamble to the 1847 Act told the story:
It was to “provide an integrated program for
the future soclety of the United States to
provide for the establishment of integrated
policies and procedures relating to the na-
tional security.” = James Forrestal, who was
to become the first Secretary of Defense
under the new law, told Congress at the time
that legislation provided for the integration
of forelgn policy with national poliey, “of
our civilian economy with military require-
ments.” =

Secretary of State Dean Acheson, who had
promised in 1949 that no troops were to be
sent to Europe as part of the NATO treaty
(a direct lle), also told the Senate Forelgn
Relations Committee at the time of the
Eorean intervention in 1950 that the Presi-
dent had the authority to use armed forces
as he saw fit in carrying out American for-
eign policy and “this authority may not be
interfered with by Congress.” ¥ The Acheson
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view coincided with his interpretation of the
Truman Doctrine which, as he explained to
Congress, was an extension of the Monroe
Doctrine; wherever “freedom” was threaten-
ed, the military had a right to go on Execu-
tive initiative. In 1950 Congress also passed
the Central Intelligence Act, which empow-
ered the CIA to keep its budget hidden and
to distribute 1t through other agencies of
government. This caused the transformation
and pollution of civillan programs, because
the legislature could no longer tell whether
funds which it voted for particular depart-
ments of the government were, in fact, for
those departments or for covert CIA or para-
military operations.

Congress thus found that it was no longer
in a position to protect itself from the on-
slaught of Executive authority and illegal ac-
tivity. The Senate Forelgn Relations Com-
mittee has lamented that the Executive now
has power of life and death over every living
American, to say nothing of millions of other
people in the world. It 1s true, of course, that
Congressional power did not erode without
Congressional complieity. The Senate had
tried to protect its prerogatives with a con-
current resolution on April 4, 1951, which
stated that it was unconstitutional to send
troops abroad without Congressional ap-
proval. But the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent has pointed out that the Congress 1s
responsible for its own abdication of power
when it passes legislation requested by the
President to create a national emergency.
National emergencies allow the President “to
take action which would have been possible
only under a declaration of war.” %

Buch proclamations were signed by Presl-
dents Truman,® Elsenhower,® KEennedy*
and Johnson.” One must remember that
Johnson invariably pointed to the Gulf of
Tonkin Resolution and to various appropria-
tions bills as proof that Congress had sup-
ported and Indeed encouraged the actlons
of the Executive. War, however, is made by
those who have operational and political
control over armed forces and their sup-
plies. The fact that Congress appropriated
funds did not mean that it exercised con-
trol over the war or the Executive's power to
make war. The Senate's National Commit-
ments Resolution meant that the Senate was
a petitioner to the President. The Cambodian
Invasion of April 1970 meant that the Presi-
dent knew resolutions hardly affected war
policies of the Executive and the bureau-
cracy. And the Department of State’'s com-
ment on the proposed commitments resolu-
tion on March 10, 1969, made clear that it
was too late to talk about constitutional
controls. The Department stated its opinion
to the Senate in these terms:

As Commander-in-Chief, the President has
the sole authority to command our Armed
Forces, whether they are within or outside
the United States. And although reasonable
men may differ as to the eircumstances in
which he should do so, the President has
the constitutional power to send U.8. mili-
tary forces abroad without specific Congres-
sional approval.®

This view not only eroded the explicit
constitutional power of war declaration
which was reserved to Congress by the Con-
stitution, but it went one step further: It
also meant that Congress no longer had the
power under the Constitution “To make
Rules for the Government and Regulation of
the land and naval forces.” % The idea, so
simple and so profound, that there is a dis-
tinction between diplomatic and military
policy could not be maintained once the na-
tional security state saw all forms of diplo-
macy as a variant of military threat, intimi-
dation, and the actual use of force.

But what about the President? There was
an irony to Executive usurpation. While
Congress had lost its governing status by the

Footnotes at end of article.
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end of World War II, the President also
found that his surfeit of newly acquired
power had to be delegated to others. The
result was creation of a huge bureaucratic
apparatus. It took a considerable act of Pres-
idential will to find out what was going on
and what sorts of commitments, criminal
and otherwise, had been made by the Execu-
tive agencies of which the President was
nominally in charge. The President and his
immediate entourage became, in effect, the
brokers for the illegitimate power wielded
by such agencies as the CIA® Ad hoc com-
mittees threaded the lines of legitimacy and
fllegitimacy, legality and illegality, in an al-
most seamless web.™

President Kennedy set up the 303 Com-
mittee, which reviewed the covert operations
that were developed and carried out by the
CIA and military in the field, in an attempt
to create within the Executive a system of
control—a common law of illegal activities,
as it were—on the basis of “broader” pur-
poses and objectives than the acts them-
selves, The President’s purpose was to con-
trol and rationallze the illegal activities
which seemed to be bureaucratically rather
than Presidentially controlled. Yet the dia-
lectical result of this activity was to force
a legitimation of the illegitimate. Further-
more, as the President grasped power for his
own survival, it matured into a leaderhip
system that was authoritarian in its purpose
and operation. Citizens did not learn of such
activities or structural change except through
accident, blunder, stealth, or the need of one
particular group within the national secu-
rity apparatus to obtain support from the
“outside” for its battles at the bargaining
table of power; this occurred, for example,
when reports were leaked to the press In
1967 about internal debates regarding a new
round of military escalation in Vietnam. The
Executlve branch is ensnared when it must
invent rules and “commitments” to protect
various parts of the bureaucracy and insti-
tutional elements who insist on their view
of interest. The President must obtain funds
from the Congress by manufacturing argu-
ments and transforming error into para-law
and state necessity.

CONGRESSIONAL APPROFRIATIONS AND
DELIBERATIVE PROCESS

The power of Congress is greatest when
the government is small. As the government
grows, the role of Congress decreases. There
1s a separation between administrative and
legislative authority. Legislative authority in-
variably transfers power of administration
to the Executive. When a nation decides that
it must have social welfare and military
programs, the legislative branch, by voting
money for such programs, invariably sub-
sidizes huge social systems and classes that
depend directly on the managers of the state
machinery. Hence, the more money Congress
allocates to spend, the less power it wields,
since those who spend the money decide how
and where it is to be spent. (It is true, how-
ever, that the Congressional senlority sys-
tem permits some members—those who have
attained committee chalrmanships—to share
in the power and direction of resources. Un-
der the present committee and seniority sys-
tem, members of both houses of Congress sct
like permanent undersecretaries in the Brit-
ish bureaucracy, In Washington after-hours
places, it is said that Presidents come and
go, but committee heads stay on forever.)

In the last sixty years, the power of Con-
gress over the appropriations process has
been severely curtailed. Prior to enactment
of the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921,
Congress seemed to have had the power to
dictate the shape of the federal budget and
the amounts needed by each department.
This power, of course, had been conferred
in the Constitution. Congress was able to
raise and levy taxes, and “all bills of raising
revenues” were to “originate in the House of
Representatives; but the Senate may propose
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or concur with Amendments as on other
Bills.”

The reality of Congressional control has
long since evaporated. The Executive now
clearly believes it can wage war even in the
absence of Congressional appropriations. But
the myth of Congressional power proved dur-
able—at least in Congress. In 1967, during
one of the many recent Senate debates on
resolutions to limit the power of the Execu-
tive, Senator George Alken of Vermont told
his colleagues:

I do not think we can excuse Congress
from the situation which exists today. . . .
We have reached the point now that if we
are interested in retaining our form of gov-
ernment of which we boast so freely and flu-
ently, we have to do something; ,..I do not
blame the executive branch so much for
doing this. I blame them for some of their
recent mistakes in the last few years, but
nevertheless, Congress has to share the guilt
with them because we have been too negli-
gent and too tolerant. (emphasis added)®

Alken insisted that senlor members of
Congress were at least complicit, and that
some had a far more direct responsibility.
There was, he suggested, no way to vote funds
for the war or advise on it without assuming
responsibility for its consequences. By June
11, 1868, however, Congressmen were deny-
ing that their vote for appropriations to the
military and for the prosecution of the Indo-
china war meant that they supported the
war. Because of that doubt, the Chairman of
the House Appropriations Committee, George
Mahon of Texas, declared on the House floor
that a vote for a supplemental appropriations
amendment in support of soldiers who were
hurled into battle “does not involve a test
as to one's basic views with respect to the
war in Vietnam. The question here is that
they are entitled to our support as long as
they are there, regardless of our views other-
wise.” ® A senlor Republican member of the
House, Paul Findley of Illinois, echoed this
view:

Mr. Chairman, I hope no one reading the
Congressional Record on this last amendment
will jump to the conclusion that the division
vote denotes enthusiastic endorsement of
present policles in Viet Nam, There is ample
evidence not only within the conversation of
Members on the floor here today but also in
the newspapers of the utter bankruptcy of
what is presently being attempted in Viet-
nam.#

Such reticence was hardly new. It can be
found in each of the appropriations debates
during the years from 18684 to 1871, It was
annoying to the Executive, but hardly a cru-
cial problem. There was, however, a political
need to keep complaints within bounds, since
the Executive was not prepared to open up
its policy of continuing military and covert
intervention—and the governing structure
supporting that policy—to Congressional
hectoring and control.

Executive strategy was to present Congress
with a fait accompli so that it had no choice
but to support actions in which American
troops had already been committed.$* Each
time Congress accepted this result, its power
was reduced even further. Nevertheless, most
members of Congress cannot be absolved of
complicity. They voted for the construction
of bases in Vietnam, conforming to the in-
tentions of the American bureaucratic and
military leaders. And, of course, they voted
for the weaponry which was used.

The ieading members of the House and
Swymate Armed Services Committees toiled
long hours to increase the American military
commitment in Indochina. They were not re-
luctant to prod the Executive apparatus for-
ward, joining with the Joint Chlefs of Stafl
from time to time in such encouragement.
The Special Subcommittee on National De-
fense Posture of the House Armed Services
Committee had long proposed that bombing
restrictions on North Vietnam be removed
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and that Haiphong be destroyed. The House
and Senate Armed BServices Committees
favored the use of greater force more quickly
and constantly spoke out against “gradual-
ism,"” hoping that a knockout blow could be
struck against the “enemy” in Southeast
Asia s

The costs of the Indochina war made it
necessary for President Johnson to obtain
Vietnam supplemental appropriations. This
was the legislative means that the Congress
used to express its dissent or assent to the
war. There was no way that Congress could
regard the money authorized, appropriated,
and spent except as funds for building bases
which serve as weapons and manpower cen-
ters for American supplies. Yet there was
colossal naiveté and dazzling ignorance in
Congress. Few members comprehended that
the activity of the national security bu-
reaucracy was criminal. Blinded by imperium,
the Cold War, and the assumption that all
governing processes are legitimate, members
were oblivious to legal standards which did
exist and which could have been enforced.
And because those standards were not en-
forced, there was a presumption of legality
to the illegal. There was the acceptance of
idealistic pretension in which the ecitizen and
the Congress clothed the national security
apparatus, masking the obvious from them-
selves.

CONGRESS AND PARA-LEGAL PRINCIPLES

As we have seen, the Constitution does not
endow Congress with the right to slgn over
the war power to the Executive, nor does it
indicate that appropriation of funds in fact
ratifies any action of the Executive. To over-
come these obstacles, the bureaucracy de-
veloped the language, color, and appearance
of legality and ratification as substitutes for
constitutional legality and ratification. The
language of complicity and ambiguity allows
men of power to fool or coopt those who have
legitimate authority to say *“yes” or *“no”
but who, in fact, lack the power to do so.
To wage aggressive war it became necessary
to cloak it in legality that would prove ac-
ceptable to Congress and the people.

The national security apparatus (includ-
ing the President) bombarded Congress and
the people with the para-legal idea that the
United States had a solemn commitment in
Vietnam. Who made that commitment? Was
it the CIA or AID?% Did it come through
solemn treaty?# Did it originate In a let-
ter?¥ Was it an afterthought of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff? Was this a commitment
which fiowed from the Gulf of Tonkin Reso-
lution * which seemed to give the President
power to respond to attack from the North
Vietnamese?

According to the Undersecretary of State,
Nicholas Katzenbach, the resolution was the
“functional equivalent” of a Congressional
declaration of war, even though the floor
debate in the Senate and the House made
clear that the resolution itself was not “an
advance declaration of war.” Indeed, the
Chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, Thomas Morgan, said the Commit-
tee had been “assured by the Secretary of
State that the constitutional power of Con-
gress in this respect will continue to be
scrupulously observed.”

By 10867, after some 600,000 troops were in
Indochina, the Senate Forelgn Relations
Committee sought to define the meaning
of the word *“commitment,”* which the
Executive now felt could only be met
through a great war in Asla. Just as the U.S.
delegation to the United Nations refused to
define the word “aggression" for more than
a decade in the International Law Commit-
tee, Katzenbach argued that the meaning
of “commitment” should be left vague. Be-
cause of the kinds of international involve-
ment which might be deemed necessary by
the Executive, he said, It was better to leave

Footnotes at end of article.
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formal actions of the United States in the
hands of the Executive. Congress would be
informed on a continuous basis of the ar-
rangements that had been made. Any policy
problems that might arise with regard to
fulfilling American “commitments’” abroad
would be worked out on an ad hoc basis
among the senior members of Congress and
the Executive departments. They would be
settled “by the instinct of the nation and
its leaders for political responsibility.”

“This “sweetheart” arrangement hardly
comported with the struggles between Con-
gress and the Executive with regard to the
use of troops abroad. By the time the United
States took military charge of the Indochina
war, ‘‘creative tensions” could no longer
be resolved by telephone calls between the
leaders of the several branches of govern-
ment. Irritations became policy differences.
And policy differences uncovered realities
that only such conservatives as Senators
Bricker and Taft had been prepared to face
fifteen years earlier, at the time of the
Korean intervention and the decision to send
American troops to Europe.

The struggle in Indochinna pointed up
structural defects in the American govern-
ing apparatus which developed from twen-
tieth-century imperial pretensions. It ex-
posed the dirty little secret which had been
hidden by bipartisan forelgn policy and the
phrase that *“politics stops at the water's
edge,”® By 1967, Congress was forced to
acknowledge that its power with regard to
issues of war and peace was ornamental.
The most influential legislators, whose mili-
tary loyalties were unquestionable and who
seemed to exercise control over the appro-
priations of the national security bureauc-
racy, agreed that the United States had no
interest in war on mainland Asia. They ad-
vised agalnst it. Senators Stennis of Missis-
sippi and Russell of Georgla—as well as
Ellender of Louisiana—{followed the position
of Senator Robert Taft, who advised Presi-
dents against military engagement in Asia.®™
Yet, during Eennedy's administration, once
the President ratified the conclusions and
operations of the national security apparatus,
virtually no Senators, save Gruening and
Morse, were prepared to exercise their vote
to stop Amerlcan-initiated war in Vietnam.
The powerful, impeccable hawks opposed to
the adventure were prepared to override their
own sentiments and constitutional respon-
sibilities.

This should not come as a surprise. In the
twentieth century the natural inclination of
any legislative body dealing with foreign and
national security poliey is to go along lest it
be attacked as unpatriotic. Its major interest
is to maintain privilege for its members and
acts as a broker between constituents and
the bureaucracy. Senators and representa-
tives are prepared to barter power for infor-
mation, service to constituents, and the
security of feeling that they are part of the
“ruling club.” Legislators must also con-
tend with the narcotic attraction of im-
perial action for its own sake—a craving
which is even stronger among Executive
leaders. Once such Interests predominated,
it was not likely that legislators would chal-
lenge Executive national security power with
the vigor necessary to defeat Executive
usurpation.

As a result, the President was able to
fashion or, as bureaucrats say, “orchestrate,”
the Congress as an Instrument ready to ac-
cept his nationa] security policies. Except as
a debating point against opponents who
might stir up the citizenry, The Executive no
longer needed to rely on Congressional reso-
lutions for authority to act. If Congress dis-
agreed, the Executive was free to act on its
own {nitiative. For example, Eisenhower,
while he sought and recelved a Middle East
resolution from Congress at the time of
the American Intervention in Lebanon in
1958, did not count on that action as any-
thing but support for an independent exer-

February 27, 1973

cise of power taken on his own initiative.t2
The same was true of Kennedy in the Cuban
missile crisis, though a resolution was passed
by Congress.® The Gulf of Tonkin Resolution
was used by Johnson as legitimizing lan-
guage for actions which came after 1964,
although the substance of the resolution had
been drafted months before the *“‘provoca-
tive incident,” and the incident itself was
manufactured.® Presidential advisers such
as McGeorge Bundy wanted a Congressional
resolution to legitimate their plan of wide-
scale escalation. The bureaucrats walted for
an opportune, and manufactured, moment
to obtain their resolution, By 1967 there was
much grumbling in the BSenate that the
resolution was otbained fraudulently. And
the Fulbright hearings, dealing with the
Gulf of Tonkin incident, would seem to bear
out that contention. In any case, President
Johnson saw the resolution as a way of get-
ting people into line. Had Congress voted no,
the President would still have gone ahead.
Indeed, the State Department has argued
that repeal of the resolution did not change
the legal power of the military and the Exec-
utive to engage in war.

As long ago as 1951, the State Department
enunciated the doctrine that whenever the
President determines it is necessary to send
troops around the world, he may do so even
if that action should involve the TUnited
States in war:

As this discussion of the respective powers
of the President and the Congress in this
fleld has made clear, constitutional doctrine
has been largely molded by practical neces-
sitles. Use of the Congressional power to de-
clare war, for example, has fallen into abey-
ance, because wars are no longer declared in
advance. (emphasis added)

These, however, are formal considerations.
During the Cold War perlod, as one Sen-
ate Forelgn Relations report pointed out,
the people and the Senate accepted the
notion “that the Fresident has the au-
thority to commit the country to war but
that the consent of Congress is desirable
and convenient.” ™ Political considerations
impose still further constraints on legisla-
tive objections.

Even when declarations of war are sought
from an assembly, they seem to constitute
mere technicalities. “Before such a declara-
tlon can take place, the country will have
been brought to the very brink of war by
the foreign policy of the Executive.” * Once
the war declaration is demanded, the man-
agers of the State have already deceived
the people and the legislators. If the Con-
gress were to deny the Executive and his
bureaucracy a requested declaration of war,
once it was requested the Executive would
be in the position of a band of thieves who
up %o that point had engaged in a criminal
enterprise. They would have to be stopped,
but who would stop them? And where would
the alternate source of legitimacy and pow-
er to the Executive government be found?
If the answer is “the people,” then the na-
tion and society are set immediately on a
revolutionary course. For its purposes the
Executive merely requests complicity from
Congress, not agreement. Members of Con-
gress will comply rather than risk internal
revolution to stop a war abroad. As a result
of Congressional compliance the Executive
is able to transform its private war into
the Zeitgeist of the State and is justified In
shedding the people’s blood.

Such complicity has made progressives
and populists doubt whether Congress can
be anything but a collaborator in war-mak-
ing activity. From time to time (as in 1924
and 1937) they have argued that even Con-
gress should not have the war power: that
the war power should reside with the peo-
ple. The idea that a people should vote to
go to war, as a people, as a body, becomes
an intimidating concept because it assumes
personal responsibility and active citizen-
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ship. In such a framework the personal act
of voting means the de-mystification
State power and the end of docile acquies-
cence to that power. The State becomes
identical to the people. The more refined
classes are reluctant to offer the less refined
& cholce on questions of mystic communion,
such as war by frolic, mistake, or design,
offering them instead a choice of different
brands of toothpaste.

But if the people do not have the power
to declare war and the power of Congress
to declare war is dublous, the question of
how the war-making power is exercised by
the Executive has remained one which can
be drawn for reexamination by critics and
nags at a moment’'s notice, as a rhetorical
lance against the warrlors or the Executive.
A legal or moral defect is ascribed to the
Executive bureaucratic adventure by Con-
gressional critics and popular shirkers when
the war is going badly, when too many are
informed about it, and when dissidents at-
tempt to capture all legitimate symbols to
discredit the war-makers. The dissidents are
successful when the war actively poisons the
everyday concerns of people. It is then that
notions of principle, definition, responsibil-
ity, guilt, and punishment become central
to the debate of citizens—when they begin
to wonder about the political prineciples
which govern their state.

We may note another example of how the
para-legal ® approach distorts perception
and undermines democratic principles. On
May 4, 1965, the President sent Congress a
message asking for a supplementary appro-
priation. He outlined the actions he had
already taken—Iincreasing the armed forces
in Vietnam to 35,000, sending supplies and
helicopters, increasing the bombings to
1,600 sorties a month, even sending medical
supplies to the Vietnamese people. He asked
Congress for “prompt support of our basic
course . . . resistance to aggression, mod-
eration in the use of power and a constant
search for peace. Nothing will do more to
strengthen your country in the world than
the proof of national unity which an over-
whelming vote for the appropriation will
clearly show. To deny and delay this means
to deny and delay the fullest support of the
American people and the American Congress
to those brave men who are risking their
lives for freedom in Vietnam."” But he began
this attempt at ratification by saying, "I
do not ask complete approval for every phase
and action of your Government." In effect,
he asked the Congress to vote 700 million
retroactively for equipment and forces, and
his request was granted through a joint res-
olution of Congress which authorized the
President to transfer $700 million of unap-
propriated funds to any existing military
account. As Francls Wormuth has pointed
out, the President asked for a vote of con-
fidence. But there is no such thing as a vote
of confidence in an Executive form of gov-
ernment, since there is no way, save im-
peachment, to give no vote of confidence.
Furthermore, there is no way that a member
of Congress can do more than support &
general directlon, especially when the di-
rection is desecribed in words that are non-
specific, nonreferential, and imprecise. Can
it be legally possible for Congressmen to
underwrite a course that does not exist ex-
cept in the minds of war-makers?

The para-legal method gives the appear-
ance of participation to Congress without
reaching the basic questions of law and
reality. The military and the national se-
curity bureaucracy can report on the suc-
cess of the war (filling their formal obliga-
tions with para-legal language) to the
Congressional committees and to the people
by using statistical analyses of body counts,
number of bombs dropped, number of people
moved from one area to another, and so forth.

It did not dawn on anyone within the gov-
erning apparatus or the Congress (until
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1970) that such modes of behavior were, by
their nature, criminal enterprises.

Treatment of “refugees” is instructive in
this regard. While occassional Congressional
committees pointed up the dreadful refugee
situation caused by American policy, no one
bothered to suggest that the policy was
criminal in nature. (And where the policy
was not criminal in nature, it had elements
of criminal negligence which were undeni-
able.) By May of 1968, the Senate Judiciary
Committee estimated the number of refu-
gees generated by the war at close to four
million., Three years later the number was
closer to six million. The U.S, budget for fis-
cal 1968 for care of refugees was approxi-
mately $43 million.’ A Judiclary subcommit-
tee asked the General Accounting Office to
conduct a spot check of conditions in the
camps in 1867, pleking them at random. Less
than one percent had sanitation facilities.
Less than 45 percent had housing facilities.
As the GAO report said, “In large sections
of Saigon there are hundreds of thousands of
people living in squalor, in subhuman con-
ditions. They sleep in the alleys and in the
streets, In courtyards and halls, even in
graveyards and mausoleums where bodies
have been removed to allow more room.”

The question is: Who Is responsible? Once
Congress learns of such matters, do its mem-
bers have a positive obligation to correct
them and to stop supporting policies which
generate such conditions? And if Congress
does not assume 1ts responsibilities, does it
become complicit? If the power of Congress is
not merely an ornamental one, it is not re-
lieved of responsibility. Congress has the
right to call Executive officials to testify,
under oath, about their activities.

In democratic theory, election absolves the
individual official of personal responsibility
where he is acting in the name of the state
or in an official capacity. In theory he is act=-
ing in behalf of the people and their inter-
ests. When they discover he is acting against
them, they are able to turn him out of office.
But this theory does not go to the question
of criminal behavior. From time to time,
Congress has been graced with eriminals or
scoundrels, and it has been held that they
can be tried under the criminal laws of the
United States. It has been held that the
Congress may decide the basis of membership
in its body, developing and applying any
rules that it deems consistent with its con=
stitutional prerogatives. Congress is, there-
fore, on notice.that laws of the land will
apply to criminal behavior, and that elected
members are not exempt from those laws. It
has the power to set its standards of mem-
bership. It has developed ‘& code of ethics
to which others within the government are
expected to adhere. It is able to develop a
series of self-limiting actions and laws which
will purge it of being drawn into such crimi-
nal enterprises as the Indochina war,

The present situation within American
soclety is such that Congress could reassert
its constitutional authority to protect the
people against the Executive penchant to
wage war, There are specific considerations
relating to Congress which the public may
wish to take into account as it ponders
means of controlling and curbing the govern-
ing elite's potential for war-making. I will
explore these in the context of the impulse
for personal responsibility and antimilitarism
which emreged in American law and policy at
the end of World War II.

It is well, however, to close this chapter
on reaffirming Congress's limited power to
make war, It would seem that even If Con-
gress assented to the Vietnam war, there is
nothing in the Constitution to suggest that
Congress has unlimited power to vote funds
and commit lives to military adventures for
the purpose of ldeological or bureaucratic
vindication. As Chief Justice Taney pointed
out, it is the genlus of American govern-
ment to be peaceful and not wage war for
aggression. The people, then, retain those
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residual rights to resist usurped power on the

part of the Executive or Congressional

acquiescence to frolics of war and militarism.
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* [Missing. |

% National Security Act of 1947:61 Stat.
495,

= The reader should note that the clause is
not reversed. The policy of the leaders at that
time was that peacetime military require-
ments were more important than the econ-
omy. This view had the effect of transferring
power from Congress and the corporate elites
to a military and national security bureauc-
racy. Those on Wall Street and in the corpo-
rations who intended to exercise power for
their class would have to do so within the
national security machinery. But that ma-
chinery had purposes, interests, and goals
which in many instances were anticapitalist
and irrational as related to a traditional defi-
nition of corporate capitalism.

# Hearings, National Military Establish-
ment, 80th Congress, 2nd Session, p. 28. Also
note “The Making of the Natlonal Security
State”, by Robert Borotage, in The Pentagon
Watchers (Doubleday, 1870), pp. 1-61.

= “Background Information on the Use of
United States Armed Forces in Foreign Coun-
tries,” GPO, 1970. Report of the House Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, prepared by George
L. Millikan and Sheldon EKaplan.

= No. 2914 on December 18, 1850, and re-
affirmed on April 28, 1952.

# Executive Orders Nos. 10896 and 10905.

% Effective Order No. 11037,

" Executive Order No. 11387.

% Statement by J. Willlam Fulbright, June
1970.

s Article I, Section 8.

% Secretary Rusk described such actlvities
as fighting for freedom in the back-alleys of
the world.

# Whereas bureaucratic military and eco-
nomic barons need Presidents as their in-
struments for long-term institutional inter-
ests, Presidents think tactically and see
bureaucratics as instruments for their poli-
cles. During the Elsenhower period, for ex-
ample, a de-emphasis on formal control over
the military (that is, control over defense
budgets, pact-making without commitment
of troops except in Lebanon) caused the
Elsenhower group to rely on the CIA. In one
sense, bribery and the threat of total war
were the Eisenhower mode of statecraft. Cov-
ert activities fit with the Republican need to
appear capitalist. What Eisenhower’s team
was unable to do publicly of its anti-labor
and seemingly anti-intellectual ideology, it
did covertly through the CIA. The CIA be-
came the conduit and polluter of cultural
institutions and labor unions.

* Article I, Section 7, of the U.S. Constitu-
tion.

* 810502, July 31, 1967.

= Representative George Mahon, June 11,
1968, CoNgrEssioNAL REecorp, vol. 114, pt. 13,
p. 16688.

# Representative Paul Findley, June 11,
1968, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 114, pt. 13,
p. 16691,

#There is an incredible cynicism here.
Concern for American troops manifests itself
so long as they are under attack. According
to the Cranston hearings on Veterans' Hos-
pitals, the tears of concern very quickly dry
up. The unemployment rate is 20 percent
among black returned veterans and 13 per-
cent among whites.

2 Review of the Vietnam Conflict and Its
Impact on U.S. Military Commitments
Abroad: Report of the Special Subcommittee
on National Defense Posture, House Armed
Services Committee, GPO, August 24, 1068,
pp. 6-16.

# A report prepared by four senators, in-
cluding Mike Mansfleld, sald in 1963: “It
should also be noted, in all frankness, that
our own bureaucratic tendencies to act in
uniform and enlarging patterns have re-
sulted in an expansion of the U.S. commit-
ment in some places to an extent which
would appear to bear only the remotest rela-
tionship to what is essential, or even de-
sirable In terms of U.S. interests.” Quoted
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in The Viet-Nam Reader, eds. M, Raskin, B.
Fall (Vintage, 1965), p. 193.

“ Eugene Rostow, former Undersecretary
of State, has insisted that the United States
is in Indochina because of the SEATO treaty.
The treaty was signed by Australia, New
Zealand, France, Paklstan, the Philippines,
the United Kingdom, and the United States.
Although South Vietnam was not a party to
the treaty, a separate protocol was added for
its defense. The basis of any treaty iIs reci-
procity. Except for the Philippines, which
sent a detachment of troops, paid for by the
United States, other nations have done vir-
tually nothing. Furthermore. none has at-
tempted to revivify the SEATO treaty or set
in motion any meetings which would result
in using the treaty as the justifying instru-
ment intervention. France has specifically
exempted itself from involvement in any of
the treaty provisions. Under the treaty the
only obligation of the parties i1s to “consult
immediately in order to agree on the meas-
ures which should be taken for the common
defense.” Article IV, paragraphs 1 and 2,
BEATO treaty.

% An objective reading of the famous Ei-
senhower letter to Diem, which became a
coat rack on which to hang every future
tragedy in Southeast Asia, leaves plenty of
room for a decision to give mo ald to the
Bouth Vietnamese government. Letter and
following comments below are from Vietnam
and Beyond, by Don R, and Arthur Larson
(Durham, N.C.: Rule of Law Research Cen-
ter, Duke University, 1965), as reprinted in
The Viet-Nam Reader, op. cit., pp. 100-101:

“We have been exploring ways and means
to permit our aid to Vietnam to be more ef-
fective and to make a greater contribution
to the welfare and stability of the Govern-
ment of Viet-Nam. I am, accordingly, in-
structing the American Ambassador to Viet-
Nam to examine with you in your capacity
as Chief of Government, how an intelligent
program of American ald given directly to
your Government, can serve to assist Viet-
Nam in its present hour of trial, provided
that your Government is prepared to give
assurances as to the standards of perform-
ance it would be able to maintain in the
event such aid were supplied.

* ‘The purpose of this offer is to assist the
Government of Viet-Nam in developing and
maintaining a strong, viable state, capable of
resisting attempted subversion or aggression
through military means. The Government of
the United States expects that this aid will
be met by performance on the part of the
Government of Viet-Nam in undertaking
needed reforms. It hopes that such ald, com-
bined with your own continuing efforts, will
contribute effectively toward an independent
Viet-Nam endowed with a strong government,
Such a government would, I hope, be so re-
sponsive to the nationalist aspirations of its
people, so enlightened in purpose and effec-
tive in performance, that it will be respected
both at home and abroad and discourage any-
one who might wish to impose a forelgn
ideology on your free people.'

‘“There are six sentences. The first says
that we have been ‘exploring’ ways and
means. The second relates that our Ambas-
sador 1s being instructed to ‘examine’ & pro-
gram with Diem, subject to a condition re-
lating to Vietnamese performance. The third
states the purpose of ‘this offer,” which can
only refer to the offer to ‘examine’ the as-
sistance program; that purpose is to help
bulld a viable state, which in turn would be
capable of resisting subversion and aggres-
sion. The fourth sentence is aruther condi-
tion, the making of needed reforms. The
fifth sentence expresses a hope, and so does
the sixth—hopes for a strong, enlightened,
effective, and respected government—hopes
that seem poignant indeed today in view of
the sordid story that began with the assas-
sination of Diem.

“Where ir. this highly tentative, highly
conditional opening of negotlations and
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statement of hopes is the ‘commitment,’ the
‘obligation,” the pledging of our word? Even
if we seem to have Indicated a willingness to
do something to help, what is that some-
thing—beyond aid in developing a strong,
viable state?"

“ The purpose of the Gulf of Tonkin Reso-
lution was to show that “there was no divi-
sion among us” at a time “when we are en-
tering on three months of political cam=-
paigning.” The resolution carried the House
414 to nothing and the Senate 88 to 2. The
resolution read that Congress "“approves and
supports the determination of the President
as Commander in Chief, to take all necessary
measures to repel any armed attack” on U.S.
forces, and to prevent any further aggression.
Congress also left it up to the President to
determine what necessary steps were needed,
“including the use of armed forces,” to assist
any member of SEATO or protocol state
covered by SEATO Public Law 88408, August
11, 1964,

7 100 Congressional Record 18,639 (1964).

*1In 1969 the Senate adopted the National
Commitments Resolution, which expressed
the sense of the Senate that “a national com-
mitment by the United States results only
from affirmative action taken by the Execu-
tive and Legislative Branches of the U.S.
Government by means of a treaty, statute or
concurrent resolution of both Houses of Con-
gress, specifically providing for such commit-
ment.” Senate Resolution 85.

“U.S. Commitment to Foreign Powers,
Committee on Foreign Relations, GPO, 1967,
p. 72.

" Given the geographic extension of the
United States, it was hard to know what the
meaning of “water’s edge” was. Did the Pa-
cific Ocean become an inland lake of the
United States because of Hawall?

™ These Senators were ever mindful of Sen-
ator John Bricker's attempts to limit the
arrangement which the Executive made with-
out the consent of Congress, In Bricker’s case,
his strong move from the right did not de-
velop momentum because of Eisenhower’s
opposition.

“ Millikan and Kaplan, op. c¢it., p. 28.

& I'bid.

" “Extensive interrogation of all poten-
tially knowledgeable sources reveals that they
have no information concerning a NVN at-
tack on U.S. ships on 4 Aug. 1964. (the USS
Turner Joy)". This statement of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee was contra-
dicted by Secretary McNamara. A later cap-
tive naval officer of North Vietnam “contra=-
dicted" the earlier report. McNamara said
that this captive proved the Defense Depart-
ment contention that the August 4 attack
had taken place. Fulbright then sent for this
report. But examination showed that this
“source never said that there had been an
attack on August 4. The Department of De-
fense chose not to respond to Fulbright's im-
plication that MecNamara fabricated the
meaning. It was, of course, the second attack
which engendered support in Congress for
the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution. Note Gulf
of Tonkin, the 1964 Incidents, Part II, Sup-
plementary Documents to February 20, 1968
Hearing with Secretary of Defense Robert §,
MeNamara. Committee on Foreign Relations.
GPO, December 20, 1968.

% Document of the Congress, entitled Pow-
ers of the President to Send the Armed
Forces Outside the United States, February
28, 1951.

“ Report of Foreign Relations Committee,
S. Res, 85, April 16, 1969, pp. 7-34, at p. 9.

" Randelph 8. Bourne, War and the Intel-
lectuals (Harper & Row, 1964), p. 82.

% The para-legal system operates in all na-
tlons which flirt with authoritarianism and
imperiallsm. It assumes that there are no
limits of behavior for officials in their public
role if they are able to adduce a rationale.

®The amount per capita was approxi-
mately $11 per person, but this figure is
deceptive. For example, after each refugee left
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the camps he was supposed to receive $43.
The Senate Judiciary Committee noted that a
“top U.S. adviser to the refugee program
[estimated] that 76 percent of this amount
was being siphoned off before it reached the
people.”

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of
apsence was granted as follows:

Mr. PatmaN (at the request of Mr.
O’NEeILL) , for today, on account of illness.

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:

Mr. UrLman, for 30 minutes, today, and
to revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GunTeEr) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. McFaLL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Evans of Colorado, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. AspiN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. REuss, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. METCALFE, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. O’NEeILL, for 5 minutes today.

Mr. Froop, for 56 minutes today.

Mr. DrinaN, for 5 minutes today.

Mr. Davis of South Carolina, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. Owens, for 30 minutes, on Feb-
ruary 28,

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FrenNzeEL) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. SavLor, for 20 minutes, today.

Mr. Duncanw, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ArmMsTRONG, for 60 minutes, on
March 7.

Mr. Seserius, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BURGENER) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. HammerscEMIDT, for 1 hour, on
March 1.

Mr. MILLER, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BRECKINRIDGE) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. BurkE of Massachusetts, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr, ROSTENKOWSKI,
today.

Mr. Fraser, for 5 minutes, today.

for 5 minutes,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mrs. SULLIVAN,

Mr. Yares and to revise and extend his
remarks.

Mr. KasteNnMEIER and to include ex-
traneous matter notwithstanding the
fact that it exceeds five pages of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and is estimated
by the Public Printer to cost $977.50.

(The following Members (at the re-
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quest of Mr. FrenzEL) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. STEELMAN.

Mr. RoncaLLno of New York.

Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances.

Mr. RAILSBACK.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD.

Mr. BUCHANAN.

Mr. KeaTING in two instances.

Mr. NELSEN in four instances.

Mr. GOODLING.

Mr. Parris in five instances.

Mr. CARTER.

Mr. LANDGREBE in two instances.

Mr. DUNCAN.

Mr. ZWACH.

Mr. ForsyYTHE in four instances.

Mr. WHITEHURST in two instances.

Mr. CorLrins in two instances.

Mr. McKINNEY.

Mr. Huonout in two instances.

Mr. BrorzMAN in three instances.

Mr, CHAMBERLAIN,

Mr. THONE.

Mr. ERLENBORN,

Mr. HEINZ.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BurcENEr) and to include
extraneous matter: )

Mr. Wyman in two instances.

Mr. HocaN in two instances.

Mr. RoncarLo of New York in two in-
stances.

Mr. WYDLER.

Mr. KUYKENDALL.

Mr, FisH.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GunTeEr) and fo include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. BrapEMAS in six instances.

Mrs. SULLIVAN.

Mr. REUSS.

Mr. GonzaLez in three instances.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. ANNUNZIO.

Mr. BurTon in three instances.

Mr. McEAY.

Mr. HaminTon in 10 instances.

Mr. Gaypos in 10 instances.

Mr. CuarLEs H. WiLson of California.

Mr. RoysaL in 10 instances.

Mr. WaLDIE in three instances.

Mr. DAN DANIEL.

Mr. STUBBLEFIELD.

Mr. Hannwa in five instances.

Mr. BINGHAM.

Mr. NICHOLS.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee in four in-
stances.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS in two instances.

Mr. Epwarps of California.

Mr, Won PAT.

Mr. TIERNAN in two instances.

Mr. AnpeErsonN of California in three
instances.

Mr. RanceL in three Instances.

Mr, HUNGATE.

Mr. Giseons in two instances.

Mr. PIckLE in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BReckINrIDGE) and fo in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. Dorn in three instances.

Mr. Anprews of North Carolina,

Mr. DINGELL in two instances.

Mr. BurkE of Massachusetts.

Mr, REID.

Mr. PREYER in two instances.

Mr. Gieeoxs in five instances.
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Madam Speak-
er, I move that the House do now ad-
journ.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 2 oclock and 52 minutes pm.),
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, February 28, 1973, at 12
o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

405, A letter from the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, transmitting the report of the Federal
Crop Insurance Corporation for the 1972 crop
year, pursuant to the Federal Crop Insurance
Act; to the Committee on Agriculture.

406, A letter from the Director, Office of
Management and Budget, Executive Office of
the President, transmitting a report that
the appropriation to the Department of Agri-
culture for “Animal and Plant Health In-
spection Service,” for the fiscal year 1073,
has been reapportioned on a basis which in-
dicates the necessity for a supplemental esti-
mate of appropriation, pursuant to 31 U.S.C,
665; to the Committee on Appropriations.

497. A letter from the Architect of the
Capitol, transmitting a report of all expendi-
tures during the period July 1 through De-
cember 31, 1972, from moneys appropriated
to him, pursuant to section 105(b) of Public
Law 88-454; to the Committee on Appropri-
ations.

498, A letter from the Acting Director,
Office of Emergency Preparedness, Executive
Office of the President, transmitting a copy
of the statistical supplement to the stock-
plle report covering July to December 1972,
pursuant to section 4 of the Strateglc and
Critical Materials Stock Piling Act (Public
Law 79-520); to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

499. A letter from the Secretary of State,
transmitting a report for fiscal year 1972 on
forelgn assistance, pursuant to section 657 of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

500. A letter from the Chairman, U.S. Ad-
visory Commission on Information, trans-
mitting the Commission's 26th Report on
the information, educational and cultural
programs administered by the U.S. Infor-
mation Agency, pursuant to section 603 of
Public Law 80-402; to the Committee on
Forelgn Affairs and ordered to be printed.

501. A letter from the Secretary of the In-
terior, transmitting the Annual Report of
the Office of Coal Research for 1973, pursuant
to Public Law 86-599; to the Committee on
Interlor and Insular Affairs.

502. A letter from the Chairman, Indian
Clalms Commission, transmitting the final
determinations of the Commission in dock-
et No. 342-A, The Seneca Nation of Indians,
Plaintiff, and docket No. 368-A, The Tona-
wanda Band of Seneca Indians, Plaintiff, v.
The United States of America, Defendant,
pursuant to 25 U.S.C. T0t; to the Committee
on Interlor and Insular Affalrs.

503. A letter from the Administrator, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting a report on the recovery of resources
from solid wastes, pursuant to section 205
of Public Law 91-512; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

504. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Communications Commission, transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation to amend
section 318 of the Communications Act of
1934, as amended, to enable the Federal Com-
munications Commission to authorize trans-
lator broadcast stations to originate limited
amounts of local programing, and to au-
thorize FM radlo translator stations to oper-
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ate unattended in the same manner as is
now permitted for television broadcast trans-
lator stations; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

505. A letter from the Chairman, U.S. Civil
Service Commission, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to permit immediate re-
tirement of certain Federal employees; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

506. A letter from the Chairman, U.S.
Atomic Energy Commission, transmitting an
amendment to the draft of proposed legisla-
tion submitted by the Commission on Janu-
ary 30, 1973, to authorlze appropriations to
the Atomic Energy Commission in accord-
ance with section 261 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, and for other pur-
poses; to the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy. g
RECEIVED FrROM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

BOT. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a 1ist
of reports issued or released by the General
Accounting Office in January 1973, pursuant
to section 234 of Public Law 91-510; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

508. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a Report
on the status of the procurement by the Navy
of the F-14 weapon system as of June 1,
1972; to the Committee on Government Op-
erations.

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. BOLLING: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 18. Resolution authorizing the
Committee on Banking and Currency to con-
duct full and complete investigations and

studies of all matters within its jurisdic-
tlon under the rules of the House or the laws
of the United States (Rept. No. 83-22). Re~
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 72, Resolution to authorize in-
vestigations by the Committee on Agricul-

ture; with amendment (Rept. No. 93-23).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules, House
Resolution 74. Resolution authorizing the
Committee on the Judiclary to conduct
studies and investigations relating to cer-
tain matters within its jurisdiction; with
amendment (Rept. No. 93-24). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 134. Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Veterans’' Affairs to conduct
an investigation and study with respect to
certain matters within its jurisdiction (Rept.
No. 93-25). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. BOLLING: Commlittee on Rules. House
Resolution 163. Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs to
make investigations into any matter within
its jurisdiction, and for other purposes with
amendment (Rept. No. 93-26)., Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 175. Resolution authorizing the
Committee on Education and Labor to con-
duct certain studies and investigations (Rept.
No. 93-27). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules, House
Resolution 180. Resolution authorizing the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service
to conduct full and complete investigations
and studies of all matters within its jurls-
dictlon under the rules of the House or the
laws of the United States (Rept. No. 93-28).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 224. Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Government Operations to
conduct studies and investigations with
respect to matters within its jurisdiction, and
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for other purposes (Rept. No. 93-20). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. MATSUNAGA: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 255. Resolution providing
for the consideration of H.R. 3208, a bill to
restore the rural water and sewer grant pro-
gram under the Consolidated Farm and Rural
Development Act (Rept. No. 93-30). Referred
to the House Calendar.

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 256. Resolution creating a select
committee to investigate all aspects of crime
affecting the United States (Rept. No. 93-31).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 257. Resolution authorizing the
Committee on the District of Columbia to
conduct studies and Investigations (Rept. No.
93-32). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. MAHON: Committee of conference.
Conference report on House Joint Resclution
345 (Rept. No. 93-33). 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. ANDERSON of Illinois:

H.R. 4731. A bill to prohibit most-favored-
nation treatment and commercial and guar-
antee agreements with respect to any non-
market economy country which denies to its
citizens the right to emigrate or which im-
poses more than nominal fees upon its citi-
zens as a condition to emigration; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. ANDERSON of California (for
himself and Mr, DINGELL) :

H.R. 4732. A bill to establish a national en-
vironmental data system and State and
reglonal environmental centers pursuant to
policies and goals established in the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1960 and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. ASHLEY (for himself, Mr.
SEmBERLING, Mrs. GrEEN of Oregon,
Mr. MazzoLr, Mr. HEeLsTOoskI, Mr.
HENDERSON, Mr. BRown of California,
Mr. KocH, Mr. CormMmawN, and Mr.
AnpErsoN of California) :

H.ER. 4733. A bill to amend title 32 of the
United States Code to establish a Commis-
sion to oversee and improve the capability of
the National Guard to control civil disturb-
ances, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. BADILLO:

H.R. 4734. A bill to amend the Consumer
Credit Protection Act to prohibit discrimina-
tion by creditors on the basis of sex or mari-
tal status in connection with any extenson
of credit; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. BINGHAM:

HR. 4735. A bill to amend the Soclal Secu-
rity Act to make certain that recipients of
ald or assistance under the various Federal-
State public assistance and medicald pro-
grams (and recipients of assistance or bene-
fits under the veterans' pension and com-
pensation programs and certain other Fed-
eral and federally assisted programs) will not
have the amount of such ald, assistance, or
benefits reduced because of increases in
monthly social security benefits; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BROTZMAN:

HR. 4736. A bill to change the name of the
Department of Commerce Laboratories in
Boulder, Colo.,, to the Dwight David Eisen-
hower Laboratories; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. BROTZMAN (for himself, Mr,
BrAY, Mr. BucHANAN, Mr. COUGHLIN,
Mr., DuncaN, Mr. EsHLEMAN, Mr.
ForsYTHE, Mrs, Grasso, Mrs, GREEN
of Oregon, Mr. HECHLER of West Vir-
ginia, Mr, EercaumM, Mr, PEPPER, Mr.
Roge, Mr, Smoue, Mr, THoNE, Mr.
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WAMPLER, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. WoN
PAT, Mr. NELSEN, and Mr, Roy) :

H.R. 4737. A bill to provide for purposes of
computing retired pay for members of the
Armed Forces, and additional credit of service
equal to all periods of time spent by any such
member as a prisoner of war; to the Com~-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. BROTZMAN (for himself, Mr.
ARMSTRONG, Mr. EvanNs of Colorado,
Mr. JornsoN of Colorado, and Mrs.
SCHROEDER) :

H.R. 4738. A bill to provide for the striking
of medals in commemoration of the 100th an-
niversary of the statehood of Colorado; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. BROTZMAN (for himself, Mr.
BrAY, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr. COUGHLIN,
Mr. DuNcAN, Mr, ESHLEMAN, Mr, For-
SYTHE, Mrs., Grasso, Mrs, GREEN of
Oregon, Mr. HecHLER of West Vir-
ginia, Mr. KeErcHEUM, Mr; PEPPER, Mr.
Roe, Mr. SmHoup, Mr. THONE, Mr.
WamPLER, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. WoN
Pat, Mr. NELsEN, and Mr, Roy) :

H.R. 4739. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to include as creditable service
for purposes of civil service retirement cer-
tain periods of imprisonment of members of
the Armed Forces and of civilian employees
by hostlle foreign forces, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Bervice.

By Mr. BROWN of Ohlo (for himself,
Mr. MosHER, Mr. MILLER, Mr. SEIBER-
LING, Mr. Stoxes, Mr. EEATING, and
Mr, VANIK) :

H.R. 4740. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to establish and operate &
National Museum and Repository of Black
History and Culture at or near Wilberforce,
Ohio; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself,
Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. HastIings, and
Mr. MoSHER)

H.R. 4741. A bill to expand the membership
of the Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations to include elected school
board officials and elected town and township
officials; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia (for
himself, Mr. HocAN, Mr, Gupg, and
Mr. PARRIS) :

H.R. 4742. A bill to authorize a Federal
payment for the planning of a transit line
in the median of the Dulles Airport Road
and for a feasibility study of rapid transit to
Friendship International Airport; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia,

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts (for
himself, Mr. BroY, Mr. BRoYHILL of
North Carolina, Mr. BurLEsoN of
Texas, Mr. HaMMERSCHMIDT, and Mr,
RHODES) :

HR. 4743. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to extend certain tran-
sitional rules for allowing a charitable con-
tribution deduction for purposes of the es-
tate tax in the case of certain charitable re-
mainder trusts; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. CARNEY of Ohlo:

H.R. 4744. A hill to amend the Economic
Stabilization Act of 1974, to establish a
Food Price Control Commission in order to
control the wholesale and retail level of food
prices; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

H.R. 4745. A bill to terminate the author-
ization of Muddy Creek Dam, French Creek,
Pa.; to the Committee on Public Works,

By Mr. CASEY of Texas (for himself,
Mr, Bararis, Mr. BrRownN of Califor-
nia, Mrs. CHisHOLM, Mr. CoNTE, Mr.
DeENHOLM, Mr. DoNOHUE, Mr. DuN-
CAN, Mr. FLoop, Mrs. Grasso, Mr.
Hays, Mr. McDapg, Mr. MicHEL, Mr.
MorgaN, Mr., Moss, Mr. Sisg, Mr.
SteELMAN, Mrs! SuLLivanN, Mr. TIiER-
NAN, and Mr. WoN Part) :
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H.R. 4746. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564 to allow a deduction
for expenses incurred by a taxpayer in mak-
ing repairs and improvements to his resi-
dence, and to allow the owner of rental hous-
ing to amortize at an accelerated rate the
cost of rehabilitating or restoring such hous-
ing; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CORMAN:

H.R. 4747. A bill to amend section 1331(c)
of title 10, United States Code, to authorize
the granting of retired pay to persons other-
wise qualified who were Reserves before Au-
gust 16, 1945, and who served on active duty
during the so-called Berlin crisis; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 4748. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to equalize the retirement pay
of members of the uniformed services of
equal rank and years of service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Mr. CRANE:

H.R. 4749. A bill to provide certain priv-
ileges against disclosure of confidential in-
formation and the sources of information ob-
talned by newsmen; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CRONIN:

H.R. 4750. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to make certain that
recipients of veterans' pension and com-
pensation will not have the amount of such
pension or compensation reduced because of
increases in monthly social security bene-
fits; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. DANIELSON (for himself, Mr.
Brown of California, Mr, CORMAN,
Mr, DELrumMs, Mr. HANNA, Mr. HAw=-
KINS, Mr. JounsoN of California, Mr.,
LEGGETT, Mr. Moss, Mr. Regs, Mr.
RoyBaL, Mr. Sisk, Mr. Stare, Mr.
Van DeeriiN, Mr., WarLpie, Mr.
CuarrLEs H. Wimson of California,
Mr. MoNTGOMERY, and Mr. WoLFF) :

H.R. 4751. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide that certain
soclal security benefit increases provided for
by Public Laws 92-336 and 92-603 be dis-
regarded for the purposes of determining
eligibility for pension or compensation under
such title; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

By Mr. pE La GARZA:

H.ER. 4752, A bill to amend the Maritime
Academy Act of 1858 in order to authorize the
Secretary of the Navy to appoint students at
State maritime academies and colleges as
Reserve midshipmen in the U.S. Navy, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

H.R. 4753. A bill to amend the cargo pref-
erence law; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisherles.

H.R. 47564. A bill to amend the Fish and
Wildlife Act of 1956 to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interlor to make loans to asso-
clations of fishing vessel owners and operators
organized to provide insurance against the
damage or 1oss of fishing vessels or the injury
or death of fishing crews, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

H.R. 47556. A bill to provids for the conser-
vation, protection, and propagation of specles
or subspecles of fish and wildlife that are
threatered with extinction or likely within
the foreseeable future to become threatened
with extinction, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

H.R. 4756. A bill to provide for the con-
servation and management of fisheries and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisherles.

By Mr. DENT (for himself and Mr.
PERKINS) !

H.R. 47567. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to increase the mini-
mum wage rates under that act, to expand
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the coverage of that act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. DINGELL (for himself, Mr.
GROVER, Mr., LEGGETT, Mr, MAILLIARD,
Mr. Biacei, Mr. RUPPE, Mr. ANDER~-
sow of California, Mr. GooDLING, Mr.
Kyros, Mr. McCrLosKEY, Mr. MET-
CALFE, Mr. STEELE, Mr. StupDs, Mr.
ForsYTHE, Mr. pu PonNT, Mr. MILLS
of Maryland, Mr. CoHEN, Mr. PRITCH-
ArD, and Mr. ToweLL of Nevada):

H.R. 4758. A bill to provide for the con-
servation, protection, and propagation of
species or subspecies of fish and wildlife that
are presently threatened with extinection or
likely within the foreseeable future to be-
come threatened with extinction, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. DINGELL (for himself, Mr.
GROVER, Mr. Biacci, Mr. MAILLIARD,
Mr. AwpErsoN of California, Mr.
RUPPE, Mr. K¥Yros, Mr. GOODLING,
Mr. METCALFE, Mr. McCLOSKEY, Mr.
StUupps, Mr. STEELE, Mr. FORSYTHE,
Mr. puv PonNT, Mr. CoHEN, and Mr.
PRITCHARD) :

H.R.4759. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to assist the States in con-
trolling damage caused by predatory and
depradating animals; to establish a program
of research concerning the control and con-
servation of predatory and depredating ani-
mals; to restrict the use of toxic chemicals as
a method of predator control; and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisherles.

By Mr. DINGELL (for himself, Mr.
GROVER, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. MAILLIARD,
Mr, METCALFE, Mr. RUPPE, Mr, Goop-
LING, Mr. McCLOSKEY, Mr, STEELE,
Mr. ForsSYTHE, Mr. Mimuis of Mary-
land, and Mr. COHEN):

H.R. 4760. A bill to provide for the conser-
vation and management of fisheries and for
gther purposes; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. DORN:

H.R. 4761. A bill to prohibit most-favored-
nation treatment and commercial and guar-
antee agreements with respect to any non-
market economy country which denies to its
citizens the right to emigrate or which im-
poses more than nominal fees upon its citi-
zens as a condition to emigration; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 4762. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (156 U.S.C. 41 et seq.)
to provide that under certain circumstances
exclusive territorial arrangements shall not
be deemed unlawful; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. DORN (for himself, Mr. Ham-
MERSCHMIDT, Mr. TEAGUE of Texas,
Mr. HaLEY, Mr. DULSKY, Mr, ROBERTS,
Mr. SaTTERFIELD, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr.
Epwarps of California, Mr. MonNT-
GOMERY, Mr. Carney of Ohio, Mr.
DANIELSON, Mrs. Grasso, Mr, BRINK-
LEY, Mr. CHARLES WILsON of Texas,
Mr. SaYLOR, Mr. TEAGUE of California,
Mrs. HeckrLErR of Massachusetts, Mr.
ZwacH, Mr. WyLiE, Mr. HrLris, Mr.
MarazrTI, Mr. ABpNoOR, Mr. HUBER,
and Mr. WaLsH) :

H.R.4763. A bill to amend section 355 of
title 38, United States Code, relating to the
authority of the Administrator of Veterans’
Affairs to readjust the schedule of ratings for
the disabilities of veterans; to the Commit-
tee on Veterans' Affalrs.

By Mr. ECKHARDT (for himself, Mr.
EILBERG, Mr. HELSTOSKI, and Mr,
PREYER) :

H.R. 4764. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 to provide a more ef-
fective program to prevent aircraft piracy,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.
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By Mr. EDWARDS of California:

H.R. 4765. A bill to enlarge the Sequola
National Park in the State of California; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affalrs.

By Mr. ESCH:

H.R. 4766. A bill to amend the Education
Amendments of 1972 with respect to orders
requiring the transportation of students in
elementary and secondary schools; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 4767. A bill to establish a National
Institute of Population Growth and to trans-
fer to the Institute the functions of the
SBecretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
and of the Director of the Office of Economic
Opportunity relating to population research
and family planning services; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

H.R. 4768. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954, to provide income tax
simplification and relief for small business;
to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. ESCH (for himself and Mr.

HILLIs) :

HR, 4769. A bill to provide greater as-
surance for fiscal responsibility; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

By Mr. EVANS of Colorado:

H.R. 4770. A bill to establish a comprehen-
slve system for regulation of weather modi-
fication actlvities and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr, FAUNTROY:

H.R. 4771. A bill to regulate the maximum
rents to be charged by landlords in the Dis-
trict of Columbia; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

By Mr. FLOOD:

H.R. 4772. A bill to establish a national pro-
gram of Federal insurance agalnst cata-
strophic disasters; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

By Mr. GERALD R. FORD:

HR. 4773. A bill to amend sections 112,
692, 6013, and 76508 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954, for the relief of certain mem-
bers of the Armed Forces of the United States
returning from the Vietnam conflict combat
zone, and for other purposes; to the Com-~
mittee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. FORSYTHE:

H.R. 4774. A bill to extend benefits under
section 8191 of title 5, United States Code, to
law enforcement officers and firemen not em-
ployed by the United States who are killed
or totally disabled in the line of duty; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 4775. A bill to incorporate the Gold
Star Wives of America; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

HR. 4776. A bill to amend title IV of the
Bocial Security Act to allow a State in its
discretion, to such extent as it deems ap-
propriate, to use the dual signature method
of making payments of aid to families with
dependent children under its approved State
plan; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 4T77. A bill to allow a credit agalnst
Federal income taxes or a payment from the
U.8. Treasury for State and local real prop-
erty taxes or an equivalent portion of rent
paid on their residences by individuals who
have attalned age 65; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. FORSYTHE (for himself, Mr.
RIEGLE, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. HECHLER of
West Virginia, Miss HorrzmaN, Mr.
Jornson of Colorado, Mr. MELCHER,
Mr, MosgsER, and Mr. Roy) :

H.R. 4778. A bill requiring congressional
suthorization for the reinvolvement of
American forces in further hostilities in In-
dochina; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Ms,
Apzvuc, Mr. BERGLAND, Mr. BIESTER,
Mr. BURGENER, Mr. BurTON, Mr.
CoNYERS, Mr. CoRMAN, Mr., DRINAN,
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Mr. GruMan, Mr. Gupe, Mr. HOsMER,
Mr. EercHUM, Mr. LEEMAN, Mr. Mc-
CLOSKEY, Mr. O'Hara, Mr. Price of
Illinois, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. STARK,
Mr. SyMINGTON, Mr. TIERNAN, Mr.
WoLrr, and Mr, WoN PAT) :

H.R. 4779. A bill to provide for the con-
version of the United States to the metric
system; to the Committee on Sclence and
Astronauntles.

By Mr. FREY :

HER. 4780. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code, to promote the care and
treatment of veterans in State veterans'
homes, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs,

H.R. 4781. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code, in order to extend until
June 30, 1979, the authorization for appro-
priations to assist the States to construct
nursing home facilities for veterans; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. FULTON:

HR. 4782. A bill concerning the alloca-
tion of water pollution control funds among
the States in fiscal 1973 and fiscal 1974; to
the Committee on Public Works.

H.R, 4783. A bill to amend section 516 of
the Tariff Act of 1930; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 4784. A bill to create a special tariff
provision for imported glycine and related
products; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mrs. GRASSO:

H.R. 4785, A bill to amend title 37, United
States Code, in order to provide a special
bonus for members of the Armed Forces
of the United States who were held as pris-
oners of war during the Vietnam era; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 4786. A bill to amend chapter 11,
title 388, United States Code, to provide a
statutory compensable rating of not less
than 10 per centum for any veteran who
was a prisoner of war; to the Committee
on Veterans' Affalrs.

By Mr. GRAY (for himself and Mr.
HowARD) :

H.R. 4787. A bill to amend section 8 of the
Public Buildings Act of 1859, relating to
the District of Columbia; to the Commit-
tee on Public Works.

By Mrs. GREEN of Oregon:

H.R. 4788. A Dbill to establish an Execu-
tive Department to be known as the De-
partment of Education, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mrs. GREEN of Oregon (for herself,
Mrs. HANsSEN of Washington, Mrs,
SuLLIVAN, Mrs. GrrFrFITHS, Mrs.
Grasso, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mrs. MINK,
Mrs, ScHROEDER, Mrs. BURKE of Cali-
fornia, Miss HortemanN, Mrs. HorT,
and Ms. ABzUG) :

H.R. 4789. A bill to provide a remedy for
sex discrimination by the insurance business
with respect to the availability and scope of
Insurance coverage for women; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. GUBSER:

HR. 4790. 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. GUDE (for himself, Miss HoLTZ-
MAN, Mr. Emnserc, Mr. ROSENTHAL,
Mr. HeELsTOSKI, Mr, KEocH, Mr, Woxn
PAT, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr,' CONYERS,
Mr. Mazzovr1, Mr. MrTcHELL of Mary-
land, Mr. BrownN of California, Mr,
TaoMesoN of New Jersey, Mr.
RANGEL, and Mr, PODELL) :

H.R. 4791. A bill to amend the Economic
Stabllization Act of 1970, to direct the Presl-
dent to establish a Rent Control Board which,
through the establishment of a cost justifica-
tion formula, will control the level of rent
with respect to residential real property, and

for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. GUDE (for himself, Mr. DENT,

Mr. BapiLro, Mr. MacpowALp, Mr,

GRrEEN of Pennsylvania, Mr, ROYBAL,

Mr. LeeMAN, Mr, EowArps of Call-

fornia, Mr. DomiNick V. DANIELS,

Mr. HArRRINGTON, Mr. FisH, Mr.

HogaN, Mr. STOKES, Mr. GILMAN, and
Mr. HAWKINS) :

H.R. 4792. A bill to amend the Economic
Stabilization Act of 1970, to direct the Presi-
dent to establish a Rent Control Board which,
through the establishment of a cost justifi-
cation formula, will control the level of rent
with respect to residential real property, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr, HALEY (for himself, and Mr.
SAYLOR) :

H.R. 4783, A bill to provide for the addition
of certain eastern national forest lands to
the National Wilderness Preservation System,
to amend section 3(b) of the Wilderness Act,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. HANNA:

HR. 4794. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Becurity Act, to provide that an in-
dividual may simultaneously receive both
an old-age or disability insurance benefit
and a speclally reduced widow’s or widower’s
insurance benefit; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

By Mr, HASTINGS:

H.R. 4795. A bill to provide for the Secre-
tary of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare to assist in the improvement
and operation of museums; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself,
Mrs. HEckLER of Massachusetts Mr.
Hicks, Mr. MEeps, Mr. MoAKLEY, Mr,
Stupps, Mr, VAN DEERLIN, Mr. ANDER~
soN of California, Mr, BuUrge of
Massachusetts, Mr., BURTON, Mr.
ForLEy, Mr. ForsYTHE, Mrs. GRASSO,
Mrs. Hansen of Washington Mr.
HELSTOSKI, Mr. KYROS, Mr. RONCALLO
of New York, Mr, TIERNAN, and Mr.
Bos WILSON) :

H.R. 4786. A bill to provide compensation
to U.S. commercial fishing vessel owners for
damages incurred by them as a result of an
action of a vessel operated by a foreign gov-
ernment or a citlzen of a foreign govern-
ment; to the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries.

By Mrs. HECELER of Massachusetts:

H.R. 4797, A bill to provide that respect for
an individual’s right not to participate in
abortions contrary to that individual’s con-
science be requirement for hospital eligibllity
for Federal financial assistance; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. HUDNUT:

H.R. 4798. A Dbill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854, to allow a credit
against the individual income tax for tuition
paid for the elementary or secondary educa-
tion of dependents; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr, HUNGATE:

H.R.4799. A bill to provide procedures for
calling constitutional conventions for pro-
posing amendments to the Constitution of
the United States, on application of the
legislatures of two-thirds of the States, pur-
suant to article V of the Constitution; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. HUNT:

H.R. 4800. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854, to extend certain tran-
sitional rules for allowing a charitable con-
tribution deduction for purpose of the estate
tax In the casz of certain charitable re-
mainder trusts; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. HUNT
RiNaLpo, Mr.
WARE) :

(for
MARAZITT,

himself, Mr.
and Mr.
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HR.4801. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968,
as amended, to provide benefits to survivors
of certain public safety officers who die in
the performance of duty; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EARTH:

H.R. 4802, A bil to amend title 38 of the
United States Code, In order to establish a
Natlonal Cemetery System within the Vet-
erans’ Administration, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 4803. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code, to make certain that re-
cipilents of veterans' pension and compensa-
tlon will not have the amount of such pen-
slon or compensation reduced because of in-
creases in monthly soclal security benefits;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

H.R. 4804. A bill to permit officers and ‘em-
ployees of the Federal Government to elect
coverage under the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance system; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. EASTENMEIER :

H.R. 4805. A bill to exempt from Federal
income taxation certaln nonprofit corpora-
tions all of whose members are tax-exempt
credit unions; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. KEATING :

H.R. 4806. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EEATING (for himself, Mr.
FrEY, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. , Mr.
MazzoLi, Mr. Brown of California,
Mr. STARK, Mr, EEMP, Mr. ROBINSON
of Virginia, Mr, FoRrsYTHE, Mr.
Wyarr, Mr. THONE, and Mr. CoL-
LINS) :

H.R. 4807. A bill to guarantee the right
of criminal defendants to a speedy trial and
to reduce crime and injustice by improving
the supervision of persons released on bail
and probation, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. EEATING (for himself, Mr.
MazzoLl, Mr. RIEGLE, and Mr. BRowN
of California) :

H.R. 4808. A bill to amend chapter 235
of title 18, United States Code, to provide
for the appellate review of sentences imposed
in criminal cases arising in the district courts
of the United States, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KEMP:

H.R. 4809, A bill to limit subsidy payments
under the wheat, cotton, and feed grain
programs; to the Committee on Agriculture.

H.R. 4810. A bill to amend title 89, United
States Code, to clarify the proper use of the
franking privilege by Members of Congress,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 4811, A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide for the payment of
tuition, in addition to educational assistance
allowances, on behalf of veterans pursuing
certain programs of education under chapter
34 of such title; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Mr. KOCH:

H.R. 4812. A bill to amend title V of the
Soclal Security Act to extend for 5 years
(until June 30, 1978) the period within
which certain special project grants may be
made thereunder; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

By Mr. LANDGREBE:

H.R. 4813. A bill to provide for the con-
tinuation of programs authorized under the
Older Americans Act of 1965, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

H.R. 4814. A bill to provide for the con-
tinuation of programs authorized under the
Vocational Rehabilitation Act, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.
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By Mr. LENT (for himself, Mr. RINALDO,
and Mr. VANDER JAGT):

H.R.4815. A bill to establish a contiguous
fishery =zone (200-mile limit) beyond the
territorial sea of the United States; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

By Mr. McDADE:

H.R.4816. A bill to amend the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Ac-
quisition Policies Act of 1970 to extend for
3-years the provision for full Federal pay-
ment of relocation and related costs for vic-
tims of Hurricane Agnes and of certain other
major disasters; to the Committee on Public
Works.

H.R. 4817. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code so as to provide that pay-
ments of benefits pursuant to the Federal
Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969 shall
not be included as income for the purpose
of determining eligibility for veterans’ or
widows' pensions, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. McFALL (for himself, Mr.
ALEXANDER, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. LEG-
GETT, Mr. WaLDIE, Mrs. SBuLLIVAN, Mr.
TIERNAN, Mr. Froop, Mr. Davis of
South Carolina, Mr. MELCHER, Mr.
BrownN of California, Mr. PERKINS,
Mrs. Grasso, Mr. Srack, Mr. BEvILL,
Mr. Epwarps of California, Mr.
GreeN of Pennsylvania, Mr. DeEn-
HOLM, Mr. Evans of Colorado, Mr.
DENT, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr. WaLsH,
Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. Starx, and Mr,
PREYER) :

HR.4818. A bill to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 to extend the authorizations for a 1-
year period; to the Committee on Public
Wurks,

By Mr. McFALL (for himself, Mr.
MonTeoMERY, Mr. DuLsgr, Mr. Mc-
SPADDEN, Mr. pE Luco, Mr. RARICK,
Mr. Hays, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. EvINS
of Tennessee, Mr. WonN Par, Mr.
WHITE, Mr. OBEY, Mr. ROSENTHAL,
Mr. HaMILTON, Mr., DANIELSON, MT.
Duncan, Mr. DickiNsonN, Mr. STEELE,
Mr. Tavror of North Carolina, Mr,
BrINELEY, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr, BENI-
TEZ, Mr. DrRINAN, Mr. MEEDs, and Mr.
LoTT

)t

H.R. 4819. A bill to amend the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965 to
extend the authorizations for a 1-year period;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. McFALL (for himself, Mr. Min-
ISH, Mr. CHARLES H. WiLsoN of Call~
fornia, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. BRADEMAS,
Mr. Burge of Massachusetts, Mr.
DeLrums, Mr. THORNTON, Mr. Mc-
Dape, Mr. Hicks, Mr. HecHLER of
West Virginia, Mr. PEPPER, Mr, PRICE
of Illinois, Mr. RopmNo, Mr., MATHIAS
of Californla, Mr. MoLLoHAN, Mr.
STUBBLEFIELD, Mr. BERGLAND, Mr.
Smxes, Mr., VanNig, Mr. Davis of
Georgia, Mr. Mazzorr, Mr. McKavy,
Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey, and
Mr, SAYLOR):

HR. 4820. A blll to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 to extend the authorizations for a 1-year
period; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. McFALL (for himself, Mr.
PicerLe, Mr. NicHoLs, Mr. ZABLOCKI,
Mr. GUNTER, Mr. Apams, Mr. CASEY
of Texas, Mr. Kercaum, Mr. FuqQua,
Mrs. MINE, Mr. DELLENBACK, Mr. Ba-
pILLo, Mr. FunToN, Mrs. HANSEN of
Washington, and Mr. Rosg) :

H.R. 4821. A bill to amend the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965 to ex~
tend the authorizatlons for a 1-year period;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. McFALL (for himself, Mr. Cor-
MAN, Mr. REES, Mr. CARNEY of Ohlo,
Mr. Sraceers, Mr. Hawxins, Mr.
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DowwNiNGg, Mr, LEEMAN, Mr, STOKES,
and Mr. PATMAN) @

H.R. 4822, A bill to amend the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965 to
extend the authorizations for a 1-year period;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska:

H.E. 4823. A bill to prohibit the exporta-
tion of logs from the United States; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

H.R. 4824. A bill to promote the peaceful
resolution of international confiict, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

By Mr. MELCHER (for himself, Mr.
Browx of California, Mr. BUCHANAN,
Mrs. CHisHOLM, Mr. Cray, Mr. CoN-
YERS, Mr. DawniELsoN, Mr. DoNo=-
HUE, Mr. Epwarps of California, Mr.
FrAsSER, Mrs. Grasso, Mrs. GREEN
of Oregon, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr,
HecHLER of West Virginia, and Mr.
HELSTOSKI) :

H.R. 4825. A bill to repeal section 411 of
the Soclal Security Amendments of 1972,
thereby restoring the right of aged, blind,
and disabled individuals who recelve asslist-
ance under title XVI of the Social Security
Act after 1973 to participate in the food
stamp and surplus commodities programs;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MELCHER (for himself, Mr.
McDapE, Mr, McKINNEY, Mrs. MINK,
Mr. MrrcHELL of Maryland, Mr.
MoagrLEY, Mr. MoLLoHAN, Mr. Moss,
Mr. RimEcre, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr.
RYAN, Mr. SARBANES, Mr, SEIBERLING,
Mr. Stoxes, Mr, Stuops, and Mr.
Won Par) :

H.R. 4826. A bill to repeal section 411 of
the Bocial Security Amendments of 1972,
thereby restoring the right of aged, blind,
and disabled indlividuals who receive assist-
ance under title XVI of the Social Securlty
Act after 1973 to participate in the food
stamp and surplus commodities programs; to
the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. MONTGOMERY:

H.R. 4827. A bill to amend section 39-704,
District of Columbia Code relating to the
jurisdiction of courts-martial of the militia
of the District of Columbia; to the Committee
on the District of Columbla.

By Mr. MONTGOMERY (by request) :

H.R. 4828. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to permit for 1 year, the grant-
ing of national service life insurance to cer-
tain veterans heretofore eligible for such in-
surance; to the Committee on Veterans*
Affairs.

H.R. 4829. A bill to provide waliver of pre-
miums on natlonal service life Insurance
policies for certain totally disabled veterans
without regard to age limitations; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. MONTGOMERY (by request)
(for himself, Mr. CarNEY of Ohlo,
Mr. TeEaGUE of Texas, Mr. DANIELSON,
Mr. WorFr, and Mr. MARAZITI) :

H.R. 4830. A bill to amend sectlion 1481 of
title 10 of the United States Code to extend
funeral expense coverage thereunder with
respect to military retirees who expire while
patients in U.S. hospitals; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 4831. A bill to establish a congressional
Office of Budget Analysis and Program Evalu-
atlon; to provide participation by State and
local officlals and the general public in the
departmental budget making process; to pro-
vide investigations by the Comptroller Gen-
eral of impoundment reports; to provide leg-
islative oversight and veto of impoundments;
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. NICHOLS:

H.R. 4832. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code to correct certain inequities in
the crediting of National Guard technician
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service In connection with civil service retire-
ment, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Clvil Service.

HR. 4833. A bill to provide an annual
general outline for the current Federal budg-
etary and fiscal situation, end for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. NIX:

H.R. 4834. A bill to define the authority of
the President of the United States to inter-
vene abroad or to make war without the ex-
press consent of the Congress; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

HR. 4835. A bill requiring congressional
authorization for the reinvolvement of Amer-
ican forces in further hostilities in Indo-
china; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

H.R. 4836. A bill to amend section 620 of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to sus-
pend, in whole or in part, economic and mili-
tary assistance and certain sales to any coun-
try which fails to take appropriate steps to
prevent narcotic drugs, produced or proc-
essed, in whole or in part, in such country
from entering the United States unlawfully,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

H.R. 4837. A bill to amend the tariff and
trade laws of the United States to promote
full employment and restore a diversified
production base; to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 to stem the outflow of
U.S. capital, jobs, technology, and produc-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PATTEN:

HR. 4838. A bill to amend the Economic
Stabilization Act of 1970 with respect to
rent stabilization; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. PEPPER:

HRE. 4839. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 so as to limit the pow=-
er of the Secretary of Transportation to dele-
gate his authority to examine medical quali-
fications of airmen; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. PICKLE:

HR. 4840. A bill amending the Age Dis-
crimination in Employment Act of 1967 to
provide for the nondiscrimination on account
of age in government employment, and in
Federal Government employment; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. QUILLEN:

HR. 4841. A bill to create a special tariff
provision for imported glycine and related
products; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. RATILSBACK:

H.R. 4842. A bill to amend the antitrust
laws to provide that the refusal of nonprofit
blood banks and of hospitals and physicians
to obtain blood and blood plasma from other
blood banks shall not be deemed to be acts
in restraint of trade, and for other purposes:
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RAILSBACK (for himself, Mr.
Brown of California, Mr, CLEVELAND,
Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. ManNwN, Mr. Mc-
SpappEN, Mr. RiecrLE, and Mr.
THONE) :

H.R. 4843. A bill to provide for an overall
limit on appropriations for a fiscal year, leg-
islative control over impoundment of Fed-
eral funds, and modification of the fiscal year
so that 1t coincides with the calendar year,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

By Mr. RAILSBACK (for himself, Mr,
BIresTeEr, Ms. ABZuG, Mr. ADDABBO,
Mr, ANDERsON of California, Mr,
BrowN of Michigan, Mr. BROYHILL
of Virginia, Mr. CArRNEY of Ohio, Mr.
McCrory, Mr. PrREYER, and Mr.
THORNTON) :

HR. 4844. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code by adding a new chapter
404 to establish an Institute for Continuing
Btudies of Juvenlile Justice; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary,
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By Mr. RANGEL:

H.R. 4845. A bill to permit officers and
employees of the Federal Government to
elect coverage under the old-age, survivors,
and disabllity insurance system; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Ms.
Apzue, Mr. BapiLro, Mr. BurTON, Mr.
CarNEY of Ohlo, Mrs. CHISHOLM,
Mr. Cray, Mr. CoNYERS, Mr. DIGGS,
Mr. DRINAN, Mr. Eowarps of Califor-
nia, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. FRASER, Mrs.
Hansen of Washington, Mr. Har-
rRINGTON, Mr. HAwWKINS, Mr. HECHLER
of West Virginia, Mr. HELSTOSKI,
Miss HoLTzMAN, Mr. KocH, Mr. LEG-
GETT, Mr. LEEMAN, Mr. METCALFE,
Mrs, Miwg, Mr, MircHELL of Mary-
land) :

HR. 4846. A blll to amend the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 to safeguard the constitu-
tional and civil liberties of the citizens of
the United States with regard to lawful
guarantees of participation in the democratic
process; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Mr.
MoAKLEY, Mr. Moss, Mr. PODELL, Mr.
REes, Mr. RiecLE, Mr. ROSENTHAL,
RovBsan, Mr. Srtoxes, Mr. WOLFF,
and Mr. Won PAT) :

H.ER. 4847. A bill to amend the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 to safeguard the con-
stitutional and civil liberties of the citizens
of the United States with regard to lawful
guarantees of participation in the demo-
cratic process; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. RARICK:

HR. 4848. A bill to amend the Drug
Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 1972 to
authorize disclosure of patient records where
such disclosure is necessary to effect igter-
state transfers of probationers and parolees
under the Interstate Probation and Parole
Compact; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. RARICK (for himself, Mr.
DownInGg and Mr. ICHORD) :

H.R. 48490. A bill to provide for the increase
of capacity and the improvement of opera-
tions of the Panama Canal, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. REID:

H.R.4850. A bill to establish a commis-
sion to study and make recommendations on
methods for compensating authors for the
use of their books by libraries; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

By Mr. REUSS:

H.R.4851. A bill to consolidate certain
Federal programs relating to housing and
urban development into a single program of
community development block grants, while
continuing and emphasizing existing Federal
programs designed to provide housing for
low- and moderate-income familles; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. RINALDO:

H.R.4852. A bill to extend benefits under
section 8191 of title 5, United States Code, to
law-enforcement officers and firemen not
employed by the United States who are killed
or totally disabled in the line of duty; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROBERTS:

H.R. 4853. A bill to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 18384 to provide that licenses
for the operation of & broadcasting station
sghall be issued for a term of b years, and to
establish certain rules for the considera-
tion of applications for renewal of broadcast
licenses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. RONCALLO of New York (for
himself, Mr, Marazrrr, Mr. ROSEN-
THAL, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. DENHOLM,
Mr. FroeHLICH, Mr. LENT, and Mr.
BRASCO) ©

H.R. 4854, A bill to amend the Trade Ex-
pansion Act of 1962 in order to terminate the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

oil import control program; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.
By Mr, ROSTENKOWSKI (for himself,
Miss HoLTzMAN, Mr. MURPHY of Il-
linols, Mr. Srokes, and Mr, CHARLES
H. WiLson of California) :

H.R. 4855. A bill to amend title VII of the
Housing Act of 1961 to establish an Urban
Parkland Heritage Corporation to provide
funds for the acquisition and operation of
open-space land, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. ROSTENEOWSEKI (for himself,
Mr., Hawxins, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr,
MoakLEY, Mr. MurPHY of New York,
Mr. Starx, and Mr. Won PaT) :

H.R. 4866, A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Labor to provide for the development and
implementation of programs of units of local
government to provide comprehensive year-
round recreational opportunities for the Na-
tion's underprivileged youth, and for other
purposes; to the Commlittee on Education and
Labor,

By Mr. ROSTENEOWSKI (for himself,
Mr. ELoceYNsSKI, Mr. METCALFE, Mr.
MurrHY of Illinols, and Mr, YATES) :

H.R. 4857, A bill to amend title V of the
Social Security Act, to extend for b years
(until June 30, 1978) the period within which
certain special project grants may be made
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. RUPPE:

H.R. 4858. A bill to make rules governing
the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States in the absence of a declaration of war
by the Congress; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

H.R. 4859. A bill to designate certain lands
in the Isle Royale National Park in Michigan
as wilderness, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 4860. A bill to designate certain lands
in the Isle Royale National Park, Mich., as
wilderness; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr, BAYLOR:

H.R. 4861. A bill to amend the act of Oc-
tober 4, 1961, providing for the preservation
and protection of certain lands known as
Piscataway Park In Prince Georges and
Charles Counties, Md., and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. SAYLOR (for himself, Mr.
HosMeRr, Mr. STEIGER of Arizona, Mr.
Camp, Mr. DELLENBACK, Mr. SE-
BELIUS, Mr. REGULA, and Mr. MARTIN
of North Carolina) :

H.R. 4862, A bill to establish a national
policy encouraging States to develop and
implement land-use programs; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BAYLOR (for himself, Mr.
Hosmer, Mr. SteErcer of Arizona, Mr.
Camp, Mr, SEBELIUS, and Mr, MARTIN
of North Carolina):

H.R., 4863. A bill to provide for the co-
operation between the Federal Government
and the States with respect to environ-
mental regulations for mining operations
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affalrs.

By Mr. SAYLOR (for himself, Mr. DEL~-
LENBACK, Mr. SEBELTUS, Mr. REGULA,
Mr, ToweLL of Nevada, and Mr, MAR-
TIN of North Carolina) :

H.R.4864. A bill to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. SAYLOR (for himself, Mr.
HosMER, Mr. STEIGER of Arizona, and
Mr. REGULA)

H.R.4865. A bill to amend the Land and
Water Conservation Pund Act of 1965, as
amended; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. SAYLOR (for himself, Mr,
REGULA, and Mr. ToweLL of Nevada) :

H.R. 4866. A bill to authorize the acquisi~
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tion of the Big Cypress National Fresh Water
Reserve in the State of Florida, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr, SHIPLEY (for himself and Mr.
RAILSBACK) @

H.R. 4867. A bill to amend the Rural Elec-
trification Act of 1936, as amended, to reaf-
firm that such funds made available for each
fiscal year to carry out the programs provided
for in such act be fully obligated in said
year, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

By Mr. SHRIVER:

HR. 4868. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code, to liberallze the provi-
slons relating to payment of disabllity and
death pension; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Mr. SISE, for himself, Mr. REEs,
Mr. RosisoN of New York, Mr. RoN-
caLLo of New York, Mr. Ro¥YsaL, Mr,
Starr, Mr, Tarcorr, Mr. TEAGUE of
California, Mr. Van DEeerLIN, Mr.
VEYSEY, Mr. CHARLES H, WiLsoN of
California, Mr. WaLpie, Mr. WIGGINS,
and Mr. PETTIS) :

H.R. 4860. A bill to prohibit the imposition
by States of discriminatory burdens upon
interstate commerce in wine, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce,

By Mr. SMITH of New York:

H.R. 4870. A bill to amend the War Claims
Act of 1948, as amended; to the Committee
on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. STAGGERS (for himself and
Mr. DEVINE) @

H.R. 4871, A bill to amend the Public
Health Bervice Act to provide assistance and
encouragement for the establishment and
expansion of health maintenance organiza-
tions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R, 4872. A bill to amend the Controlled
Substances Act to provide for the registra-
tion of practitioners conducting narcotic
treatment programs; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 4873. A bill to assure protection of
public health and other living organisms
from the adverse impact of the disposal of
hazardous wastes, to authorize a research
program with respect to hazardous waste
disposal, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

HR. 4874, A bill to assure protection of
environmental values while facllitating con-
struction of needed electric power supply
facilities and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce,

By Mr. STEPHENS:

HR. 4875. A bill to suspend the duty on
cyclohexanone oxime until the close of De-
cember 31, 1973; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin:

H.R. 4876. A bili to make permanent the
dairy indemnity program, the armed services
and veterans' hospitals dairy programs, and
the suspension of the butterfat support pro-
gram; to the Committee on Agriculture.

H.R. 4877, A bill to amend the Rural Elec-
trification Act of 1936, as amended, to re-
afirm that such funds made available for
each fiscal year to carry out the programs .
provided for in such act be fully obligated in
said year, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. TIERNAN (for himself, Mr,
McEmNEY, Mr., Quie, and Mr.
SARASIN) :

H.R. 4878. A bill to amend the Interna-
tional Travel Act of 1961, to provide for
Federal regulation of the travel agency in-
dustry; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr, UDALL (for himself, Ms. ArzUG,
Mr. BeownN of Californla, Mr, Bu-
CHANAN, Mr, CorMAN, Mr. COUGHLIN,
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Mr. DawnierLsoN, Mr. Derroms, Mr.
pE Luco, Mr, DRINAN, Mr, EDWARDS
of California, Mr. EILBERG, Mr. HaAN-
sEN of Idaho, Mr, HARRINGTON, Mr.
HecHLER of West Virginia, Mr, EasT=~
ENMEIER, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr, MAZZOLI,
Mr. Meeps, and Mr. MOAKLEY) :

H.R. 4879. A bill to amend the Interstate
Land Sales Full Disclosure Act; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. UDALL (for himself, Mr. Moss,
Mr. MurrHY of Illinois, Mr. O'HARA,
Mr. OweNs, Mr. PETTIS, Mr. PREYER,
Mr. Quie, Mr. RiecLE, Mr. Roy, Mr.
RUPPE, Mr. SARASIN, Mrs. SCHROEDER,
Mr. SE1BERLING, Mr. STARK, Mr, TIER-
NAN, Mr. WaLpie, Mr, WoN Part, and
Mr. YATRON) :

H.R. 4880. A bill to amend the Interstate
Land Sales Full Disclosure Act; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. ULLMAN (for himself, Mrs.
GRreEEN of Oregon, Mr, DELLENBACK,
and Mr, WyATT) :

H.R. 4881. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to relmburse cooperators for
work performed which benefits Forest Service
programs; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. VANDER JAGT (for himself
and Mr, Steicer of Wisconsin) :

HR. 4882. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to expand the authority
of the National Institute of Arthritis, Metab-
olism, and Digestive Diseases in order to
advance the national attack on diabetes; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. VIGORITO:

H.R., 4883. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act so as to add to such act
a new title dealing especially with kidney
disease and kidney-related diseases; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. WALDIE:

H.R.4884. A bill to encourage earlier re-
tirement by permitting Federal -employees
to purchase into the civil service retirement
system benefits unduplicated in any other
retirement system based on employment in
Federal programs operated by State and local
governments under Federal funding and
supervision; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. WAMFLER::

H.R. 4885. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to stabilize and *“freeze” as of
January 1, 1973, the Veterans' Administration
Schedule for Rating Disablilitles, 1045 edi-
tion, and the extensions thereto; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. WINN:

H.R. 4886. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934, to establish orderly pro-
cedures for the consideration of applica-
tions for renewal of broadcast licenses; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

Mr. WOLFF (for himself, Mr. Davis of
Georgla, Mr. STarg, Mr. STtoxes, Mr.
BEvILL, Mr. DoNOHUE, Mr. BOLAND,
Mr. CHARLES H. Wmson of Cali-
fornia, Mr. JoNEs of North Carolina,
Mr. Hawkins, Mr. R, Mr. PULTON,
Mr. Froop, Mr. METCALFE, Mr. EscH,
Mr. Van DEeErLIN, Mr. BrownN of
California, Mr. Apams, Mr. ALEX-
ANDER, Mr. KETCHUM, Mr. BUCHANAN,
Mr. MurPHY of New York, Mr. RosE,
Mrs. MINg, and Mr. McCLOSKEY) :

H.R. 4887. A bill to require States to pass
along to individuals who are recipients of
aid or assistance under the Federal-State
public assistance programs or under certain
other Federal programs, and who are entitled
to social security benefits, the full amount of
the 1972 increase In such benefits, either by
disregarding it in determining their need for
assistance or otherwise; to the Committee on
‘Ways and Means.
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By Mr, WOLFF (for himself, Mr. LEH-
MAN, Mr. SHovup, Mr, Kyros, Mr.
Stupps, and Mr. GILMAN) :

H.R. 4888. A bill to require States to pass
along to individuals who are recipients of ald
or assistance under the Federal-State public
assistance programs or under certain other
Federal programs, and who are entitled to so-
clal security benefits, the full amount of the
1972 increase in such benefits, elther by dis-
regarding it in determining their need for
assistance or otherwise; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

By Mr., WYMAN (for himself, Mr.
MaNw, Mr. MILLEr, Mr. HASTINGS,
Mr. CroNIN, Mr, PowsLL of Ohlo, Mr.
McCoLLIsTER, Mr. HorTON, Mr. CLEVE-
LAND, Mr. GinnN, Mr., MaTHIAS Of
California, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr.
Brown of Michigan, Mr. GOLDWATER,
Mr, FisHER, Mr. DickinsonN, Mr, Sisx,
Mr. SteED, Mr. Hiniis, Mr, DENNIS,
Mr. Camp, Mr, MyYERs, Mr. MICHEL,
Mr. EsHLEMAN, and Mr. Burxe of
Massachusetts) :

H.R.4889. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.8.C. 41) to pro-
vide that under certain circumstances exclu-
sive territorial arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawful; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr, WYMAN (for himself, Mr. FIND=
LEY, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr. HAaLEY, Mr.
WirLriams, Mr. RHoDES, Mr. HAMIL-
TON, Mr. WaLsH, Mr. KEATING, Mr.
ManNN, Mr. CarNEY of Ohlo, and Mr.
Roy):

HR. 4800, A hill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 41) to pro-
vide that under certain circumstances exclu-
sive territorial arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawful; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr, ZWACH:

H.R. 4891, A bill to amend the Federal Meat
Inspection Act to require that imported meat
and meat food products made in whole or in
part of imported meat be labeled “imported”
at all stages of distribution until delivery to
the ultimate consumer; to the Committee on
Agriculture. >

By Mr. BRAY:

H.J. Res. 879. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to nelghborhood
schools; to the Committee on the Judieiary.

By Mr. DANIELSON (for himself, Mr.
BeLn, Mr. BRownN of California, Mr.
Burron, Mr. Emsere, Mr., Gupg, Mr.
Mazzorr, Mr. Starx, and Mr. WonN
PaAT) :

H.J. Res. 380. Joint resolution to direct the
Secretary of Transportation to conduct &
comprehensive study of the relationship of
motor vehicle size to air pollution, fuel con-
sumption, and motor vehicle accidents, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr, GILMAN (for himself, Mr. F1sH,
Mr. RosisoNn of New York, Mr.
MrrcueLL of New York, Mr. WaLsH,
and Mr. WoOLFF) :

H.J. Res. 381. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim a Vietnam Vet-
erans Day, to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA (for himself and
Mr. MrrcHELL of Maryland) :

H.J. Res. 382. Joint resolution repealing
the Military Selective Service Act; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. MIZELL (for himself, Mr, Bg-
viLL, Mr. Breaux, Mr. BroyHILL of
Virginia, Mr. BucHANAN, Mr. CoL-
LINS, Mr. RoBerRT W. DANIEL, JR., Mr.
Duncaw, Mr. FisHer, Mr, HuBer, Mr.
JownEs of North Carolina, Mr. Ker-
cHUM, Mr. MinsHALL of Ohio, Mr.
MoorHEAD of California, Mr. Ran-
DALL, Mr, Sikes, Mr. SNYDER, Mr.
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SeENCE, Mr, TavLor of North Caro-
lina, Mr. TrREEN, Mr. WiLLrams, Mr.
Youne of South Carolina, and Mr.
ZION) :

H.J. Res. 383. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the United
States; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. NIX:

H.J. Res. 384. Joint Resolution prohibiting
U.8. rehabilitation and reconstruction aid to
the Republic of Vietnam, the Democratic
Republic of Vietnam, or any other country
in Indochina until certain conditions have
been met, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Forelgn Affairs,

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Ms.
Apzue, Mr. Brown of California,
Mrs. BurxkeE of California, Mrs.
CHIsHOLM, Mr. CONYERS, Mr, DIGGS,
Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. HELSTOSKI,
Miss HorrtzmaN, Mr. EKocm, Mr.
Kyros, Mr. METCALFE, Mr. MITCH-
ErL of Maryland, Mr. MOLLOHAN,
Mr. PEPPER, Mr. PoDELL, Mr. PricE of
Illinois, Mr. RooNEY of Pennsylva-
nia, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. SARBANES,
Mr. STARK, Mr. STOKES, Mr. WOLFF,
and Mr. Won Pat):

H.J. Res. 385. Joint resolution to amend
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1064; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin:

H.J. Res. 386. Joint resolution designation
of the first full week of March of each year
as “American Heritage Week”: to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. VANDER JAGT:

H.J. Res. 387. Joint resclution to create an
Atlantic Union delegation; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

H.J. Res. 388. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to the election of the
President and Vice President; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. ERLENBORN:

H. Con. Res. 126. Concurrent resolution to
provide for the printing of 1,000 additional
hearings entitled “Year-Round Schools"”; to
the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. KEOCH (for himself, Mr. Bras-
€0, Mrs. Grasso, Mr. MURPHY of New
York, Mr. PIKe, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr,
STARK) :

H. Con. Res, 127. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to the treatment of Jews in Iraq and
Syria; to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. NIX:

H. Con. Res. 128. Concurrent resolution
requesting the President of the United States
to take afirmative action to persuade the
Soviet Unlon to revise its official policies con-
cerning the rights of Soviet Jewry; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. JAMES V. STANTON (for him-
self, Mr. ADDABEO, Mr. CAREY of New
York, and Mr,. WoLFF) :

H. Con. Res. 120. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to providing military training in the
United States to the armed forces of certain
foreign countries; to the Committee on For-
eign Affalrs.

By Mr. WOLFF (for himself, Mr. GIL-
MAN, and Mr. DENHOLM) :

H. Con. Res. 130. Concurrent resolution
providing recognition for Columbus; to the
Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. BROTZMAN (for himself, Mr.
CHAPPELL, Mr. STARK, Mr. VANDER
Jacr, and Mr. Younc of Ilinois) :

H. Res, 248, A resolution to amend the
Rules of the House of Representatives to cre-
ate a standing committee to be known as
the Committee on the Environment; to the
Committee on Rules.

By Mr. HAYS:

H. Res. 249. A resolution to provide funds
for the expenses of the investigations and
studies by the Committee on House Admin-
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i{stration; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.
By Mr. NIX:

H. Res. 250. A resolution maintaining U.S.
soverelgnty, Panama Canal Zone; to the
Committee on Foreign Affalrs.

H. Res. 251. A resolution Canal Zone sov=-
erelgnty and jurisdiction; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affalrs.

By Mrs, SULLIVAN:

H. Res. 252. A resolution to declare U.S.
sovereignty and jurisdiction over the Pan-
ama Canal Zone; to the Committee on For-
elgn Affairs.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas:

H. Res. 263. A resolution to authorize the
Committee on Science and Astronautics to
conduct studies and investigations and make
inquiries with respect to aeronautical and
other scientific research and development
and outer space; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. WALDIE:

H. Res. 264. A resolution to authorize
the Committee on Banking and Currency to
conduct an investigation and study of prices
of lumber and plywood; to the Committee
on Rules.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

46. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
House of Representatives of the State of Ha-
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wall, relative to Federal subsidized housing
programs; to the Committee on Banking and
currency.

47. Also, memorial of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the State of Oklahoma, relative
to proposed assistance to North Vietnam for
the rebuilding of the country; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

48. Also, memorial of the Senate of the
State of Washington, relative to construc-
tion of the pipeline from the North Slope to
tidewater in Alaska; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

49, Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Minnesota, ratifying the proposed
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to equal rights for men and
women; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

50. Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of New York, relative to deslgnating
November 11, as Veterans' Day; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

51, Also, memorlal of the Legislature of the
State of Maline, relative to postal service; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice.

52, Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Wisconsin, relative to continuing the
Upper Great Lakes Reglonal Commission; to
the Committee on Publiec Works.

53. Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of New Jersey, relative to income tax
credits for nonresident State income tax
liabilities; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

February 27, 1978

54. Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of South Carolina, relative to the capi-
tal gains treatment of timber under the In-
ternal Revenue Code; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CRONIN:

H.R. 4892. A blll for the rellef of the New
York Toy Corp.; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. DELANEY (by request):

H.R. 4803. A bill for the relief of Salvatore
Orlando; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. EDWARDS of California:

H.R. 4804. A bill for the relief of the South-
eastern University of the Young Men's Chris-
tlan Assoclation of the District of Columbia;
to the Committee on the District of Colum-
bia.

By Mr. KOCH:

H.R. 4895. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Wal-
lace S. Anderson; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. STUDDS:

H.R. 4896. A bill for the relief of Chiu Wong
(also known as Roverto Sing); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

SENATE—Tuesday, February 27, 1973

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian
and was called to order by the President
pro tempore (Mr. EASTLAND).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Eternal God, who committest to us the
swift and solemn trust of life; since we
know not what a day may bring forth but
only that the hour for serving Thee is
always present, help us to serve Thee in
faithfulness each moment of this day.
Consecrate with Thy presence the way of
our work that Thy way may be made
known to us. In all things draw us to
the mind of the Master that Thy king-
dom may come and Thy will be done
among men and nations.

We pray in the name of the Prince of
Peace. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon-
day, February 26, 1973, be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider the
nomination under New England Regional
Commission on the Executive Calendar.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
nomination under New England Regional

Commission on the Executive Calendar
will be stated.

NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL
COMMISSION

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Russell Field
Merriman, of Vermont, to be Federal
Cochairman of the New England Re-
gional Commission.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
sidered and confirmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President be
immediately notified of the confirmation
of this nomination.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
may be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR PRINTING OF PRESI-
DENT NIXON’'S INAUGURAL AD-
DRESS AS A SENATE DOCUMENT

Mr, SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the

inaugural address delivered by President
Richard M. Nixon on January 20, 1973,
be printed as a Senate document.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the distinguished
Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN) is
now recognized for not to exceed 15
minutes.

THE NEXT STEPS IN SOUTHEAST
ABIA

Mr. AIKEN. Mr, President, yesterday,
what could turn out to be one of the
most important conferences of the cen-
tury began meeting in Paris.

‘While for several years I had predicted
that the Paris conferences called to find
a peaceful solution to the Indochina war
could not be successful, yet on January
27 a cease-fire agreement was signed in
Paris and I am delighted that my predic-
tions of several years’ standing turned
out to be wrong.

Now another and more widely repre-
sentative conference is being held in
Paris and I sincerely hope that any
agreements reached this time will be even
more far reaching in the search for
world peace than the one agreed to last
month.

While we cannot be sure as to what
agreements may be reached or if they
would be effective or not, yet the hopes
of the world for an era of peace seem
brighter because of the effort being
made.

During his visit to the Senate last
week, Secretary Rogers said that the pur-
pose of the international conference that
opened yesterday—Monday, February
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