April 4, 1973

MR. HERSHEL WELLS

HON. TIM LEE CARTER

OF KENTUCKY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 3, 1973

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, once,
maybe twice, one encounters a man after
whom his life should be patterned.

I wish to share with my colleagues the
story of Mr, Hershel Wells, of Summer
Shade, Ky., as it appeared in the Edmon-
ton, Ky., Herald-News for September 21,
1973.

I commend Mr. Wells for his fine rec-
ord of achievement and contribution.
Teacher, farmer, civil servant, banker,
his store of knowledge has made him an
authority in many fields of endeavor.

It should be said that he will never be
a grump, if he ever grows old.

HersHEL WELLS—"T'M NoT GoiNe To Be

GrumpY WHEN I Ger OLD"

Such words as humorous, witty and enter-
taining come to mind in trying to describe
Hershel Wells. Or you could just say he is a
close relative of Earl Harvey's then no other
description would be neecssary.

At any rate, he says he made up his mind
a long time ago that he was not going to be
grumpy when he gets old. If he keeps going
the way he is now, when he gets old he will
never be called a grump.

A resident of Summer Shade, Rt. 38, Wells
was born in Barren County, but according to
his own testimony, as soon as he got big
enough to know anything, he had his folks
move him to Metcalfe. This all took place of
course when he was somewhere around the
age of one,

In early manhood, Hershel was a teacher
in the rural schools of Huffman, Lone Star
and Beaumont. He married Mary Agnes Bar-
rett, one of his pupils from Huffman School.
The atiractive Mrs. Wells explained this say-
ing, “well, I thought I had to mind the
teacher so when he said, ‘Marry me,’ I did!”

Giving up teaching, Hershel worked for a
number of years in the ACP (now ASCS) of-
fice in Edmonton and also was later employed
at the Edmonton State Bank as a teller. Mov-
ing nearer home, he took & job as cashier at
the Bank of Summer Shade for about two
years before settling down at the Deposit
Bank in Tompkinsville for a period of sixteen
years.

He hecame president of the bank there and
is still on the board of directors, although he
has retired. Looking back over the different
types of jobs he has held, Hershel said, “T'd
rather draw Social Security than anything I
ever did!"”

Actually, he claims his real reason for re-
tirement had nothing to do with age.

“I never had stayed home long enough to
get to know my wife and she always seemed
like such a nice person, -I decided it was
time I got acquainted with her.”

They have spent some time traveling since
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his retirement, visiting the Black Hills of
South Dakota, and making a couple of trips
to Florida and Alabama. They agree that the
most delightful trip they have ever taken
was through eastern EKentucky.

Hershel hopes that he will be like an
Uncle Ocee Wells of Oregon. “Although 81
years old, he drove from Los Angeles fo
Indiana to settle a business deal then drove
from there back to his home in Oregon.”

Hershel and his wife are members of the
Christian Church at Summer Shade, where
he was superintendent of Sunday School for
a number of years. Now he is assistant teach-
er of the men's class and an elder of the
church.

Reflecting briefly upon the condition of
the world today, he says It is no wonder peo-
ple are turning to drugs and alcohol as an
escape from life. “Without faith and hope in
Jesus, how can anyone face the future?”

The wells have two daughters and a son
all married and settled nearby. They also
have been blessed with ten grandchildren
and two great-grandchildren,

While they have never had to baby sit with
all of them at once, Hershel says, “We baby-
sit constantly, The grandchildren all loye us
dearly, for which we are proud. They bring
their clothes and come to our house and
would never leave.”

Through all of the different types of pub-
lie work he has held, he has farmed consist-
ently. And although his crop is rented out,
he always finds enough to do to keep busy,
even now, helping out on his own farm and
keeping an eye on things for his son and
son-in-law, who farm and work in Tomp-
kinsville, too.

Not long ago, Wells' father-in-law was in
Summer Shade and met a fellow who was
looking for hands to help cut his tobacco.
The story goes that Mr. Barrett told him he
know who he could get to help. “Hershel
Wells," he sald. “He's got three crops and
another one ain’t gonna hurt him none.”

Declding that he had mentioned every-
thing in his life that was of importance,
Wells glanced at his wife, and asked “Have I
done anything else, except be one of the
hest husband’s you've ever had?"

Bhe allowed that he hadn't and that since
he was the only husband she'd ever had, he
must surely have been the best,

This does seem to be one pupil-teacher
relation that is pretiy nearly perfect.

GREAT NECK RESOLUTION
HON. LESTER L. WOLFF

OF NEW YOREK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 3, 1973

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to insert into the Recomp a resolution
unanimously adopted by the members of
the Great Neck, N.¥. Chamber of Com-
merce in favor of continuing Federal
funds for community agencies which
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provide the much needed and appreci-

ated assistance to the elderly, the sick,

the poor, and the disabled. I would like to
commend the Great Neck Chamber of

Commerce for its sense of humani-

tarianism:

A REsSOLUTION UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED EY THE
GREAT NECKE CHAMEER O0F COMMERCE,
Marece 15, 1973
Whereas, the Great Neck Chamher of Com-

merce wishes to foster the continuation of

federal funding for health, education, hous-
ing and antipoverty programs within the
community; and

Whereas, the Chamber of Commerce is
proud of the record of accomplishment
achieved by community agencies which re-
ceive federal funding here; and

Whereas, no arrangements have yet been
made for other agencles to assume the
burden from the federal government, and
even & temporary loss of funding would pro-
duce undue hardships for persons and pro-
grams; and

Whereas, funds are available on the fed-
eral level, unless priorities are given to fund-
ing human services, an undue burden is
placed on a state, county, and local level.

Therefore, be it resolved that the Chamber
of Commerce petitions the President of the

United States, the Congress, and all our

iocal officials to create a climate of financisl

support for all programs, local and national,
providing human services for the sick, the
aged, and the poor.

THE DISCONNECTED

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 3,1973

Mr. RANGEL, Mr. Speaker, in 1972,
Columbia University Prof. Penn Kim-
ball wrote a book entitled “The Dis-
connected.” Mr. Kimball presented stud-
ies of important American urban elec-
tions and the related problems of voter
registration. In the introduction, Mr.
Kimball wrote:

There will probably be no significant im-
provement in publie participation in the
electoral process until the federal govern-
ment takes the initiative to qualify eligible
voters rather than place the onus upon indi-
viduals thwarted by outmoded state and
local regulations, Voling in America is en-
meshed in a spider's web of prior restraints.

The National Voter Registration
Rights Act of 1973 (H.R. 4846) that I
have introduced in Congress will serve to
bring millions of “The Disconnected”—
blacks, chicanos, the poor, rural citi-
zens—into the American political process.

I highly recommend Mr, Kimball's
book to my colleagues in Congress.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, April 4, 1973

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev, Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

The kingdom of God is not meat and
drink; but righteousness and peace and
joy in the Holy Spirit—Romans 14: 17.

Eternal God and Father of us all, ever
near, ever loving, ever ready to help, pu-
rify our hearts, clarify our vision, and
strengthen our spirits as we wait upon
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Thee. Deliver us from discouraging
doubts, free us from fretful fears, save us

from the spirit which promotes disunity
and produces division. Lead us into the
fresh air of faith and freedom and keep
us in the atmosphere of life and love
that the benediction of Thy peace and
the blessing of Thy presence may rest
upon us, upon our Nation, and upon our
world.

“Send down Thy peace, O Lord:
Earth’s bitter voices drown
In one deep ocean of accord;
Thy peace, O God, send down."
Amen.

THE JOURNAL’

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
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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 a bill of the
following title, in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

8. 800. An act to amend the Omnlbus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to pro-
vide for the compensation of innocent victims
of violent crime in financlal stress; to make
grants to the States for the payment of such
compensation; to authorize an insurance
program and death benefits to dependent
survivors of public safety officers; to
strengthen the civil remedies avallable to
victims of racketeering activity and theft;
and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law
78-301, appointed Mr. Moss as a member,
on the part of the Senate, of the Board
of Visitors to the U.S. Merchant Marine
Academy.

The chairman of the Committee on
Commerce (Mr. Macnuson) under the
above-cited law appointed Mr. Lonc and
Mr. BealL as members of the same
Board of Visitors.

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law
81-207, appointed Mr. RIBICOFF a5 &
member, on the part of the Senate, of
the Board of Visitors to the U.S. Coast
Guard Academy.

The chairman of the Commitiee on
Commerce (Mr. MacnusoN) under the
above-cited law appointed Mr. PASTORE
and Mr, Cooxk as members of the same
Board of Visitors.

INSURED LOAN PROGRAM FOR REA

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

Mr. DAVIS of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today first of all to say
that the legislation before us today con-
cerning the REA is a most important
measure. It goes to the interests of the
people all over this country.

I support this legislation, as does my
colleague, the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. MaTmis) and my colleague, the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. Frow-
ERS). Throughout the southern part of
this country my colleagues join me in
supporting this bill on our side of the
aisle.

I would say to the Members that if this
bill today is interrupted at times be-
cause of guorum calls it is because we
feel it needs the full attention of every
Member. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, any
quorum call will not be made to delay
action on this bill. We can finish it to-
day. We need to finish it today so we can
go on with the other business of the
House. However, we do need the atten-
tion of all Members.
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CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a gquorum
is not present.

Mr. O'NEILIL. Mr. Speaker,
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:

I move

[Roll No. 69]
Drinan
Fountain
Harvey

an Holifield

Carney, Ohio Earth

Chisholm Eastenmeler

Clark King

Dellums Lent

Dige McEwen

Dingell Martin, N.C.

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 404

Members have recorded their presence by

electronic device, a quorum,

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

Ashley Moorhead, Pa.
O'Hara

Price, Tex.
Railsback
Reid

Rooney, N.Y.
Shipley
Staggers
Young, Iil.

MAJORITY LEADER THOMAS P.
O'NEILL, JR., SAYS TOO LITTLE OF
THE CONSUMER'S DOLLAR GETS
BACK TO THE FARMER

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

Mr. O'NEILL, Mr. Speaker, this new
round of inflation is further evidence
that President Nixon acted prematurely
in lifting wage and price controls last
January.

This time inflation has had the un-
fortunate additional consequence of ar-
raying the consumer against the farmer.
The consumer feels he is paying too
much for food, and the farmer feels
he is getting too little for his produce.

What is happening here is that too
little of the consumer’s dollar is getting
back to the farmer. We need to know
how much is unjustifiably lost to middie-
men and the big dealers like those who
skimmed the cream off the Russian
wheat sale last summer.

The American farmer today has an
arduous task—especially the small- and
medium-sized independent farmer. He
needs some. $50,000 to $60,000 worth of
equipment; he carries a debt financed
into the indefinable future; his workdays
are sunup to sundown 7 days a week;
his crop is at the mercy of the weather.

Despite these obstacles, American
farmers in this century have regularly
achieved miracles of agricultural pro-
duction. They have done so well, in fact,
that their very abundance has served
to depress farm prices.

President Nixon’s selective price con-
trols on red meat discriminate against
the farmer. We need a comprehensive
system of controls until we lick infia-
tion. And in the longer range we need a
better means of assuring that the farmer
actually receives the financial remunera-
tion that is due him.
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THE AMERICAN FARMER

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

Mr. GERALD R, FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I am delighted that the gentleman from
Massachusetts, the distinguished Demo-
cratic majority leader, is now trying to
retrieve his indefensible position with the
American farmer. Just a few days ago he
was up on the floor in effect castigating
the farmers of America and he frankly
admitted by inference if not directly that
what he was saying would gut the Amer-
ican farmer.

I appreciate windowsill farmers trying
to give the farmers of America some
credit, but he cannot be on both sides of
the issue. A few days ago he was against
the farmers of America. Today he is
praising them. I just wish the gentleman
would make up his mind one way or the
other.

UNDERSTANDING THE FARMERS
OF AMERICA

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

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to speak di-
rectly to the majority leader. I would
like to invite him if he could possibly get
away for an all-expense-paid tour, paid
for by myself, to visit the farm area I
represent and thereby give him an oppor-
tunity to really understand what goes on
in agriculture today. I think it would be
beneficial and enlightening to him.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ARENDS. I will yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts if he will accept
my invitation.

Mr. O'NEILL. T just spent 3 days as a
guest in South Dakota of the gentleman
from South Dakota (Mr. DENHOLM), and
I appreciate the situation of the farmer.

Let me say this. The minority leader
must have misinterpreted my remarks
the other day. What I was saying was in
favor of the farmers. I say to the gentle-
man, it would have been a gutsy thing if
he went to the small farmers of America
and told them how the cream was
skimmed off the wheat deal of last
summer,

Mr. ARENDS. Let me say to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts, that having a
basic understanding of what the real
farm problem is, I believe if the gentle-
man from Massachusetts were given the
opportunity te understand the funda-
mentals and the basics of what is in-
volved he would be making a rather
different speech than the statements he
is presently making to the House.

Mr. O’NEILL. I think there is a great
element of understanding and truth in
my statements.

EFFECT OF WHEAT DEAL WITH
RUSSIA ON FARMING IN AMERICA

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

Mr, HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to say to the gentleman from Illinois I
know something about the basic what
farm problems and farming in general
and I have done a little research on it.
The wheat deal with Russia just cost the
American consumers about $2 a bushel
more than they would have had to pay
for grain if the deal had not been made.
It was added to the price of bread, and
then of course the bread manufacturers
put their 2 cents in and the whole thing
went up. If people think this kind of
export is not costing us, they are wrong.

Another thing, the devaluation of the
dollar which the President said was not
going to hurt us has pushed up the price
of everything we eat, because it has made
the dollar worth less abroad. That is part
of the reason why the beef price went up.
It is because we are exporting beef like
we never did before, because the con-
sumers overseas can buy beef cheaper
than the American consumers.

GENERAL LEAVE FOR TRIBUTES TO
THE LATE PRESIDENT LYNDON
B. JOHNSON

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

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, many
Members of the House have made state-
ments and extensions in the REcorp on
the life, character, and service of the late
President Lyndon B. Johnson. Many
Members have asked me how many legis-
lative days remain within which they
may make insertions in the Recorp.

For that reason, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within which
to extend their remarks on the life, char-
acter, and public service of the late
Lyndon B. Johnson.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the reguest of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

CORRECTING INEQUITY IN FEED
GRAIN SET-ASIDE PROGRAM

(Mr. GROSS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for one
minute to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I am today
submitting legislation designed to correct
a most inequitable situation which has
developed because of action by the De-
partment of Agriculture in regard to the
feed grain set-aside program.

What has happened is that after wide-
spread urging of feed grain producers to
sign up for the so-called plan B, under
which no acreage is set aside, the De-
partment then changed the rules to pro-
vide a bonanza for those grain growers
who signed up for plan A, an option
which originally called for participants
to keep 25 percent of their acreage out of
production in return for a specified Fed-
eral subsidy.
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After the ballgzame had started, the
Department suddenly announced a few
days ago that the set-aside for plan A
participants was being reduced to 10
percent but that the subsidy would re-

main unchanged.

My bill, Mr. Speaker, directs the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to reopen the regis-
tration books for the set-aside program
for 21 days and permit those plan B pro-
ducers who wish to do so to switch to
plan A.

It is absolutely wrong in principle to
change the rules of the game after it
has begun and I urge the Committee
on Agriculture to take immediate action
on this bill so that all feed grain pro-
ducers are given a fair shake.

AGRICULTURAL AND FOOD PRICES

(Mr. BROWN of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
hearing the discussion on the floor just a
few minutes ago about agricultural prices
and food prices prompted me to speak,
for I was appalied today to see the Demo-
cratic majority on the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee reverse its action of
yesterday, iaken with some of our help,
to roll back food prices to May 1 of 1972,
which action of yesterday was certainly
a strike in favor of the consumer.

However, that very same Democratic
majority which rolled back food prices to
May 1, 1972, yesterday, reconsidered the
vote today and by moving the freeze and
roll-back date all the way up to Janu-
ary 19, 1973, imposed upon the consumer
all of the increases in food prices which
have occurred since May 1, 1972.

The Democrat majority says it sup-
ports the consumer. I will let the con-
sumer draw his own conclusions but I
would suggest this is about as bad a case
of turn-coat conservatism as I have ever
seen.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3577,
INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, I
call up the conference report on the bill
(H.R. 3577) to provide an extension of
the interest equalization tax, and for
other purposes, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the managers
be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of March
28, 1973.)

Mr. MILIS of Arkansas (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to dispense with further read-
ing of the statement.

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

There was no objection.
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Mr, MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
1 yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the Senate made 15
amendments to the interest equalization
tax as it was passed by the House, All
but two of these amendments were rela-
tively minor and technical in nature, and
all but one of these amendments were
strictly concerned with the interest
equalization tax itself and are, there-
fore, fully germane amendments.

The amendment which was unrelated
to the interest equalization tax and
which the House conferees did not accept
would have called for the submission to
Congress by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, proposals for a comprehensive re-
form of the internal revenue laws within
120 days of the date of enactment of this
hill. Not only would this amendment have
not been germane to the interest equal-
ization tax buf, in addition, it was wholly
unnecessary. It is unnecessary because
the Secretary of the Treasury has already
agreed to appear before the Ways and
Means Committee and present his pro-
posals for tax reform on April 30 and
possibly also on May 1. As a result, we
will, well within the 120-day period, re-
ceive the administration proposals on tax
reform, making this amendment entirely
unnecessary.

The other important amendment to
the bill which the Senate made would
have extended the interest equalization
tax until April 1, 1975. The version of
the bill as passed by the House would
extend the tax until July 1, 1974, Some
of the Members of the House, including
members of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, wanted this tax extended only
through Jume 30, 1974, because they
wanted a chance in this Congress to
review the possibility of making the base
of this interest equalization tax more
comprehensive than is true at the pres-
ent time. Whether the Congress at that
time will want to do so or not, I do not
know. However, your conferees on the
part of the House thought it was only ap-
propriate to provide the Members of the
House with an opportunity to review the
nature of this tax later in this Congress.
At that time, Congress will have an op-
portunity to see whether it wants to econ-
tinue the tax for any appreciable period
of time or only for the 6-month period
requested by the Treasury Department.
It will also have an opportunity then to
gonsider possible revisions in the tax

ase.

The remaining amendments made by
the Senate were for the most part tech-
nical in nature, and had been worked
out carefully by the Treasury
ment and the congressional staffs, These
amendments are explained fully in the
statement of managers accompanying
the conference report.

One of these amendments which I be-
lieve to be especially desirable is the one
which calls for a report from the Secre-
tary of the Treasury by September 30 of
this year as to whether the present ex-
empiion from the interest egualization
tax with respect to new issues should be
continued in the case of Canada. This
exemption was provided in order to
maintain monetary stabilization. I think
it is entirely appropriate to obtain a re-
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port from the Secretary of the Treasury
as to whether this exemption any longer
serves this purpose.

I should point out that today is the
4th of April and that this tax expired
on the 31st of March. However, similar
to the Congress’ action in 1969, this tax
will be effective, if we agree to the con-
ference report, from March 31, 1973,
through June 30, 1974. In light of this,
I think it is especially important that
favorable action be taken on the confer-
ence report today.

Mr. GROSS. Mr.
gentleman yield.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman say
that all 15 amendments are germane to
the bil1?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas, All of them
are germane except for the one I just
discussed pertaining to the date the
Treasury was to report the administra-
tion’s recommendations on tax reform.
As I indicated this amendment was not
agreed to by the House conferees.

Mr. GROSS. Was there any diminu-
tion of the discretionary power of the
President to act?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. No, none of
them do that. Most of them either cor-
rect matters in the language in the
House-passed bill or deal with other
minor technical issues.

Mr. GROSS. In other words, the pow-
ers delegated to the President to act un-
der certain circumstances remain intact?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Yes, sir

Mr. GROSS. It is the delegations of
powers to which some of us in the House,
a score or more, took exception when the
bill was originally before the House.
There still is that power, which is still
there in the the extension?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Let me say to
my friend from Iowa that I do not like,
any more than I am sure he does not
like, to give the President discretionary
authority when it can be avoided, but I
do not see how the Congress itself can
exercise the funetion of determining the
rate of the inferest equalization tax
when this tax rate needs to vary from
time to time as the difference between
domestic and foreign interest rates
either widens or narrows. I believe that
under these kinds of circumstances the
President and those who advise with him
in the executive department are in a
better position to make those decisions
than we could possibly do here because
of our lack of machinery to do it.

Mr. GROSS. Of course, that is the
story of the sponsor with respect to every
bill, when there is delegated authority;
that for some strange, inexplicable rea-
son the President must have diseretion-
ary power to do a multitude of things.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. The reason
why we do it is because of the constant
fluctuation from day to day in the rates
of interest here vis-a-vis the rates of in-
terest in other countries. We cannot keep
up with this variation.

Mr. GROSS. The same thing applies
to the foreign aid bill.

Mr, MILLS of Arkansas.

Speaker, will the

No; this is
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different. In fact we in the past have
made quite clear that the right of the
President to set rates in the case of this
tax could not be cosnidered a precedent
for other taxes.

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

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Speaker, in
further answer to the gentleman from
Iowa I should like to point out there is a
very limited guideline within which the
President can act, between zero and 1%
percent. It is also the recommendation
that this legislation be phased out as
quickly as possible.

Mr. Speaker, I support the action taken
by the conferees on H.R. 3577, the Inter-
est Equalization Tax Extension Act of
1973. Like the House bill, the bill agreed
to by the conferees would extend the In-
terest Equalization Tax provision for 15
months through June 30, 1974.

As I said on February 27 when H.R.
3577 was being considered by this body,
the need for a continuation of this tax
can be clearly seen by a review of our
current balance-of-payments problems
and by considering the effects its elimi-
nafion at this time could have on our
Government’s efforts to attack the fun-
damental causes of these problems. In
1972, our merchandise trade balance was
in deficit by $6.4 billion; and we ran a
balance-of-payments deficit of $5.8 bil=
lion on current account and $9.2 billion
on a basic balance basis. These are seri-
ous problems and while the extension sf
the interest equalization tax will not
solve them, it can maintain the frame-
work that will enable our current efforts
to attack the fundamental causes of dis-
equilibrium to bear fruit.

While we recognize the current need
for extending the IET for this 15-month
period, we are determined to phase out
the tax as soon as we can, In recommend-
ing that the tax be phased out no later
than December of next year, Secretary
Shultz stated on February 12:

The phasing out of these restraints (in-
cluding I.LE.T.) is appropriate in view of the
improvement which will be brought to our
underlying payments position by the cumu-
lative effect of the exchange rate changes,
by continued steps in curbing inflationary
tendencies and by the attractiveness of the
U.8. economy for investors abroad. The ter-
mination of the restraints on capital flows is
appropriate in light of our broad objective
of reducing governmental controls on private
transactions.

As I previously indicated, the confer-
ence agreement provides for an exten-
sion of the IET only through June of
1974. This will provide an additional op-
portunity for the Congress to review this
tax again during this Congress. It is our
deep conviction and hope that major
steps will be taken during the interim to
restructure the international monetary
system, improve our trading posture,
and eliminate reliance on the IET,

The conference bill includes all the
provisions which were confained in the
House-passed version with a few minor
modifications, primarily of a technical
nature. Additionally, several amend-
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ments of a limited application were
adopted by the Senate, and agreed to by
the conferees, to make the IET work
better. The chairman has explained the
conference report in considerable detail,
and the amendments are also explained
in the conference report. Accordingly, I
will not take the time of the House to
explain these exceedingly technical
amendments.

Let me emphasize that this legislation
is required and required now. The pro-
visions in existing law expired last Sat-
urday, March 31, with the result that it
is imperative that we act now to extend
the tax.

I urge the adoption of the conference
report.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, the chair-
man has concisely summarized the ac-
tion of the conferees on this bill. Hence,
there is no need for me to belabor that
aspect of the legislation.

It is important that the House act
promptly on this bill to extend the law
beyond its expiration date which was
midnight of last Saturday, March 31.
Prompt action will assure uninterrupted
applicability of the tax at the rates and
under the procedures in effect on that
date.

The IET is intended to discourage bor-
rowers from other industrialized coun-
tries from raising long-term financing
in the United States, and thus creating
an unnecessary drain on the U.S. balance
of payments. The tax has the effect of
inereasing the foreign borrower’'s inter-
est rate, by an amount of three-quarters
of 1 percent per year. The IET is also in-
tended to discourage purchases of for-
eign stocks by Americans. Together with
this country’s two other capital control
programs—the Commerce Department’s
foreign direct investment program, and
the Federal Reserve Board's voluntary
foreign credit restraint program-—the
IET has been a significant deterrent to
the excessive outflow of U.S. capital
funds since it was first enacted in 1963.

The IET was initially enacted as a
temporary measure, but the continuing
deterioration in the U.S. balance of pay-
ments required that it be extended from
time to time. The administration believes
that the dollar devaluation announced
in February will help to improve our bal-
ance of payments substantially. How-
ever, the beneficial effects of the deval-
unation take time to emerge and some of
the immediate effects may actually tend
to increase the deficit. We need to con-
tinue the IET as we work with our trad-
ing partners to develop changes in the
international monetary system.

Treasury Secretary Shultz has said
that we look to these negotiations to help
establish a world economic system which
facilitates balance of payments adjust-
ments without resort to capital controls.
He has indicated the administration’s
intention to phase out IET and similar
programs as permanent international
monetary realinements take place.

In the meantime, the administration
has asked that the IET be renewed again,
in order to help stabilize our balance of




April 4, 1973

payments position during this important
transition period.

The bill to extend the IET contains a
number of technical amendments which
were added in the Senate and which
were agreed to by the House Conferees.
I support them and urge your support for
this measure.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I urge prompt House approval
of HR. 3577 in view of the fact that
the provisions of the IET Extensive Act
of 1971 expired at midnight lasi Satur-
day, March 31.

The enactment of H.R. 3577 will pro-
vide continuing support for our coun-
try's capital control programs. The ex-
tension of the IET will help prevent the
outflow of dollars to foreign borrowers
during a period which hopefully will be
marked by permanent and fundamental
changes in our international monetary
reform arrangements and a strengthen-
ing of our balance of payments position
as a result of the recent devaluation of
the dollar.

The provisions of H.R. 3577 will ex-
tend the IET through June 30, 1974. It
is intended that the bill shall be effective
as of midnight, March 31, 1973, in order
that the tax shall continue uninterrupted
after that date. It should be stressed that
the stock exchanges and the brokers who
deal in foreign securities that are sub-
ject to the IET, as well as the banks and
trust companies who are custodians of
those securities, are operating under in-
terim procedures adopted by their gov-
erning bodies. They have made every
effort to be cooperative but now the Con-
gress must act premptly in order to as-
sure that transactions in foreign securi-
ties shall continue to be processed in an
orderly manner which will guarantee
collection of the tax where it is appli-
cable.

Mr. Speaker, the conferees accepted
a number of technical amondments of
the Senate which will enhance the over-
all effectiveness of this tax. I supported
them in conference and I urge their sup-
port here.

For these reasons, I ask my colleagues
to support the Interest Equalization Tax
Extension Act of 1973.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers desiring to do so may extend their
remarks at this point in the Recorp on
the conference report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question on the con-
ference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
conference report.

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 ab-
sent Members.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 396, nays 18,
not voting 19, as follows:

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashley
Aspin
Bafalis
Baker
Barrett
Beard
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggil
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Calif,
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carey, N.X.
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark

Clawson, Del
(3}

ay
Cochran
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert

W., dr.
Danlels,

Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis,

[Roll No. T0]
YEAS—396

de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan

du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell

Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,
William D,
Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gongzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gubser
Gude
Gunter

Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hawkins

Hays

Hechler, W. Va,
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hillis

Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifield

Holt

Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer

Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo,
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Earth
Eastenmeler
Kazen
Keating
Kemp
Ketchum
Eluczynskl
Eoch
Euykendall
Kyros
Landgrebe

McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
MecFall
McEay
McKinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Marazitl
Martin, Nebr.
Mathias, Calif.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Miller
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y,
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Callf.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, I1.
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
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Nelson
Nichols
Obey
O’Brien
O'Hara
O’Neill
Owens
Parris
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Podell
Preyer

Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.X,
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Rooney, Pa.
Rose

Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush

Roy

Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe

Cleveland
Crane
Dent
Flynt

Anderson, 1.
Andrews, N.C.
Badillo
Carney, Ohio
Cohen
Conyers
Fraser

Ruth

8t Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Schroeder
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes

Sisk

Bmith, Iowa
Smith, N.¥.
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V,
Stark
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
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Towell, Nev.
Thomson, Wis
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Treen

Udall
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie

Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnal
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif,
Winn
Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.
Young, Il
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion

Thompson, N.J. Zwach

NAYS—18

Gaydos
Gross
Grover
Hicks
Mathis, Ga.
Nix

Harvey
Hébert
King
Martin, N.C.
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Railsback

Powell, Ohio
rick

Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y,
Rousselot
Symms

NOT VOTING—19

Rooney, N.Y.

Ryan

Shipley

Staggers

Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

So the conference report was agreed to.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr. Staggers with Mr. Charles Wilson of

Texas.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Harvey.
Mr. Shipley with Mr. King.

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Price of Texas.

Mr. Carney of Ohio with Mr. Anderson of

Ilinois.

Mr. Fraser with Mr. Anderson of North

Carolina.

Mr. Badillo with Mr. Railsback.

Mr. Conyers with Mr. Cohen.

Mr. Ryan with Mr. Martin of North Caro-

lina.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the

table.

PERSONAL STATEMENT
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, on the

previous call of the House the clock in
my office showed all of the lights on. It

did not indicate it was a call of the
House. For that reason I was not here.

If the clocks had been working cor-
rectly, I would have been present.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

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

Mr, CARNEY of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
unfortunately I have had a case of the
flu for the last couple of weeks, and I
am going to have to curtail some of my
committee work. However, I intend, every
time God makes it humanly possible for
me to be here, to be here and vote on
bills.

Mr. Speaker, the conference report on
H.R. 3577 was voted on today, and un-
fortunately I was delayed and was a
little late. I would like the record to
show that I was here after the vote, and
that had I been here, I would have voted
for the conference report on H.R. 3577.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE REPORTS

Mr. SISE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Rules may have until midnight tonight
to file certain reports.

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

There was no objection.

INSURED LOAN PROGRAM FOR
RURAL ELECTRIFICATION AD-
MINISTRATION

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, by direction of
the Committee on Rules, I call up House
Resolution 337 and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H. Res. 337

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Commitiee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
5683) to amend the Rural Electrification Act
of 1936, as amended, to establish a Rural
Elecfrification and Telephone Revolving
Fund to provide adequate funds for rural
electric and telephone systems through in-
sured and guaranteed loans at interest rates
which will allow them to achieve the objec-
tives of the Act, and for other purposes,
and ail points of order against section 2 of
said bill for failure to comply with clause 4
of rule XXT are hereby waived. After general
debate, which shall be confined to the bill
and shall continue not to exceed three hours,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Agriculture, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-
minute rule. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous gues-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except one
motion to recommit.

Mr, SISK, Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. MarTin), pending which I
vield such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 337
provides for an open rule with 3 hours of
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general debate on H.R. 5683, which is a
bill to provide a lending program for
rural electrification and telephone sys-
tems.

All points of order against section 2 of
the bill for failure to comply with clause
4 of rule XXI of the Rules of the House
of Representatives are hereby waived.

The increased capital needs of the
rural electric and telephone systems of
our country in the past few years along
with the arbitrary termination by the
Department of Agriculture of the direct
lending program of the REA on Decem-
ber 29, 1972, has brought about the need
for this legislation.

Title IIT of HR. 5683 amends the ex-
isting REA Act and creates insured and
guaranteed loan programs, Both of these
programs will be administered by the
REA. Insured loans for REA borrowers
will be instituted through the creation
of a “rural electrification and telephone
revolving fund.” The assets of this fund
will come from the current assets of the
REA and all loan repayments each year.
Interest repayments to REA on all out-
standing and future loans will remain in
the fund.

The fund will be available for two
types of insured loans. One at a “special
rate” of 2 percent and the other at a
“standard rate” of 5 percent. The special
rate will be reserved for those borrowers
with few subscribers or low gross reve-
nues, but the Administrator could also
make loans at his discretion in hardship
cases.

The only new appropriations required
under this legislafion will be those
moneys which are necessary to reimburse
the fund for: first, losses sustained by
the fund or bad loans, and second, inter-
est rate differentials between the rates
charged on loans by the fund and the
cost of moneys to the fund from the pri-
vate market.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of House
Resolution 337 in order that we may dis-
cuss and debate H.R. 5683.

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

Mr. SISK. I will be glad to yield to the
gentleman from Iowsa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, would sec-
tion 2 of the bill provide any funds under
any circumstances for rehabilitation or
reconstruction in either North or South
Vietnam?

Mr. SISK. No, it would not, I feel very
certain, as I understand the legislation.

Mr, GROSS. None of the funds con-
tained in section 2, which is protected
by a waiver of the rules, could be used
for that purpose?

Mr. SISK. There is no possibility, I
would say to my good friend from Iowa,
and if there were, I would not support
the legislation.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. SISK. I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr,
Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from
California has explained, House Reso-
lution 337 provides for 3 hours of debate
on H.R. 5683, a bill to amend the Rural
Electrification Act. This legislation was

April 4, 1978

brouzht about and stimulated because of
the actions of President Nixon late last
yvear in discontinuing the 2-percent loan
rate of the REA districts throughout the
Nation.

Let us go back just a few years and
explain what transpired when this legis-
lation was first enacted in 1936. At that
time the average cost of money to the
Federal Government was 1.9 percent.
The REA was just beginning and was in
its development stages. The Congress
in its wisdom in passing the original act
provided for loans to be made at 2 per-
cent, which was just a trifie higher than
the average cost of money to the Gov-
ernment at that time. Over the years
since 1936 the 2-percent money has pre-
vailed. Then last year the Congress took
action to make some changes and pro-
vide for different interest rates—2 per-
cent, 5 percent, and also the going inter-
est rate in the money market. As a re-
sult of that action by the Congress last
yvear, the President eliminated the 2-
percent loans, which is a direct subsidy
of course to all of the REA districts
throughout the Nation. This legislation
has been brought about because of the
President’s action.

One of the most objectionable features
in the bill which we have before us to-
day is the fact that there is mandatory
language in the bill which either ties the
hands of the program administrator or
removes from him sound and reasonable
budgetary control.

The bill directs the Administrator to
exhaust all moneys available in the fund.
Yet it is inconceivable that under even
the most generous estimates of loan need
the Administrator could not possibly lend
the huge sums of money which would be
inviolably locked up in the fund. This is
especially evident Mr. Speaker, when it
is remembered that under the insured
loan approach as contained in this bill,
at least 10 times as much money can be
lent as the amount of money that is
available in the fund. That is 10 times
as much. With the fund being fed at the
rate of approximately $27 million cash
per month, this amounts to $329 million
per year for fiscal year 1973, and with
the 10 times loan ability capacity, that
would amount to $3.3 billion per yeat.

The chairman of the Agriculture Com-
mittee, the gentleman from Texas, in
testifying before the Committee on Rules
yvesterday, in reply to a question, stated
that the average amount of REA loans
made during the last 5 years was ap-
proximately $425 million a year. Yet this
is going to make available over $3 bil-
lion that the Administrator could loan
out.

The legislation as written in section 3
on page 8 of the bill provides and makes
it mandatory that these funds be loaned
by the Administrator of the program,

Another section of the bill increases
the amount that the Rural Telephone
Bank may loan from eight times its total
assets, which is the current loan ability,
to 20 times. In response to a gquestion by
me to the chairman of the Agriculture
Committee, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. Poace), as to why this was done,
the reply simply was that well, 20 times
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is customary in other banks of this na-
ture. There was no really logical reason
for increasing the amount of loans that
can be made under the rural telehone
bank provision.

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

Mr, MARTIN of Nebraska. I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I appreciate the gentleman’s discussion
of the merits of the bill and the facts
concerning the rural electrification pro-
gram and the rural telephone bank.

I would like to ask him what this rule
permits in the way of offering a substi-
tute. Would the gentleman from Ne-
braska tell the House what the situation
is as far as this rule is concerned, and
the possibility of offering a substitute
that would more nearly achieve what the
administration thinks is fiscally respon-
sible and still continue in a constructive
way the REA and the rural telephone
program?

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

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself 2 additional min-
utes.

Mr. Speaker, I will be happy to respond
to the question.

Mr. NELsSEN, the gentleman from Min-
nesota, introduced the administration
bill in regard to this. The number of that
bill is HR. 5536. I made the motion in
the Committee on Rules yesterday to
amend the rule permitting this bill to be
made in order to be offered as a substi-
tute. We were voted down on a straight
party line vote by a vote of 9 to 5, and
we are not permitted as a consequence
to offer that bill as a substitute today on
the floor of the House and to let the
Members of the House work their will.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Is it the un-
derstanding of the gentleman from Ne-
braska that unless the previous question
is voted down, that the Nelsen substitute
would not be germane; it would be ruled
out of order and the House would be pre-
cluded from working its will on that
proposal?

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska, That is cor-
rect. A point of order could be made
against the bill.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. In other
words, if we want the Nelsen substitute
to be germane and not subject to a point
of order, we have to vote down the pre-
vious question?

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Yes, that is
correct.

I would like to announce to the House
that we will call for a vote on the previ-
ous question. I urge that we have a “no”
vote, so that Mr. NeLsen's bill may be
considered as a substitute for the com-
mittee bill.

1 yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. Teacve), the ranking
minority member on the Committee on
Agriculture.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Speaker, I shall discuss what I consider
to be the demerits of this legislation later.

I want to plead with those Members
who have been talking so long about con-
gressional reform. I hope Ralph Nader,
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Common Cause, and the League of
Women Voters take some notice of the
rule which came out of the Committee on
Rules yesterday.

I have been a supporter of the Com-
mittee on Rules for the 18-plus years I
have been here, and I am terribly dis-
appointed in what the committee did
yesterday. It was totally unfair and un-
just, in my opinion. It is a half-open,
half-closed rule. It waived points of order
for the committee’s bill and refused to do
so for the bill which Mr. NELseN, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota, introduced,
which he or someone had hoped to offer
in the nature of a substitute.

This is one-sided, partisan politics,
something the Committee on Rules has
never engaged in before in the 18 years
I have been here. To me, it is reprehen-
sible, and I regret it very much.

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) .

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I know
of no one who does not want to continue
a viable and effective rural electrification
and telephone program. These programs
came into being 40 years ago. Is there
anyone in this Chamber today who knows
of a program that has existed for that
length of time which has not been sub-
ject to desirable change? There is, how-
ever, a very small minority which insists
on maintaining the status quo.

I consider myself a reasonably good
businessman, and as such I cannot sup-
port a practice simply because it was good
in the 1930's. I cannot by any stretch of
the imagination agree that it is good in
the 1970’s.

Let me briefly review my thinking.
When these organizations, the rural
electric and rural telephone co-ops,
came into being, the interest rate of
money borrowed by the Government was
approximately 2 percent. Because of that,
the lending rate to co-ops was estab-
lished at 2 percent, and rightly so.

We are in the decades of the 1970’s.
It would take hours to evaluate the ad-
vances we have made in every field in
this period. I can think of no industry,
no profession, in which giant forward
steps have not been made. Certainly our
outstanding achievement in the field of
technology must be in having placed 12
Americans on the moon.

In spite of all the advancements we
have achieved, to me it is not only in-
credible but also asinine and downright
stupid that some should shed crocodile
tears each time a suggestion is made
that across the board—and let me stress,
across the board—2-percent money
should not be placed in the history books
and not be a reality in government.

Witness after witness appeared before
the Committee on Agriculture in support
of higher interest rates for those having
the ability to pay. Their almost unani-
mous plea was this: “We need money,
and we need it now, and we are not par-
ticularly concerned about the interest
rate.”

Let us do a bit of simple arithmetic.
The two organizations we are consider-
ing today have recently been funded at
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an annual rate of approximately $700
million. At an interest rate of 2 percent
the return to Uncle Sam is about $14
million. At the more realistic interest
rate of 5 percent—and this is below the
average rate paid by the Government—
the return would be about $35 million. In
other words, the already overworked tax-
payer is picking up the tab for $21 mil-
lion which he rightfully should not be
required to pay.

I realize the bill we are considering
does change this to a certain extent, but
in my opinion the criteria are still en-
tirely too liberal. Is it not about time that
we graduate from the decade of the
1930’s and do a bit of post graduate work
in the decade of the 1970’s? In my opin-
ion, that time is here.

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr, Speak-
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. NELSEN).

Mr, NELSEN. Mr, Speaker, I do not be-
lieve that we have a Member in this
body who has worked longer and harder
in trying to bring about a piece of legis-
lation to deal with the REA program
than I. I have worked very closely with
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. PoaGg)
and we have been giving and taking a
bit, here and there, trying to design a
vehicle that would fiy, as the fellow says,
and give the REA program a long-range
financing plan.

I have heard from many cooperatives.
I used to be the Administrator of this
program. Many have come to me, includ-
ing many from back home, saying that
they feel they should now step up and
pick up the tab, because “We are in good
financial shape, have money in the bank,
and we ought to pay a little bit higher
rate of interest.”

I have been working with the admin-
istration for the past 4 months, and I
got certain commitments from them re-
garding generation, regarding criteria,
and trying at all times to move in the
direction of putting a bill together that
would be signed and thereby become law.

Therefore, there has been some dif-
ference of opinion as to what should be
in the bill, so far as I am concerned, be-
cause of what I can do with regard to
some of the demands, that would elimi-
nate a veto.

So I have been moving carefully, and
I will offer the administration bill, with
modifications in generation, that will ac-
commodate some of the wishes of the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. Poace). I
will also have in it a provision where
there will be a separate account in the
rural development fund, which is still
in limbo.

When we get through with those
amendments we are going to be so close,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. PoAGE)
and I, that it is almost a shame we could
not recess for a minute and let the
gentleman and I get into a room all by
ourselves.

But now in regard to the Commitiee
on Rules, I am reminded of a Norwegian
friend of mine back home. There was a
great debate in the State senate when
I was a member of that body, and when
the debate was finished, he turned to all
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his attorney friends who had been
making these great speeches and he
said:

You fellows can talk, but we have got
the votes.

Mr. Speaker, I did not have the voles
in the Committee on Rules. We do not
have a chance under the rule to offer
the amendments I proposed, and I think
that is too bad. At a time when every-
body is screaming about open debate
and when everybody says we should say
something and do something about this
matter, now the Committee on Rules
has denied the consideration of the ad-
ministration bill, because it does not
make in order dealing with the rural
development fund, which is part of the
package that I would like to offer, at
least to give the Members a chance to
vote on it.

But, Mr. Speaker, I must make it very
clear that the gentleman from Texas,
Boe Poace, and I have been hitched
together, and when you get a Texas cow-
boy and a Minnesota cowmilker to-
gether, that is a combination that
should be hard to beat.

But anyway I hope we can vote down
the previous guestion and open the rule
s0 we can consider the administration
bill. I will not take their bill exactly
as it is. T will have some amendments to
it, because I think it should be found in
order, and I am sure they will be signed.

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests for
time. I reserve the balance of my time
and urge the Members to vote “no” on
ordering the previous question.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yvield myself
5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I understand there will
be an attempt to vote down the previous
question, and, therefore, I would like to
put the issue in what I think is the proper
perspective.

The Committee on Agriculture has for
the last 2 months now been struggling
with this problem. I think we are all
aware, of course, that the administration
saw fit to cancel out, under what I con-
sider to be a rather arbitrary use of
Executive power, the REA program and
end it. The committee has been attempt-
ing to see what could be done fo try to
improve the situation or, at least, to try
to restore the REA program.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
chairman of the committee, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. Poace), and com-
mend the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. NeLseN), who just spoke, for the
long and rather agonizing efforts that
they have made to try to reach a reason-
able compromise in connection with this
program.

However, I want to say frankly that
some of us are beginning to lose patience.
I appreciate the fact that my good friend,
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
GeraLp R. Forp), the minority leader, is
back on the floor, because I noted his
remarks.

Mr. Speaker, I simply want to say this:
that I had always understood com-
promise was a two-way street, and I
think that basically we have understood
that. I believe that all good legislation
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is the result of compromise, but I under-
stand there had to be a little give on
both sides.

Mr. Speaker, it has come down to a
point where, in my opinion, the admin-
istration has got its feet set in concrete.
I have great respect for the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. NELSEN), as I say,
for the work he has done and for the ef-
forts that he has made, but I think there
comes a point in time where, if there is
in fact going to be any compromise, then
for gosh sakes, let us recognize that both
sides have to give a little bit.

As far as I am concerned, I think what
the commiftee has done and the Mem-
bers have done, both Democrats and
Republicans, because the vote was over-
whelming, as you know, for reporting
this bill to the floor; went a long ways
and gave a great deal. However, I think
there comes a point in time when some
of us feel you have to call a half if we
are going to continue to have a program.

As far as I am concerned, if they do
not want this compromise we have
brought here, I hope that we can get an
opportunity simply to vote on the Senate
bill that goes back to the original Den-
holm bill. Maybe that is what we should
have come out with. If all you want is
an issue, sure the President will veto it,
but if all you want is an issue, then I
think we should go back to the Senate
bill and pass it and send it to the White
House.

Apparently the administration has de-
veloped an attitude that they will either
have their way, period, or there will be
no program.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SISK. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I will not
attempt at this time, because time is
growing short on the rule, to elaborate
on this, but I know Mr. NELSEN is pre-
pared to cite many concessions offered
and made by the administration when
we come to time of debate on the bill.

Mr., SISK. Well, as my colleague
knows—and I have great respect for
him, because he and I came to the Con-
gress together and worked together for
many years here—I respect him, but I
think he will agree with me that what
we are doing is quibbling over semantics
in connection with the so-called differ-
ence that exists.

I understand in connection with one
question, possibly the gentleman from
Minnesota will amend that part out. I
appreciate the compromising attitude of
the gentleman from Minnesota. I have
already paid tribute to him for what he
has done, but it does not relieve my feel-
ings one wit over what I think is arbi-
trary and rather bullheaded positions
of some people down at the other end of
the avenue. That is what I am talking
about.

Let me say that the Committee on
Rules is charged with being capricicus
and taking reprehensible action here. We
have acted in the same way on other hills.
We have an open rule here, and any
amendment that is germane to this bill
will be available to be offered on the floor
of the House. As far as I know, every
change that the gentleman from Min-
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nesota or my friend from California de-
sire to make can be offered as an indi-
vidual amendment and will not be sub-
ject to a point of order, with one possible
exception. I understand that has to do
with the use of the redevelopment Iund.

Very frankly, some of us feel strongly
about it. We are dealing here with an
REA program, and I think we should pui
the matter in proper perspective,

As far as the committee has gone in
this respect, we have done here what we
have done in many cases in bringinz a
bill here under a completely open rule
that gives the committee and the House
the opportunity to work its will.

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

The SPEAKER. The question is on
ordering the previous question.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. 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 pre-
sent.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 244, nays 170,
not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 71]
YEAS—244

de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Denholm

Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn,
Fascell
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Fountain
Fraser
Fulton
Fugua
Gaydos

Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling

McDade
McFall
McEay
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Mahon
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga

Brinkley
Brooks
Brotzman Gettys
Brown, Calif. Gibbons
Burke, Calif. Ginn
Burke, Fla. G 1
Burleson, Tex. CGrasso
Burlison, Mo. Gray
Burton Green, Oreg.
Carey, N.X. Green, Pa.
Carney, Ohlo  Grifiiths
Carter Gunter
Casey, Tex.
Chamberlain
Chappeli
Chisholm
Clark
Clay
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.

Milford
Miller
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
. Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan

Harrington
Harsha
Hawkins
Hays
Héhert Moss
Hechler, W. Va. Murphy, Iil.
Heckler, Mass. Murphy, N.Y.
Helstoski Natcher
Henderson Nedsd

Hicks Nichols
Hogan Nix

Holifield Obey
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O'Hara
Owens
Passman

Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Udall

Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
‘Wampler
White
Whitten
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.

Patten
Pepper
Perkins

ilsom,
Charles, Tex.
Wollf
Wright
Wyatt
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Tex.
pson, ¥.J. Zablocki
Thomson, Wis. Zwach

NAYS—170

Gilaimo
Gilman
Goodling
Gross
Grover

Pettis
Peyser
Powell, Ohio
Pritchard

Veysey
‘Walsh
Ware

Maraziti Whalen
Martin, Nebr. Whitehurst
W‘{.dmn

NOT VOTING—19
McEwen Ryan
Martin, N.C.  Shipley
O'Neill Sikes
Price, Tex. Staggers
Raflsback Teague, Tex.

Reid

Rooney, N.Y.
BSo the previous question was ordered.
The Clerk announeed the following

pamws:
Mr. Teagve of Texas with Mr. Anderson of
Iinois.
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Mr. Staggers with Mr, Gude.
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Gold-

water.

Mr. Burke of Massachusetts with Mr. King.

Mr. Badillo with Mr. Ryan.

Mr. Reid with Mr, Price of Texas.

Mr. Shipley with Mr. Railsback.

Mr. Sikes with Mr. Martin of North Caro-
lina.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

{Mr. BURKE of Massachusetis asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. BUREE of Massachusetis. Mr.
Speaker, this aftermoon, on rollcall No.
71, I was inadvertenily detained over at
the Rayburn House Office Building
where I was atiending a meeting of the
Council of Churches. I left the meeting
in time to vote, but I got on one of those
recaleitrant elevators that just would
not let me out the door. This kind of
spoils my 100-percent attendance rec-
ord for several years, but this does not
bother me too much, because when I was
a little boy the most unpopular boy in
the neighborhood had a 100-percent at-
tendance in school and, if I recall cor-
rectly, he usually was not the brightest
one in the elass.

My, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that this statement be printed in the
Recorp immediately following rolleall
Neo. T1.

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

There was no objection.

INSURED LOAN PROGRAM FOR
RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMIN-
ISTRATION

Myr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of the
bill (H.R. 5683) to amend the Rural
Electrification Act of 1936, as amended,
to establish a rural electrification and
telephone revolving fund to provide
adequate funds for rural electric and
telephone systems through insured and
guaranteed loans at interest rates which
will allow them to achieve the objectives
of the act, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

IN TEE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Commitfee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 5683, with Mr.
RosTtEngowsKI in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. Poace) will
be recognized for 1?2 hours, and the gen-
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tleman from California (Mr. TEAcUE)
will be recognized for 15 hours.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, the legislation before
us today is & bill to amend the Rural
Flectrification Aet which was necessi-
tated by the present credit dilemmsa in
which REA borrowers now find them-
selves.,

As many of us know, the direct REA
loan program was one of those singled
out by the President for termination and
transfer to the Farmers Home Adminis-
tration. This very questionable and de-
plorable exercise of Executive power
took the form of a simple two-page press
release issued by the Department of
Agriculture on December 29, 1972, and
was effective on January 1, 1973, without
prior consultation with the Congress. I
read about it in my hometown newspa-
per during adjournment, as I am sure
many of the Members did.

Almost immediately affer the 93d
Congress convened, the Senate Agricul-
ture Committee began hearings on this
and other affected farm programs.
Shortly thereafter, a bipartisan major-
ity of the Senators, under the leadership
of Senators HuMPHREY and AIKeN, intro-
duced legislation to reinstate the pro-
gram. That bill, S. 394, passed the other
body on February 21 by a vote of 69 te 20.
Similar legislation was offered in the
House, HR. 2276, by Mr. Dexgorm of
our committee and over 100 cosponsors.
Our committee held 3 days of public
hearings initially on the original Den-
holm bill. During that time it became
apparent to many of us on the ecom-
miitee that the more appropriate legis-
Jative course might be to pursue com-
promise legislation designed to meet the
critical policy objections of the adminis-
tration to this program and at the same
time provide a permanent and workable
solution for the REA borrowers’ con-
tinuing needs.

Our colleague, Mr. NELSEN, sought to
be helpful and arranged a number of
meetings with representatives of the ad-
ministration, and substantial conces-
sions were made, most of which were to
the administration and without, I might
add, reaching our goal of obtaining their
support, although they have not for-
mally rejected the legislation before us.

Our committee held an additional 2
days of hearings specifically on the so-
called compromise proposal and then re-
ported the bill by an overwhelming bi-
pariisan vote of 29 to 6 on March 20.

I believe that this bill represents a
zood solution to this very critical prob-
lem. It effects substantial savings to both
the President’s budget and to the Treas-
ury and yet provides a continuing credit
vehicle to the rural electrification and
telephone borrowers of our country.

The bill will cost the Treasury eonly
$816 million for a 5-year period, but it
will save the Treasury $2.8 billion fox the
same period. This will be accomplished
through the creation of a revolving fund
within the REA consisting primarily of
interest on outstanding loan repayments
and moneys from the private market
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through the sale of insured loans. Prin-
cipal repayments on previous REA loans
would flow through the fund back into
the Treasury.

The fund would make loans to the
REA borrowers as before, but they would
now be in the form of “insured” loans,
similar to those now made by the Farm-
er's Loan Administration, and the great
bulk would be at interest rates 3 percent
higher than they are today.

Two interest rates are authorized un-
der this bill; one at the standard rate of
5 percent and the other at 2 percent, but
the lower rate would be available only to
a limited number of borrowers who must
have this kind of credit to provide a qual-
ity service at reasonable rates to their
customers.

In addition, a guaranteed loan pro-
gram is authorized for those systems that
can pay the higher going rates of in-
terest.

This bill will reduce the annual budget
by approximately 23 of a billion dollars
as compared with the amount budgeted
this year, just as the administration has
asked. It increases the interest rate to
most borrowers, just as the administra-
tion has asked. It does not utilize the
fiscal year 1973 impounded funds in the
amount of $456 million, and it gives the
administration exactly what it asks in
these aspects.

It does not use the rural development
fund as the administration suggested, but
establishes a completely separate fund.
I suggested to those who wanted to estab-
lish a special account within the rural
development fund that they write the
language to do this, because I wanted to
see if it could be done without jeopardiz-
ing one or the other of these agencies. I
pointed out that I was unable to write it
without jeopardizing either the rural de-
velopment or the rural electrification,
and I want to keep them both, as I be-
lieve Members do. We were told that
there was no problem in writing such
language, but so far as I know no one
has ever done so up until this good mo-
ment. I continue to believe that the Con-
gress should have complete control of
this program, which can be assured only
under this new fund in REA.

This bill does contain mandatory pro-
visions reguiring the Administrator to
make available for loans to qualified bor-
rowers such amounts as the Congress
may provide. It does not require or au-
thorize any loans to associations which
do not qualify or for any unauthorized
pUrposes.

In other words, this bill does not re-
quire the expenditure of any unneeded
money, but it does make it impossible for
us to have a repetition of the kind of
arbitrary cancellation of a program as
was the case when the existing program
was canceled so recently.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman mind being interrupted at
this moment?

Mr. POAGE. I will be glad to yield to
our distinguished Speaker (Mr. ALBERT).

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, commenting on what the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. Poace) has just said,
may I congratulate the gentleman on
the leadership he has shown in this mat-
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ter. The gentleman needs no defense as
far as his support of the rural electrifi-
cation program is concerned. I was on
the committee with him when he was the
author of the rural telephone bill. He
was here when the REA program started,
and- he supported it through the years,
and when the gentleman began to realize
that the time had come to modernize
this program and to recognize that the
coops were not in need of subsidies—
some of them were not, at least, many
or most of them—were not in need of the
subsidies they had in the past, he recog-
nized that fact, even though many coops
preferred to keep the old program.

Mr. Chairman, he had before his com-
mittee a bill which I would have sup-
ported, because I want to keep the rural
electrification program. A similar bill
came over from the other body, but the
gentleman, with the help of the gentle-
man from Minnesota, and his committee
have worked out something that I think
the rural electrification co-op movement
across the country has agreed to, and I
think we owe his committee a debt of
gratitude, and the House should go down
the line supporting it. Certainly I intend
to.

Mr. Chairman, I have listened to what
the gentleman has been saying, and I
have seen distributed a 13-page pam-
phlet or memorandum which contains
views that I do not understand. I do not
think they are honest views; I think they
are deliberately distorted views of what
this bill intends to do.

On page 13 of that memorandum we
read this statement:

More importantly, the Administration
vigorously objects to the mandate contained
in the bill to loan all money available to the
fund each year. Under an insured loan ap-
proach, at least 10 times the available money
can be loaned, and since the amount of in-
terest and principal repayments from past
loans will be 8330 million in 1973, the bill
would force total loan ouflays of over $3
billion in one year—over 5 times the level
of loans made in FY 72. Since the & percent
interest rate is still a subsldy, in that the
long-term Treasury rate is presently over
6 percent, and because some 2 percent loans
will still be permitted, the government would
be losing at least $40 milllon a year on REA
in interest alone with this level of loans.

Mr. Chairman, I have before me a copy
of the bill which the gentleman has pre-
sented, and it is clearly evident that this
memorandum of views, purportedly of
the administration—I do not know whose
views they are—but I have here a copy
of the bill, and I notice a complete ab-

sence of the most important quali-
fication on the very issue which this
memorandum is discussing, in which we
find this language, quoting from the bill:
Subject only to limitations as to amounts
authorized for loans and advances as may be
from time to time imposed by Congress.

It does not say, “have to be made.” It
says,

Imposed by the Congress of the United
States for loans to be made in any one year,
which amounts shall be made available until
expended.

Now, Mr, Chairman, the gentleman
knows and I know that the Congress is
not going to authorize outrageous outlays
five times in excess of the level for the
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fiscal year 1972 or any preceding year
thereafter.

This is propaganda,; it is false propa-
ganda, and the Members of the House
should not be deceived.

Mr, POAGE, Mr. Chairman, I greatly
appreciate the comments of the Speaker
(Mr. ArserT) and I think they are very
well taken.

Somebody has either felt that I was
completely illiterate or they felt they
could not change my views, because I
have not been served with a copy of that
publication to which the Speaker refers.
I have not seen it. But this bill before us
specifically provides that loans can be
made only on the same terms they are
being made today, which is to those as-
sociations serving areas that need service.

We have all of those limitations in this
bill, just as we have them in the law at
the present time. If the Congress wanted
to appropriate $2.5 billion this year, they
could do it. However, we provide that the
REA cannot guarantee or insure any of
these loans except to the amount that the
Congress authorizes each year. It is the
same as we have today.

You have an overall limit today set by
the Committee on Appropriations and
approved by the Congress, and you still
have the same kind of limitation on the
total amount that can be made available
for loans, We simply say that the Admin-
istrator cannot on some dark night come
in and file some sort of statement that he
is no longer going to make any loans, but
we provide that he has to live within the
limits fixed by the Congress.

It seems to me to be quite reasonable
and it seems to me to be what we should
do. I know it was suggested that the Ad-
ministrator could do a better job if he
had a larger degree of discretion. I rec-
ognize that. We sought to get an agree-
ment from the administration that we
would fix the amount of 2 percent loans
within a range and that the Administra-
tor might make loans within that range.
We actually talked of $80 million to $120
million and let the Administrator deter-
mine to whom the loans would go, but no,
the administration said “no” to that;
they did not want that kind of discretion.

What they wanted was discretion to
wipe out the program. That is the dis-
cretion we will not give; that is the dis-
cretion, my friends, and it is really the
whole crux of the problem here.

AwcHER NELSEN and I basically agree on
90 percent of it, but I am not going %o
come in here and ask you to rewrite a
bill that will give the Administrator the
same opportunity to doublecross the
people of America that he exercised on
the 28th day of last December. We are
not about to do it. We are going to say,
“Mr. Administrator, you are going to
carry out this program. We will try to
make it as fair as possible and give as
much leeway as we can, but we will not
say, ‘You, Mr. Administrator, rather than
the Congress are to determine what the
programs of this Government shall be.’ ”

That is really the whole erux of it, and
it is the difference between what this
bill says and what we will be asked to
vote for in the way of various amend-
ments. They are going to come and try
to cat down and say that the Adminis-
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trator can again wipe out a program. Of
course, if you do not believe in having
light out on the creek, I want you to
vote for those amendments. If you do
not want to continue a loan program
that will keep the lights on in your sec-
tion of the country, go ahead and vote
for the amendments, because that is what
they intend to do.

Of course, I know the Administrator
could do a better job if he had more
leeway, but, unfortunately, when the dis-
cretion we gave has been ruthlessly
abused, as it has been in the last few
months, we are not going to put our-
selves in the position of having it abused

again.

When I asked the Secretary of Agri-
culture before our committee what was
his authority for abandoning the exist-
ing REA program, what did he say?
Some of you fellows who are on that
committee heard him. What did he say?
He said:

The law does not require me to make
loans; it only authorizes me to make loans.

Now, that is what he told us, that he
was only “authorized” to make loans, but
now we are going to say, “Mr. Admin-
istrator, if this loan meets the reqguire-
ments of the law then you make it within
the amount that the Congress says you
may use.” That is the erux of this whole
thing.

I do not know whether the President
will sign this bill or not—he does not
usually tell me what he will do. I would
like to feel that the President would sign
it because it gives him exactly the big
things that he seeks. Now, if he wants
us to use a circle rather than a dot over
an “i”, I am not interested in accepting
such dictation.

This bill gives him all of the big things
that he seeks. To demand more is simply
to demonstirate power. I am not interested
in helping him put on this exhibition.
This bill does raise the interest rate. Just
like the President asked.

It adds tremendously to the income
of the U.S. Treasury. Just like the Pres-
ident asked. It does take these loans
out of the budget. Just like the President
asked. It makes the loans private loans
rather than Government loans. Those are
the things he says are important. We
give them to him.

Now, we are not going to be told that
we have to cross this “T" from this di-
rection instead of from that direction.
But if the President simply wants the big
things that he says he wants, then we
stand ready to give them to him.

This does involve a compromise where
the administration has received practi-
cally everything that they ask for. Actu-
ally, I do not recall one important thing
now that the administration gave in the
way of a compromise.

The REA program has traditionally
been a program for people, Mr. Chair-
man, and it will continue so to be under
our proposed legislation.

Our commitfee simply could not sit
idly by and watch a great program like
this be ruined, a program which has
served our rural areas so well, and see
it go down the drain, so we are proposing
a bill to save it. We hope that the Mem-
bers of this House will join us in saving
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the program rather than in trying to put
some limiting provision on it.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Texas has consumed 21 minutes.

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

Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, the
legislation before the House should be
approved without amendment for all of
the reasons stated by our colleague, Mr.
Poace, the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Agriculture.

Now, at the outset I introduced legis-
lation to mandate the full administra-
tion of the Rural Electrification Act of
1936, as amended, because the Secrefary
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
announced by a news release to the
public media on the 29th of December,
1972, that the REA 2 percent loan pro-
gram was terminated.

The legislation that I first introduced
had more than 100 Members of this legis-
lative body as cosponsors (H.R. 2276).

Prior to the commencement of hear-
ings on H.R. 2276, our chairman and our
colleague, Mr. ANcHER NELSEN of Minne-
sota, initiated conferences with officials
of the administration in an effort to rec-
oncile apparent differences between the
administration and a continuation of
present law as compelled by language of
H.R. 2276.

Now, admittedly the language of the
legislation that I first introduced (H.R.
2276) compelled a continuation of the
existing Jaw enacted first by the Con-
gress in 1936, and subsequent amend-
ments thereto. There was nothing new
in H.R. 2276, except language that “di-
rected” the administrator to execute the
statutory law enacted by the Congress
and faithfully executed by six Presidents
for the last 37 years. The Nixon admin-
istration by a news release sought to
terminate that public law as of Decem-
ber 31, 1972. The remaining $367 mil-
lion appropriated by the 92d Congress
for fiscal year 1973 was impounded and
pending loan applications of many bor-
rowers including approved loans for pro-
jects in progress have been continuously
denied since the 29th day of December,
1972,

The administration refused and still
refuses to execute in good faith the in-
tent of the existing law with more than
36 years of established precedent. In
hearings before our committee the Hon-
orable Earl L. Butz, Secretary of Agri-
culture, freely admitted that he was au-
thorized to execute the law and that he
had ample appropriations to administer
the act within the spirit of the law. How-
ever, by policy of the administration the
Secretary refused and still refuses to exe-
cute in good faith the intent and purpose
of the Rural Electrification Act of 1936,
as amended.

The Secretary of Agriculture appeared
before a joint session of the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture and the House
Committee on Appropriations. The Sec-
retary suggested no constructive alterna-
tive in a gesture of coneiliation and
there has not been an effort to perform
the provisions of the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act of 1936, as amended, since that
time. Hours, days, weeks, and months
have passed—and the existing public law
is still ignored.
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In the course of hearings on H.R. 2276,
the pending legislation before us today
was developed (H.R. 5683). Our col-
leagues, Mr. Poace and Mr. Nersew la-
bored at length and sought many
conferences with the officials of the ad-
ministration in every honest effort of
compromise.

Now, if the REA systems program can
be perceived of value equal to one yard-
stick—my original legislation was af 36
and the position of the administration
is at 0 of such a rule of measure. The
Poage-Nelsen proposal came in at 18 on
the yardstick of value as a rule of hypo-
thetical measure. Our committee hear-
ings were extended and conferences
continued. All were granted ample op-
portunity to be heard but slight dif-
ferences prevailed over patience and
tolerance of the full committee. I subse-
quently introduced the best of compro-
mise and the fnll committee reported
29-6 the legislation now before the Con-
gress (H.R. 5683).

Mr. Chairman, this is a matter of sub-
stantial merit and it is legislation worthy
of your favorable consideration. It sub-
stantially meets all of the objections of
the administration without embarrass-
ment to the President for arbitrary pol-
icy decisions contrary to the original in-
tent and purpose of existing law.

The provisions of H.R. 5683 permit the
administration to accomplish policy ob-
jectives as follows to wit:

The impoundment of $367 million of
appropriated funds.

Termination of a direct 2 percent loan
program.

The total removal of the future fund-
ing from the budget aceounting proce-
dures of the Federal Government, and

It assures the confinuation of an am-
ple supply of loan funds to borrowers
without annual interest subsidy pay-
ments from the U.S. Treasury.

I concur with the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. Poace) and the distinguished
gentleman from Oklahoma, the Speaker,
Mr. Areerr—this is meritorious legisla-
tion that must be enacted. The officials
of the National Rural Electric Coopera-
tive Association have conceded much in
an effort to compromise in mutual satis-
faction for the benefit of all. They began
at point 18 on the hypothetieal yardstick
of measure and conceded on that rule of
measure to 17, to 16, fo 15, and to 14—
but they cannet concede more. The bor-
rowers must have a program and they
need it now. They have been cooperative,
diligent, reasonable and willing through-
out our efforts fo achieve a common ob-
jective. They cannot do more. They ac-
cept this legislation—knowing that it is
not perfect. I shall not ask more of them
for it is their business, their investments,
their labors, their properties, and their
futures that ultimately shall fail or pre-
vail,

Mr. Chairman, this Nation is at the
threshold of an energy crisis. The fail-
ure fo act is unacceptable. The action of
the administration is intolerable. We
must move forward together in an effort
to do what is right for our country. I
urge each of you to do what fs right. I
ask no more of rou and the people of
America expect no less.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
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man, I rise in opposition to H.R. 5683,
the REA bill before the House today.

At the outset, I wish to commend the
committee’s effort and the efforts of our
distinguished and able colleague from
Minnesota (Mr. NELSEN) to reach a com-
promise on this bill, but I must point out
to you that a true compromise exists only
when all the parties concerned share that
attitude.

This REA bill in its present form is not
a compromise as far as I am concerned.
And I think I am speaking accurately for
the administration when I say it is not a
compromise as far as our friends on the
other end of Pennsylvania Avenue are
concerned.

In brief, there have been many sincere
attempts to reach a compromise but as of
this date none has come to fruition.

Having said that, let me point out
briefly the key provisions that are still
very much in dispute and then express
my keen disappointment that the Rules
Committee has acted to preclude us from
considering the modifications to this bill
which zould cure it of the handicap of
administration disfavor.

The single most disabling provision in
this bill is its repeated reference to man-
datory spending and compulsory admin-
istrative action.

For example, section 305(a) would re-
verse the broad discretion the Rural
Electrification Act now confers upon the
REA Administrator by directing him to
make loans and at specified interest rates
to the full extent of the assets availabie
in the new fund which the bill would
create. The exact language reads as
follows:

“Sec. 305. InsurRED LoanNs; INTEREST RATES
AND LENDING LEVELS—(a) The Administra-
tor is authorized and directed to make in-
sured loans under this title and at the in-
terest rates hereinafter provided to the full
extent of the assets available in the fund,
subject only to limitations as to amounts
authorized for loans and advances as may be
from time to time Imposed by the Congress
of the United States for loans to be made in
any one year, which amounts shall remain
available until expended: Provided, That any
such loans and advances shall not be in-
cluded in the totals of the budget of the
United States Government and shall be ex-
empt from any general limitation imposed
by statute on expenditures and net lending
(budget outlays) of the United States.”

Thus it is clear that the bill directs
the Administrator to exhaust all moneys
available in the fund. Yet it is incon-
ceivable under even the most generous
estimates of loan need that the Adminis-
trator could ever possibly lend the huge
sums of money that would be inviolately
locked up in the fund. This is especially
evident when it is remembered that un-
der the insured loan approach at least
10 times as such money can be lent as
the amount of cash available in the fund.
With the fund being fed at the rate of
approximately $27 million cash per
month—the estimated collections for
fiscal year 1973 are $329.5 million—the
Administrator would have a mandate to
loan at least $270 million each month—
or almost $3.3 billion each year, With re-
payments totaling some $2.2 billion dur-
ing the current and next 5 fiscal years,
it seems fantastic to envision a loan pro-
gram of $22 billion.
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The administration contends, and I
certainly agree, that the provision which
purports to grant congressional control
over these huge sums simply is not prac-
tical. Obviously, Congress could not con-
stitutionally set these limits by itself. Of
course, Congress will be in session and a
future Congress is not bound by a prior
one, but the practicality of periodical
statutory changes seems most question-
able.

It has been argued, that the fund need
not retain the principal on outstanding
loans, I would only peint out that the bill
makes the assets of the fund available
only for principal repayments—it does
not require that principal be repaid to
the U.S. Treasury. Thus, the fund could
easily build itself up to the enormous size
I have deseribed.

The bill also continues a 2-percent
loan program on a very liberal basis. The
special 2-percent interest rate is made
mandatory by section 305(a) for classes
of borrowers that are stated in the dis-
junctive—that is, by using the word “or”
rather than the word “and.” According
to USDA, this series of criteria would re-
sult in a mandatory 2-percent loan pro-
gram in excess of $90 million per year
for electric distribution and telephone
borrowers alone. I believe the American
people, most of whom are paying 6, 7, and
8 percent or more, can rightfully ask:
“How long do we need to continue a sub-
sidized 2-percent loan program to bor-
rowers who could jolly well afford to pay
much more?”

In addition, this bill creates still an-
other backdoor spending revolving fund,
has an adverse impact on the budget, and
embraces a whole series of amendments
to the rural telephone bank that move
it further toward becoming a govern-
mental lending institution. All of these
disabilities certainly commend this bill
for either rejection by the House or dis-
approval by the President.

I know the administration proposal
was not acceptable to the Agriculture
Committee. It was in fact rejected 23
to 12, but it seems to me that simple
equity demands that it at least have a
chance to be considered—after all, the
rule on this bill waives points of order
against the committee bill; why then
could not the same be done for the ad-
ministration-backed language?

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I urge the
rejection of this bill.

It is being considered in a parliamen-
tary manner that prevents the consider-
ation of the administration alternative
and it contains so many disabilities that
3 months of debate would be an insuffi-
cient time to try to cure it, much less
the 3 hours of narrow debate permitted
today.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I make the
point of order that a qguorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count.

Sixty-seven Members are present, not
a guorum. The call will be taken by elec-
tronic device.

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

[Roll No. 72]

Harvey
Hastings

Addabbo
Anderson, Ill.

Pettis
Price, Tex.
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Ashley Ralilsback
Badillo
Broyhill, Va.
Carey, N.X.
Carney, Ohlo
Clark
Conable
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Flowers
Foley
Gettys

Héberk
Henderson
Horton
Jones, Okla.
Karth

King
Kluczynski
McCloskey
McEwen
Melcher
Mitchell, Md.
Moorhead, Pa.
Murphy, N.Y.
Glaimo O'Neill
Grover Passman Calif.
Hansen, Wash., Patman Young, Il

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. RosTENKOWSKI, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill HR. 5683, and finding it-
self without a quorum, he had directed
the Members to record their presence by
electronic device, when 381 Members re-
sponded to their names, a quorum, and
he submitted herewith the names of the
absentees to be spread upon the Jour-
nal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
California (Mr. TEAGUE) is recognized.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Yes, I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
WYLIE).

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman indicate what the percentage
of the Nation’s farms is which are now
electrified and subsidized through the
REA?

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I will state to my colleague, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr, WyLIE), that
I do not have those figures. The gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. NELSEN), I am
sure, who is a former REA administra-
tor, is much more qualified on the tech-
nical aspects of this whole matter, and
he is better able to answer questions of
that nature than I am. I will yield time
to the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
NeLseN) after the next Democratic
speaker has been recognized.

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

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I will yield
to the gentleman from New York (M.
WYDLER) .

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Chairman, I am
trying to reconcile what the gentleman
has had to say vith what the Speaker
had to say earlier with respect to the
lending levels under this legislation we
have before us.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Weil, I will
refer the gentleman to section 305 of the
bill, It seems very clear to me that, with
all due respect to and for the Speaker,
he has been given some misinformation
or has drawn the wrong conclusions.

If the gentleman will look at section
305, it seems very clear to me that this
is mandatory spending in the clearest
sense of the word.

Mr, WYDLER, Mr. Chairman, I agree
with the gentleman. As a matter of fact,
the language is such that it amounis
to the fact that the Administrator is
directed to spend the full extent of the
assets available in the fund. That is as
clear as clear could be, that he has ab-

Staggers
Stephens
Symington
Teague, Tex.
Wiggins
‘Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
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solutely no discretion, and the only lim-
itation on that spending is some limita-
tion that the Congress may apply.

So, Mr. Chairman, unless the Con-
gress affirmatively sets some limitation
on this spending, the Administrator
would be forced to spend the full and
entire amount.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, in my opinion the gentleman is
exactly correct, and I thank the gentle-
man for once more pointing out this
major flaw in this proposed legislation.

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further to me®

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I yield to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WYDLER) .

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Chairman, may I
ask the gentleman, what form it would
take for the Congress to limit the
amount of spending? How would the
Congress act to limit the amount of
spending? Would tkere have tu be a bill
passed by the House and Senate and
signed by the President?

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I am sure
it would. Congress could not do it by it-
self. It would have to be a bill either
from the Committee on Agriculture or
the Committee on Appropriations and
be signed by the President. The Consti-
tution would require action by both
branches of the Government.

Mr. WYDLER. The Speaker, as I re-
member his remarks, tried to make it
sound as though it was obvious to all of
us that Congress would never allow the
full amount to be expended because it
was such a ridiculous amount and so
large in nature. I notice when I read the
bill there is no attempt to limit that
amount at all. I wonder, if it is so ob-
vious that we should limit it, why an
attempt to limit the amount available
under this bill was not made in the
legislation before us.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. It is an-
other reason for opposing the bill.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to speak in behalf of H.R. 5683, which I
find to be an eminently fair bill to all
interests, and one of which the distin-
guished members who produced it can
be justly proud. We have in this situa-
tion a conflict between two legitimate
and worthy concerns: On the one hand,
we have the desire to reestablish fiscal
responsibility, to cut Federal spending to
reasonable limits thus damping the fires
of inflation.

But, on the other hand, we have the
equally legitimate claims of rural Amer-
ica, One does not have to be an econ-
omist to realize that delivering elec-
tricity to an area where the population
is more spread out is going to be much
less profitable than delivering it to a
densely populated area. And a spread out
population is precisely what makes an
area rural.

I bring up this point to highlight the
speciousness of the oft-quoted argument
that REA has outlived its usefulness be-
cause 98 percent of farms are electrified
and that 80 percent of REA’s customers
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are nonfarmers. This is not germaine.
The word “farmer” does not even appear
in the act. The act was not intended to
bring electric power just to farmers; but
rather to rural areas.

I have also heard the argument that
the rural electric cooperatives no longer
need the low-cost money, that they are
rich, and fat, and prosperous. In some
cases, this is true. But I also took the
trouble of looking at the financial state-
ments of quite a number of co-ops, and I
can report to this House that there are
co-ops that very much need this pro-
gram. I can understand that, too. When
you are providing electric service in an
area where you have only four customers
per mile of line, there is no question that
you are going to make less money than in
an area where you have 20 customers per
mile, Thus, the program is still needed.

I believe that H.R. 5683 represents an
excellent compromise of this conflict. For
the sake of fiscal responsibility, support-
ers of the program have given up the di-
rect loan program and accepted a pro-
gram of insured and guaranteed loans.
For an estimated 80 percent of the co-ops.
their loan interest rate will be raised to
5 percent from the former 2 percent, and
that is a sacrifice. I believe the targeting
of the 2-percent loans on the about 20
percent of the co-ops that truly can be
classified as needy is a superior example
of fiscal responsibility.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that H.R. 5683
not only is fiscally responsible but also
points the way by example toward overall
fiscal responsibility. If we can achieve
the same kind of compromises, the same
kind of precision targeting, the same kind
of efficiency in getting the most value for
our Federal dollar in the other Federal
programs that we will be considering,
we will achieve the fiscal responsibility
and budgetary leanness that both the
President and, I am sure, this Congress
urgently desire. For these reasons, Mr.
Chairman, I urge the passage of H.R.
5683.

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Chairman, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN.
count.

Eighty Members are present, not a
quorum. The call will be taken by elec-
tronic device.

The Chair will

The call was taken by electronic de- -

vice, and the following Members failed

to respond:

[Roll No. 73]
Harvey
Hastings
Holtzman
Horton
Eemp
King
Kluczynski
Landrum
McEay
Melcher
Michel
Milis, Ark.
Mosher
Moss
O'Neill
Patman
Pike

Alexander
Anderson, Ill.
Archer
Badillo
Barrett
Bolling
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Clark
Conyers
Diggs
Dingell
Erlenborn
Foley
Fountain
Fuqua
Gettys
Giaimo Price, Tex.
Gray Rallsback
Hanna Rees

Hansen, Wash. Reid

Hnrsha Roncsallo, N.Y.

Rooney, N.Y.
Ruth

Schneeheli
Shipley
Sisk

Steiger, Ariz.
Stephens
Bymington
Taleott
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
‘Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
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Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. RosTENKOWSKI, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill H.R. 5683, and finding itself
without a gquorum, he had directed the
Members to record their presence by elec-
fronic device, when 370 Members re-
sponded to their names, a quorum, and
he submitted herewith the names of the
absentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from
Texas is recognized.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Tennes-
see (Myr. JONES) .

Mr. JONES of Tennessee, Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of H.R. 5683 but
I have a question or two I would like to
bring to the attention of the chairman
to see if I may obtain an answer.

On page 10, line 14 of the bill it is pro-
vided:

Loans made under this section shall be
insured by the Administrator when pur-
chased by a lender.

My question is: Who is eligible to be
that lender?

Mr, POAGE. Anybody who will put up
the money and risk the money on those
notes which are to be guaranteed by
the United States, anybody who wants
to ean be that lender.

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. In other
worcs, any private lender would be eligi-
ble?

Mr. POAGE. Yes, It applies to any
lender.

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. I thank the
chairman.

Then on line 20 on page 10, under sec-
tion 306, the bill reads:

The Administrator may provide financial
assistance to borrowers for purposes provided
in the Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as
amended, by guaranteeing loans, in the full
amount thereof, made by the Rural Tele-
phone Bank, National Rural Utllities Co-
operat.ive Finance Corpora.tion, and any other
legally organized lending agency. ...

My question is: Does this mean that
local commercial banks would be eligible
to make such guaranteed loans?

Mr. POAGE. Yes, it certainly does.

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Or banks for
cooperatives, or insurance companies?

Mr. POAGE. Yes, I see no reason in
the world why those are not also eligible.

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. My last ques-
tion, Mr. Chairman, is: Are such lenders
eligible to benefit from the accommoda-
tion or subordination of the mortgage
that is mentioned?

Mr., POAGE. Yes, I think the answer
is yes there, too.

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. I thank the
chairman.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may consume
to the gentleman from Minnesota (M.
NELSEN) .

Mr. NELSEN. I thank the chairman.

First, may I pay my respects to my
colleague, the genileman from Texas
(Mr. Poace). During the days when I
was the administrator of the program,
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I well remember going down to his big
State and dedicating a powerplant. Have
the Members any notion what they
named it? The Bob Poage plant.

It is doing a good job down there, serv-
ing the farms in Texas. I was proud to
have had that opportunity.

Now, dealing with the REA program,
I have been in it a long time. I was vice
president of the system that serves my
farm, and I still live on the farm. I was
author of the tax bill in Minnesota, one
of the best in the Nation. I was the ad-
ministrator of the program for 3 years,
and when I came to Washington it was
assumed that a Republican would wreck
a program, of course.

But, I inherited the east Kentucky
mess, which we worked out; the Georgia
power contract, which we worked out;
it was in the court for years. Then the
Sandy Hook in South Carolina, and we
started moving in the direction of part-
nerships in power. The result of it was
that the policies of reducing the power
cost got people working together and the
costs were reduced. The power costs were
reduced. The program worked.

I want to tell the Members of the
House that on every one of those policy
decisions that had to be initiated and
on some of those things that I did, I had
to fight a lobby which was supposed to
be fighting for REA.

I remember east Kentucky, what a
time I had to finally get that thing
worked out, but we got the job done.

I only cite this to let the Members
know that I have been with this pro-
gram; I have lived with it; I adminis-
tered the program and I know its prob-
lems. I want to say that I know how dear
it is to rural America and what a great
program it is.

Imagine going out of the house in
the morning and going down to the barn
and turning a switch, and there the
lights go on; starting a milking machine,
which is done by electricity.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. W¥LIE).

Mr. WYLIE. Does the gentleman know
what percentage of the Nation’s farms
are now electrified?

Mr. NELSEN. It is well around 98 per-
cent of the Nation’s farms.

Mr., WYLIE. If the gentleman will
vield for a further question, as I under-
stand it, in 1971 REA customers paid
approximately $1.75 per kilowatt hour,
whereas the rest of the Nation’s resi-
dential customers had to pay $2.19 per
kilowatt hour for electricity.

Now, since 98 percent of our farms are
already electrified, how can we justify
the continuation of this expensive pro-
gram in its present form?

Mr. NELSEN. The odds are that the
maintenance of the program, looking to
the future, will probably cost more than
the original construction, because we
have to go from single phase to three
phase; we have to go from 1% kilowatt
transformers to 5 kilowatts. The cost of
rebuilding is always a problem.

Mr. WYLIE. Will the gentleman yield
further for another question?

Mr. NELSEN, I yield.
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Mr. WYLIE. Does the gentleman think
it is appropriate that we should con-
tinue the present program until such
time as we get the other 2 percent of
the Nation’s farms electrified? Is that
what the gentleman is saying?

Mr. NELSEN. I think the program will
continue indefinitely because, really, the
purpose of this bank is to get off the
2 percent onto a financing plan of their
own, giving it the security. This I think
the program mneeds to serve rural
America.

I would hate to see any other approach
ever made. It should endure for the
future.

Myr. WYLIE. I thank the gentleman,
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for one more question?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield.

Mr. WYLIE. The continuation of the
rural electrification and telephone proj-
ects, as I understand it, would be mainly
to service developing suburban areas
rather than farm communities.

Mr. NELSEN. That is not exactly an
accurate statement. The REA Act does
not provide that they just have to serve
farms, but provides for serving rural
areas. Many times there is development
in rural areas, which have no other access
to power. Actually, we used to invite the
possibility of sweetening up the leoad a
little bit, so that the whole system would
be financially stable.

Mr. WYLIE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr, NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I should
like to call attention to a speech which
was made by a gentleman here in the
last session of Congress, when the gentle-
man from Arkansas (Mr. Miirs) the
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means, stood over by his chair and
addressed the House of Representatives.

The gentleman from Arkansas Mr.
Wireuvr Mriris, said that we needed a
ceiling on spending. He said:

We in the Congress have not shown re-
straint. We have not exercised our responsi-
bilitles. We have got to have a ceiling and
give the President some authority because
we have not exercised ours.

When we look at the wobbly situation
of our dollar and see the devastating in-
flationary trend, to a great degree be-
cause of congressional, shall we say defi-
cit spending—that is a contributing fac-
tor—I can well understand why the ad-
ministration sought to look for ways and
means whereby the pressure on the
budget would be reduced.

I heard the rumor that a change was
going to be made. I called even before
it was announced, suggesting guaranteed
loans, insured loans, hoping it would be
in the REA Administration, as the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr., Poace), and I
wanted it to be. But instead it was put
under the Rural Development Act, which
in my judgment has presented many,
many problems because of the policies
and because of the reguirements of the
act itself.

So when I came back to Washington
I made some inquiries in high places,
hoping that we could keep this program
in REA. I believe I succeeded in con-
vineing certain people of the merits of
that.

The next step would be how to work
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it out with the Rural Development Fund.
Already the Rural Development Furnd
had authority for guaranteed loans and
insured loans. Therefore, it was used as
a facility to get away from a 2-percent
rate up to a sensible rate, and 5 percent
is even conservative.

So the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Poace) and I did a little searching
around. We went down to see the Secre-
tary of Agriculture at 7:30 in the morn-
ing one day, and we learned that there
were certain things the administration
wanted, for good reason. One was that
impounded funds should stay frozen, not
because the dollar amounts were great
but because if one starts sliding on one
front one may slide on the next and the
next and the next.

The next thing offered was to place in-
terest and principal payments into this
fund. The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Poace) looked at me and he said, “That
is a better deal than we had even antici~
pated would happen,” because this was a
good deal.

But then, in the use of the Rural De-~
velopment Fund, I had my apprehension
about it, because I did not want our dol-
lars coming there and going out to build
sewers somewhere. I said, “Will you give
us a separate account in the Rural De-
velopment Fund?”

The administration agreed that they
would do that.

Mr. Chairman, the next point of dif-
ference was a generation policy, where
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. Poace)
did not want to say that generations
should be treated differently than any
other loan, and I sort of abide by his
point of view.

And so we have been pursuing this, and
my amendment will provide that it will
be treated just like any other loan.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment will set
up a provision in it with a separate fund
in the rural development fund. My
amendment will not have in it manda-
tory spending of any kind.

Now, Mr. Chairman, when I say, “man-
datory spending,” I want to refer to the
fact, as I did earlier, that I am glad we
have a Budget Bureau. I do not like some
of the arbitrary things that sometimes
happen. Over in my own committee, the
Commerce Commiitee, I find time after
time that mandatory spending creeps in.

The Congress of the United States set
up a Budget Bureau because they knew
that they needed some kind of an over-
view as far as the total expenditures of
Government are concerned. I think we
need to have that kind of an overview,
especially in view of the fact that our
fiseal policy is in some jeopardy in the
United States.

Mr. Chairman, getting to the amend-
ment that I will offer, the amendment
that I will offer will keep it in REA: it
will not have a mandatory provision. But
I think the Congress of the United States
ought to set a ceiling, because this pro-
gram will build and build and build, with
billions of dollars in it, and it could go
wild unless we have a little overview of
it. I think we need it, and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. PoAGe) agrees and so
stated in the Committee on Rules.

Mr. Chairman, I think the Rural De-
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velopment Fund could very well be a
blessing instead of a hampering of the
program, with the proper safeguards that
are in it.

I want to refer back over a few years
to a great battle that went on, on this
floor, one of the first ones I was ever in,
where suddenly we had what was known
as the Humphrey-Price bill, taking REA
out of Agriculture. It had to be taken out
because the Trojan Horse was now in
the barn. Well, Mr. Chairman, I won that
battle that time, but now it seems strange
that there are now those who do not even
want to use a fund outside of Agriculture
for that same program.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say that the
program that the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. Poace) and I could agree on, I am
sure, would be an acceptable one, and I
shall offer the amendment.

I hope it will not be ruled out of order.

Mr. Chairman, I realize the rule does
not provide for it, but I want to say this:
that we are so close at this time, the
genfleman from Texas (Mr. Poace) and
I, that it would be a shame fo have a
program like this fall because of the lack
of a signature that we need to make it go.

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

Mr. NELSEN. I will be happy to yield
to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
WYLIE).

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I think
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. NEL-
sEN) is making a very noteworthy and
a very impressive statement, and I do
appreciate it.

I think we need fo have mandatory
limits on spending on many otherwise
worthwhile programs, but does not this
bill do the opposite and require that as
to REA loans the Rural Electrification
Administration loan all of its moneys
and would not this bill force REA to loan
more money than maybe actually need-
ed, in view of the fact that 98 percent
of the Nation's farms are already elec-
trified?

Now, as I understand the situation, the
gentleman’s amendment would correct
that?

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment that I will offer—and I am
sure this is the intention of the gentle-
man from Texas, Mr. Poace—+to provide
that the Congress of the United States
would have an overview as to the total
dollars, and I believe it is the intention
of the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Poace) that the loans be made if a cri-
teria of eligibility is in evidence, that a
cooperative would get the loan under
those circumstances.

As far as I am concerned, my amend-
ment will not have a mandatory pro-
vision in it, because I believe the Budget
Bureau should have the chance to re-
view all programs in Government, hav-
ing in mind that the total budget should
be looked at as sort of one big package.

Now, I do not know if I gave the gen-
tleman an answer to his question or not.

Mr. WYLIE. I do not think so. Could
this bill in its present form force the
REA to loan more money than is ac-
tually needed to accomplish the legiti-
mate REA purposes to wit; rural elee-
trification?
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Mr. NELSEN. I would not like to an-
swer that question in a positive way, be-
cause I think I know what the intention
of the author is. Maybe the language
could be so constructed, but I would ques-
tion if Mr. PoaceE intends it to be the
result of the language in the bill that
there be a forced loaning of money in
Ehe pool because of the language in the

ill.

Mr. POAGE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. Yes.

Mr. POAGE., The bill clearly provides
that the Secretary of Agriculture shall
make available to qualified prospective
borrowers for legal purposes—and all of
that is in the general law and we have
not changed any of it—such money as
may be from time to time provided by
the Congress, just as it does with the
Farmers Home Administration and as
we have been doing for years.

The Committee on Appropriations sets
a limit on the amount of loans that can
be made so that we can set a continued
limit on the amount of loans that can
be made here, but within that limit we
are saying that you shall make available
these loans to everybody who is a qual-
ified borrower for the purposes set out
in the law. If we made available $300
million and there were $300 million of
qualified applications, then he would
have to make those loans. But if there
were not but $100 million of qualified
applications, he would not make but $100
million of loans.

The reason for that is we had a law
for a long time that said the Secretary
of Agriculture was authorized to make
loans. When we asked the Secretary of
Agriculture just 3 weeks ago under what
authority he abandoned the REA pro-
gram, he said that the law authorizes
me to make these loans but it does not
require me to make them, and I do not
have to make them.

Now, if we are going to be faced with
that in a few weeks, then we have to
says, “Mr. Secretary, we know it would
be better if you had more discretion,
but you do not want it.” We have of-
fered it.

Mr. NELSEN, you will verify, I am sure,
that we suggested to the administra-
tion’s representatives that they take a
proposition in which we fixed the low-
er and upper limits and authorized them
to make loans within those limits, but
they did not want to take that.

So we have to say right within the lim-
its fixed by the Congress you will con-
tinue to have these loans available and
make them to all of those who are
qualified.

Mr. WYLIE. Will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. NELSEN. Yes. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. WYLIE. I thank the distinguished
chairman for his answers. He refers to
the word “authorize” several times, but
the language in the bill says that the
Administrator is authorized and di-
rected—that is conjunctive and not dis-
junctive language—to make insured
loans under this title and at the interest

rate hereinafter provided to the full ex-
tent of the assets available in the fund.
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Mr. POAGE. Will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. NELSEN. Briefly.

Mr. POAGE. Yes. But he can make it
only for the purposes authorized by law,
so if we have to change any of the basic
law in that respect, he can only make
them to those cooperafives or corpora-
tions that meet the requirements of the
present law as far as it goes.

Mr. WYLIE. If the gentleman will yield
further, that is the point I want to make.
The Administrator is authorized and di-
rected to make loans for a specific
purpose, and that specific purpose is for
rural electricity. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. NELSEN. I would say the langauge
in my amendment is much better and it
is very plain, I sent a letter to Boe some-
time back, and I will present it for the
Recorp when we get back in the House.
Here is a paragraph I want to read:

My concern is to get the bill, to get it
passed, to get It signed. So I recommend that
we in our language of the bill (1) keep the
Rural Electric Administration in charge,
(2) impounded funds not to be touched,
(3) interest payments and principal go to
the fund, (4) the RDIF would be used as
depository with separate accounts set up for
REA, and (5) generation criteria would pro-
vide limitation on availability of 29 loan
with discretionary authority in the hands of
the Secretary to make a determination, but
where economic circumstances permit, the
range of loans would be from 5% to the
interest rates on guaranteed loans,

This is my program, this is a good one,
and one that can become law, and my
concern in this whole deal has been this:
That I want to exercise every effort to be
sure that we get a bill that will become
law, and not do anything that would
sacrifice any of the things that the REA
program needs. And this has been a
criteria of mine all the while that I ad-
ministered the program and try to work
it out on a standard, long-range basis.
I have differed with the administration
on practices and policies, and my amend-
ments will coincide with what Boe has
suggested. The criteria in the adminis-
tration bill is to cover the 2-percent
criteria. My amendment will later be fur-
ther amended, if we have the chance,
to serve about 80 or 90 borrowers, which
is the figure Bor gave me earlier, 80 or
90 of them are in desperate financial
condition, and they then would get a 2-
percent loan, and the rest would get it
at 5 percent or the cost of the money.

I am sorry that we do not have more
time to sit down together in a room by
ourselves and continue to work on this,
because we are so close together that it
would be too bad if there is a factor in
our Ilegislation here—and mandatory
spending is one of them—because I can-
not see how any President, any admin-
istrator, or any government can operate
without a total overall overview of our
Bureau of the Budget, which the Con-
gress has set up. I do not think this pro-
gram is any different than others. I think
we have to admit that we have drawn on
the 2-percent loan much too long, we are
dealing with $6 billion in loans issued on
the electric side, and dealing with a
nearly billion dollars on the telephone
program that has drawn only 2-percent
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interest, and costing the Government
maybe 7 or 8 percent.

Mr. Chairman, the letter I referred to
is as follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washingtion, D.C,, March 27, 1973.

Dzan CoLLEAGUE: I am writing to urge your
support of amendments which will be of-
fered on the Floor to H.R. 5683, a bill to
amend the Rural Electrification Act of 1936.

My letter is prompted because of a long
background in the rural electrification and
telephone field—first, as an officer in the
system that served my farm, and, also, as a
former Administrator of the Rural Electri-
fication Administration (REA) under Pres-
ident Eisenhower.

For years I have contended that a modern
and effective financing plan should be es-
tablished for REA borrowers. When I was
Administrator of the REA, we spent a good
deal of time trying to design such a plan.
More recently, Bob Poage, Chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture, and I have held
numerous conferences in an effort to develop
a sound, long-range plan. Bob, too, has long
been assoclated with the development of the
REA program in the United States.

Last week the House Agriculture Com-
mittee approved H.R. 5683, and it will come
to the Floor soon. It needs further revision
in my judgment, in order to insure that it
will be signed into law by the President.

It i5s my hope that the necessary amend-
ments will be adopted during the course of
Floor debate on the bill, Attached is a copy
of a letter I sent to Mr. Poage citing my
recommendations.

In conclusion, I strongly urge your sup-
port of amendments to make this bill one
that is possible of final enactment. I plead
that we all search for answers and not issues
by adopting the changes that would result
in & much needed law for the benefit of
the entire nation.

Kindest regards.

Sincerely yours,
AwcHer NELSEN,
Member of Congress.
Attachment.

CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

Hovuse oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., March 19, 1873.

Hon. W. R. POAGE,

Chairman, Commititee on Agriculture, U.S.
House of Representatives, Rayburn
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DeaR Bos: In our meeting this morning, I
agreed to set forth my views and concerns
dealing with a hopeful conclusion for the
REA program.

I believe that we both agreed that the orig-
inal bill which we introduced was a vehicle
(without doubt some flaws in it), and neither
of us assumed that it was perfect in every
detail. We did agree that the important ob-
jective was a facility for financing of the REA
program and also a recognition that the pres-
ent 2% rate no longer was an acceptable level
as provided in the Act we presently operate
under, True to our expectations, our vehicle
was not totally acceptable, which was under-
standable. You will recall that I arranged a
meeting with Secretary Butz hoping that we
could resolve our differences. The Secretary
indicated that the present Administration of
the Rural Electric Program would continue to
be in charge of this impeortant function. Sec-
retary Butz also indicated that the impound-
ed funds presently frozen should not be
touched, but instead we would be given the
interest payments and principal which would
gzo to a revolving fund for reloaning. It was
agreed that this was a very good trade, per-
haps more than we expected.

We were next advised that the Administra-
tion wished to make use of the so-called
Rural Development Insurance Fund, making
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it the depository for REA principal and in-
terest payments coming in. We then asked
that a separate account be set up which
would totally protect the REA program. It
was agreed that this could be and would be
arranged.

The next item of concern to the Admin-
istration was generation policy, and the Of-
fice of Manapement and Budget expressed
the wish that all generation loans be set
at “market rates.” We agreed that such an
inflexible position could in some cases work
a hardship, and I feel that the criteria that
you have proposed would give opportunity
of some discretion, taking into account eco-
nomic pressures, fuel costs, ete. I believe that
we might follow the pattern of the distribu-
tlon loans, which provides for discretionary
authority at the 2% level, a minimum in
other categories at 5%, or not more than the
interest rates on guaranteed loans. This is
the pattern of the distribution cooperatives
and, likewise, it could apply to generation
loans. Such criteria would give the Admin-
istrator of the program proper needed an-
thority to meet the terms of the REA Act.

Unfortunately, these provisions which I
felt were reasonable and acceptable are not
contained in HR. 5683, and this seriously
jeopardizes its chances of being enacted into
law.

My concern is to get a bill, to get it passed,
and get it signed. So I would recommend
that we in our language of the bill (1) keep
the Rural Electric Administration in ¢harge,
(2) impounded funds not to be touched, (3)
interest payments and principal to go to
the fund, (4) the RDIF would be used as
depository with separate accounts set up for
REA, and (6) generation criteria would
provide limitation on availability of 279 loan
with discretionary authority in the hands of
the Secretary to make a determination, but
where economic circumstances permit, the
range of loans would be from 5% to the in-
terest rates on guaranteed loans.

The new Denholm Bill (H.R. 5683) has in
it mandatory provisions concerning loans
which, as a former Administrator, I would
find very difficult to deal with. Many times
some discretion is necessary, and no criteria
could fit all circumstances. There needs to
be some modification dealing with that
situation.

This great program has been one of the
blessings of rural America, and the great
success of it makes it deserving of the pro-
tection that legislation of this kind would
give. I am desirous of putting together lan-
guage in a bill that would make it accept-
able to the Administration. I would hate to
see a sltuation develop where we wind up
with no bill at all, and we are back in the
Rural Development Program as presently in
operation by order of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget.

With best wishes.

Sincerely yours,
AncHER NELSEN,
Member of Congress.

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

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr, Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. Certainly,
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the tremen-
dous effort the gentleman in the well
has put forth, along with that of the
Chairman of our Committee, in trying
to reach some very constructive com-
promise, and we have come a long ways
from the first Denholm bill that we
started hearings on in the Committee on
Agriculture that relates to REA. But I
certainly hope that the House will have
a chance to consider the substitute that
will be offered by the gentleman from
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Minnesota (Mr. NELseN) because I think
it removes some of the objectionable fac-
tors that are still in the bill that T cer-
tainly think will keep this legislation
from becoming law if there is no change,

We have a very difficult road ahead.
So I certainly hope the House will have
a chance to consider the amendment to
be offered by the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. Nersex). I certainly intend
to support the gentleman's substitute,
and strongly hope very much that we
will have a chanee to at least vote on it.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that a guorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN.
count.

One hundred seventeen Members are
present, a quorum.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, we have
no further requests for time.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. MAYNE),

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, as a long-
time supporter of the rural electrifica-
tion program, I was, of course, deeply
concerned at the very sudden action of
the Department of Agriculture on De-
cember 29 when they very abruptly and
without any advance warning termi-
nated the program of direct loans. I was
almost immediately in close touch with
a number of the rural electric coopera-
tives in my State. These are organiza-
tions which, at least as far as Iowa is
concerned, have certainly made an out-
standing recoré in bringing electrifica-
tion and telephone service to rural
America.

REC officers and directors in our part
of the country are not only very efficient
administrators of their cooperatives, but
they have also proved themselves as to
be responsible, leading citizens in the
community and State affairs. When I
talked with these rural electric and rural
telephone leaders shortly after the De-
cember 25 cutoff, they were in a state
of great consternation.

They had had the rug pulled out from
under them after successfully adminis-
tering a long established program which
had certainly proved its merit. Some of
them were relying on loan authority
which they had every reason to believe
would be granted immediately after the
first of the year. They had gone ahead
and made commitments for construc-
tion, and now suddenly the program un-
der which their loans were to be granted
was terminated. This without question
created cases of genuine hardship in my
own congressional district. In discus-
sions with my REC friends we tried to
find a practical solution to the dilemma
in which they found themselves. It soon
became evident that they were not so
concerned about the interest rates that
would be charged. They were much more
interested in making sure that there
would be adequate loan funds available,
and they were perfectly willing to pay
reasonable interest rates for them.

They themselves volunteered to me
the proposition that they did not expect
a continuation of 2 percent money for
their own cooperatives; they readily
conceded that that was no longer neces-
sary for most cooperatives, although

The Chair will




April 4, 1973

there were some real hardship cases and
some with a very low demsity of sub-
seribers that would justify it. But what
they all wanted was to have really ade-
guate loan capital available fo them on
a long term, reliasble and dependable
basis.

So when I came back te Washington
in January, that was what I tried to work
to accomplish. Unfortunately, when
Congress first convened, there was an
attitude of extreme confrontation de-
veloping on this. The first bill introduced
to meet the situation was one that would
have directed complete restoration of
the old program with 2-percent money on
loans across the board, and this was
initially considered at the hearings held
by the Committee on Agriculture on the
subject.

The administration’s response to that
bill as expressed in the testimony of Un-
der Secretary Phil Campbell on Feb-
ruary 27, was & flat “no,” and he did not
come back with any other proposal or
compromise suggestion at that time.
However, he did express a willingness to
work with the committee in cariving at
some compromise and to consider any
proposal made by the committee. There-
after it was my privileze to work with
the gentleman from Minnesota (M.
NersEn) and others who were really
trying to find some ways of getting

‘money to our cooperatives prompily,
some way to evolve a workable program,
rather than a campaign issue. We were
able to persuade the administration to
move from its original position of mere
opposition and to make very substantial

changes in that position in a good faith
effort to arrive at a compromise ascept-
able to the REC.

The administration did in fact offer
and suggest a new source of lean funds
which would provide a very generous,
even dramatic increase in the amount of
loan money to be awvailable. This was
entirely an administration initiative al-
though it has now been incorporated in
the committee bill, H.R. 5683. It was the
administration that first came forward
with the idea that all outstanding REA
obligations, interest and principal, would
be made available for electronic and
telephone cooperative loans.

How much money is that? Why every
month there is $27 million in cash which
becomes due and will be paid in for that
purpose, or paid into that, $329 million
every year, There is a total of $6.7 billion
that is now outstanding that will be
payable in cash and available for these
loans in the next 35 years. That is far
more than has ever been awvailable for
loans in the past. And remember, that is
the cash figure. In on insured and guar-
anteed loan program such as the admin-
istration proposed and is now in the com-
mittee bill, the loan factor is conserva-
tively figured at 10 to 1, so that the
amount of loans available which could be
obtained in 1 month on the basis of $27
million, would be $270 million, which is
far in excess of any need for loans ever
experi=liced or projected?

I will not take time to recite all the
other provisions of the administration
proposal which was introduced by our
distinguished colleague, the pgentleman
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from Minnesota (Mr. Neusen), as HR.
5536. I offered it in the committee with
seme modifications desired by the REA
because I thought it would substantially
meet their credit meeds on reasonable
terms. It also had the great virtue that
it would have been prompily signed by
the President, and could very speedily
have become law. We had assurances in
negotiations with the administration, in
which the distinguished chairman played
a prominent part, that within 30 days of
the enactment of the administration
alternative H.R. 5536, this loan money
would be available and in the hands of
our co-ops. To my way of thinking it is
unfortunate that the committee rejected
my amendment, HR. 5536, which would
indeed have substantially met the needs
of our rural electric cooperatives.

A mumber of us continued to try very
hard to effect a compromise which wounld
have both legistative and Executive sup-
port. It seemed that the gap was very
narrow &t one time but the negotiations
never quite succeeded.

1 wish the Rules Committee had made
it possible for the House to work its will
on the administration substitute, HR.
5536, today because I feel it would really
have been in the interest of our co-ops to
hawve the immmediate reseurces of that bill
which we would assuredly be signed by
the President. If the administration er
Nelsen substitute cannot be adopted
today, then all that we will have before
us will be the committee bill, HR 5883.

It is apparently extremely objection-
able to the administration because of its
provision in section 305a for so-called
mandatory spending or mandatory lend-
ing, which have already been discussed
rather thoroughly by both sides. “This
seems to be the principal cbstacle to Ex-
ecutive approval. I still think it would be
in the interest of our co-ops for us fo
make a further effort to get this objec-
tionable provision modified in some way
as to meet the administration’s objections
and get urgently needed loan money on
the way without further delay. But if this
cannot be accomplished, and the Nelsen
substitute does mot prevail, then we will
have only one choice. If those of us who
are supporters of rural electric and tele-
phone co-pps are to accomplish anything
for them in the way of legislation at this
session, then the only way we can voie
our support of REA is to vobte for this
bill on H.R. 5683 on final passage. It is
the only thing which will be available to
us. It may not be what some would have
preferred as best serving the long time in-
terest of our co-ops, but on final passage
it seems to me the friends of rural elec-
tric and telephone cooperatives will be
confronted with a clear choice. We should
on final passage vote aye, and I &s one
Member of this House certainly urge my
colleagues to join me in doing se.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. Goopring).

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, the
bill we are considering would tie the
hands of the REA Administrator so as to
compel him to make loans, for which
there was no need because it mandates,
with emphasis on the mandate, that he
shall make loans to the full extent of

10929

the available funds. Gone would he the
wide discretion Congress from the wvery
beginning has entrusted to REA admin-
istrators to conduct these complex and
important REA programs.

“This denial of discretion to meel
changing needs in the adminisiration of
the programs becomes even more senious
when it is combined, as it is in H.R. 5883,
with the availability of enormous sums
of money which are poured into the new
revolving fund by the bill. Originally, I
will admit I favored this provision until
I Tearned the impact of this procedure.
Here is another glaring example of back
door spending which I traditionally op-
pose.

All of the oulstanding assets of the
REA programs, over $6.7 billion, become
part of the fund. The fund pets another
windfall in the form of billions of dol-
lars of interest due on old REA borrow-
ings from the Treasury because the bill
excuses such interest payment. Besides
there is mo safety wvalve for the fumd
when the excessive size of the fund be-
comes so apparent even the blindest
REA supporters have Yo see it. "The fund
pays the Treasury the principal of these
past REA borrowings only when due—
and there are long-term 40-year notes.
the new loans do mot help reduce the ex-
cessive size of the fund because they are
sold to the public and the proceeds go
back into the fund. Defaults woud not
reduce the fund unless REA, driven by
the mandate to use up the =available
funds, starts making bad loans and
abandons the sound operation which has
given it an almost perfect record of no
defaunlted loans out of the $10 billion
loans already made. All agree this is a
very vommendable record.

Another thing the pressure of this huge
fund might induce an REA administrator
to do would be to make vast numbers of
2 percent loans under the unlimited dis-
crefion the bill, in strange contrast to
its mandatory lending provisions gives
him Yo fix 2 percent as the interest note
for loans. These discretionary 2-percent
loans would be in addition to the anto-
matic 2-percent loans provided in the bill.
Even the drain on the fund from this
low-interest rate, which would cost the
Treasury 5 percent on every dollar o
loaned, would not keep the fund from
growing enormously, particularly since
the bill provides for making up such
losses by appropriations to the already
swollen fund.

The bill attempts to avoid the severe
budeet impact of its provisions by the
seemingly magic and fictitious formula
of declaring that expenditures shall not
be considered as expenditures. This is
foolish. The magic formula is not re-
served by this bill for expenditures in
connection with insured loans sold to the
public which are quickly replaced by pri-
vate sector funds from the purchasers of
the loans. Tt is even used for the Rural
Telephone Bank expenditures of loans
which are not insured or sold to the
public, but are financed directly and
solely by the Treasury. That whole part
of the bill that relates to the Rural “Tele-
phone Bank makes basic changes, in-
cluding the bank interest rate provisions,
in a Taw which has been in operation
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only a very short time and there is no
evidence of any need for these changes
at this time.

Two basic changes that should be
pointed out are these:

At present a Rural Telephone Bank
can borrow up to eight times its assets.
Under this bill that ratio will be increased
to 20 to 1.

At present, debentures carry no Gov-
ernment guarantees. Under this bill all
debentures will be guaranteed by the
Government.

These drastic provisions represent
overkill in its darkest form. Acceptable
alternatives to H.R. 5683 would utilize a
fund already in existence, the rural de-
velopment insurance fund, without cre-
ating this enormous new fund. The REA
collections which would go into this exist-
ing fund would more than generously
cover REA program needs if, as proposed
by such alternative, they were handled
on an insured and guaranteed loan basis.
Such acceptable alternative would relieve
the budget impact of the REA programs
by bringing in private sector funds in
amounts to fully match these REA pro-
gram needs. The administration’s an-
nounced $200 million increase in the fis-
cal 1973 programs through the conversion
to an insured and guaranteed loan pro-
gram, shows what can be done through
sale of insured loans without pouring
unneeded billions into a new revolving
fund as this bill proposes.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute, and I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. ICHORD)
for a question.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, I will
state to the gentleman from Texac that I
have always been a strong champion of
the REA program as is the gentleman
from Texas. I believe it is one of those
Federal programs truly touched with
greatness.

I suppose it is impossible to dicuss this
legislation without getting into the im-
poundment issue, without discussing ex-
penditures and revenues.

I will state very frankly to the gentle-
man from Texas that I strongly believe
in this matter of balancing the budget,
bringing expenditures in line with rev-
enues—not only the President of the
United States has dirty hands, the Con-
gress has dirty hands. I feel very strongly
we should set some kind of expenditure
limitation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time yielded by
the gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 1 additional minute, and I yield
further to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. ICHORD. I believe my votes pre-
viously have proved that to be my belief.

But here the issue simply is, “Who is
going to control the REA program?” as I
see it. Is Congress going to control it,
or is OMB going to control it? Is that
not essentially the issue we are facing
today?

Mr. POAGE. That is the issue. This
bill provides that the Congress shall con-
trol the program. We are told there will
be amendments offered which will sug-
gest that the OMB, or the Administrator,
or the President, or whoever it is—the
gentleman does not know, and I do not
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know—some impersonal representative
will control it.

A Member can take his choice between
a bill that leaves discretion to the Con-
gress and one that leaves it to these un-
known administrators.

Mr. ICHORD. There is no disagree-
ment over the 2-percent loan program
or the 5-percent loan program, is there?

Mr. POAGE. No. The bhills are the
same.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, two
myths stalk the very existence of rural
electric cooperatives in this country.
Myth No. 1—that rural electric coopera-
tives are getting an undeserved bargain
with the established 2-percent Govern-
ment loan, Myth No. 2—that rural elec-
tric cooperatives are hedging in on pri-
vate utility business.

Before we can look at this bill objec-
tively and before we can decide what is
best for the continued good electric serv-
ice of this Nation, urban and rural alike,
I think we must take a closer look at
these two myths.

Myth No. 1—the 2-percent Govern-
ment loan. It is my understanding only
88 of the 930 distribution cooperatives in
this country would have received all 2
percent money before the program was
stopped in December. That is to say, less
than 10 percent of our rural electric co-
operatives were receiving all 2 percent
money at that time. Under the pending
bill, 178 cooperatives would be eligible
for 2 percent loans—and that number
could be reduced if the administration
would give the committee full informa-
tion.

The cooperatives have already begun
to move out on their own, to get market
money through their own organization,
the Cooperative Finance Corporation,
At this time of the remaining coopera-
tives which do not receive all 2 percent
money about half are getting 30 percent
of their loan funds from the open mar-
ket, from the CFC.

Obviously the cooperatives already are
moving toward pulling their own weight.

I think the Congress ought to encour-
age this trend toward establishing other
financing for the cooperatives—but I
suggest to this body that the brash, cata-
cylsmiec, and illegal discarding of the
REA law which has been the practice of
the present administration is not the way
to go about encouraging the trend to-
ward self-reliance in cooperatives.

If the administration really wants to
help the REA program, I believe it must
endorse meaningful amounts of seed
money for the CFC. There must also be
sufficient loan moneys and competitive
rates to allow systems to operate with
fiexibility and not under the strain of
day-to-day financing or the threat that
support will be cut off aguin with the
stroke of a pen.

And—I have yet to hear of a case where
a private utility has lost appreciable busi-
ness because of a cooperative. I think
they work together well.

Let us look at the facts. Nationwide,
cooperatives average only 3.7 consumers
per mile—investor-owned utilities aver-
age 35.5 consumers per mile. Nationwide,
cooperatives average $696 in revenue per
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mile—investor-owned utilities average
almost $10,500.

So, in spite of discussions centering on
whether the rural electric cooperatives
serves farm or urban areas, it is obvious
that they and the private urban utility
still exist in different worlds—serving
different needs.

The Rural Electrification Administra-
tion has been one of the most successful
Government programs ever devised.
When this Congress created it 37 years
ago, just over 10 percent of our rural
areas had electricity. Now that figure is
almost 100 percent,

Our cooperatives have, almost to a
man, been good investments and wise,
frugal, and honest businesses.

But even so, we would not be right in
continuing the REA program if the “job
was done.”

The message that is clear, however,
is that the job is not done.

Rural electric cooperatives must con-
tinue to serve areas that would not be
profitable for private utilities to enter.
A single cooperative in my district ex-
pects to add 7,900 new customers this
yvear and next—and those additions will
not be anywhere near the 35.5 consumer
per mile prospects that face private
utilities.

A dramatic cutoff of the REA program
such as the administration wants—where
cooperatives are forced into the open
market too soon, where even a coopera-
tive which would qualify for a Govern-
ment loan can have that loan revoked at
any time—can only have one of two re-
sults. It can cause prohibitive rate in-
creases for rural electric consumers, or
it can cause a shutdown of rural electric
operations.

Moreover, the uncertainty of the fi-
nancing in an on-going operation like
electricity could only work to hinder
good management.

I find far more practical and realistic
the reasoned and strong approach of-
fered to us in the bill we are now con-
sidering,

This bill recognizes the varying needs
of different cooperatives and provides
adequately for them. It encourages the
finding of outside funds without impos-
ing unrealistic conditions on the coopera-
tives. And it provides for funding that
is stable.

More than that we cannot ask. More
than that this administration should not
ask.

Mr. YOUNG of South Carolina, Mr.
Chairman, inasmuch as H.R. 5683 pro-
vides for lending to electric cooperatives
under the Rural Electrification Act by
private institutions, it is my desire to note
for the Recorp of this Congress prior to
the passage of this bill that the banks for
cooperatives under the farm eredit sys-
tem as provided for in Public Law 92-
181 of the 92d Congress are private
lending institutions in the same context
as contemplated in this proposed bill.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
briefly at this time to commend my col-
leagues on the Committee on Agricul-
ture for their exhaustive efforts to pro-
duce sound and responsible legislation
for the continuance and improvement of
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the Rural Elecfrification Administration
program,

I want to express my appreciation as
well to the administration for its role
in providing many worthwhile sugges-
tions fo the committee as we labored
to draft a good bill for consideration
by the full House foday.

1 think we have proposed a general-
Iy good bill, but I believe further refine-
ment is necessary here today to assure
that the President will sign this leg-
islation and that the REA program will
continue to provide the service to rural
areas it has provided so well over the
last 35 years

There has already been a good deal
of constructive compromise achieved
prior to our reporting this bill, and I
am convinced that if this same spirit
of compromise prevails today, we can
enact a really good piece of legislation
that will serve the needs of our rural
citizens and pass the test of fiscal re-
sponsibility as well.

My distinguished colleague from Min-
nesota (Mr. NeLsew) who served so ad-
mirably and effectively as REA Admin-
istrator from 1953 to 1956, has offered
a compromise measure that would allow
us to meet both those goals,

His compromise would use the Rural
Development Insurance Fund to make
REA loans, but would retain the integrity
of the REA account within the fund.

Insured electric loans would be issued
at a 5-percent rate, and telephone loans
would range between 5 percent and mar-
ket rate, depending upon ability to pay.

Generation and transmission loans
would generally be ai market rates.

Two percent loans could be made for
borrowers where the density would be
three customers per mile of proposed
line, and the borrower had a time inter-
est earmed ratio of 1.5 or less or debt
service coverage of 1.25 or less.

The time interest earned rafio simply
measures the burden of interest repay-
ments on a borrower, It equals the sum
of margins—profits—plus interest di-
vided by interest. Thus, a low ratio in-
dicates a high proportion of interest
burden as it relates fo profits.

The debt service coverage ratio is simi-
lar, but it takes into account depreciation
and amortization expenses and the total
loan repayment burden rather than sim-
ply interest. This ratio eguals the sum
of margins, interest expense, and depre-
ciation divided by toial interest and prin-
cipal repayments,

Finally, Mr. Nsisen's compromise
would allow the Secrelary of Agriculture
to make low interest loans in hardship
cases.

With these measures adopted, I be-
lieve we will have an effective, responsi-
ble bill that the President will sign and
that the rural citizen will appreciate.

My main concern is to have enough
money for loans fo insure a continued
successful REA program. Mr. Neisex has
proposed an excelient means of reaching
that goal, and I urge my colleagues to
support his compromise messure, so that
we can have a good REA program now
and in the future.

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chaimman, I unge
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the immediate passage of H.R. 5683, the
Rural Electrification Act amendment.
Recently, I cosponsored H.R. 4615 whose
purpose was to reinstate the REA direct
loan program which the administration
terminated earlier this year. However,
I consider the bill, H.R. 5883, reported
by the commitiee a worthy compromise.

The administration, by terminating the
REA program has shown its unfortunate
lack of concern for the continuing need
for improving living conditions in rural
areas. Rural areas contain one-guarter
to one-half of our poor people and near-
ly 60 percent of our substandard hous-
ing. Rural electricify demands are dou-
bling every seven years. The termina-
tion of the REA loan program would
aggravate conditions by causing higher
bills for rural electric users and reduced
service.

The administration maintains that
REA cooperatives no longer need the
benefit of special low interest rates. This
is true in some cases. There are still,
however, many rural electric coopera-
tives in thinly populated areas. These
areas often have a nominal industrial
base and will not swvive without the
REA program. The bill reported by com-
miitee recognizes the continued need for
low-cost REA financing in these areas.

The REA has a fine service record dat-
ing back to its inception in 1938. The
REA has financed over 1.7 million miles
of electric lines, thousands of substa-
tioms, and almost 200 generating plants
in 46 States. Today, over 7 million con-
sumers receive power from REA lines.
Sinee 1938 there has been an increase
of over 80 percent in the number of rural
homes which have electric service. It is
not surprising the public is alarmed at
the administration’s termination of this
efficient program. A recent poll in my
State shows that over 43 percent of the
general public is against the elimination
of the low interest REA loans.

Additionally, a great number of my
constituents are concerned about the
method the administration used in ter-
minating this program. The President’s
impoundment of congressionally appro-
priated funds raises substantial consti-
tutional questions. When Congress
judges a program to be in the public
interest, it is beyond the President’s
constitutional

principle that only Congress has the
gut_tgmﬁty o terminate a program created
v it.

Therefore, I call for immediate passage
of this very worthwhile bill,

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no further requests for
time.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read.

The Clerk rezd as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senaie and House of
Representatives of the Umited Sitates of
America in Congress assembiled, That # is
hereby declared o be the policy of the Con-
gress that adeguate funds should be made
avallable te rural electric and telephone sys-
tems through direct, insured and guaranteed
loans at interest rates which will allow
them to achieve the cobjectives of the Rural
Electrificatlon Act of 1936, as amended, and
that such rural electric snd telephone sys-
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tems should be encouraged and asslsted to
develop their resources and ability to achieve
the financinl strength needed to enable them
to satis{y their credit needs from their own
financial organizations and other sources at
reasonable rates and terms consistent with
the loan applicant's ability to pay and
achievement of the Act's objectives. The
Raral Electrification Act of 1936, as amended
(7 US.C. 901-850(b)), is therefore further
amended as hereinafter provided.

Buc. 2. Title IIT of the Rural Electrificn-
tion Act of 1936, as amended, is amended by
striking out all of sections 301 and 302 and
inserting in lieu thereof the fallowing mew
sections:

“Sec. 301. RuealL  BLECTRIFICATION  &ND
TewersoNe Bevoiwvine FuNn—i(a) There is
hereby established in the Treasury of the
United States a fund, to be known as the
Rural Electrification and Telephone Revalv-
ing Fund (hereinaffer referred to as the
“fund"), consisting of:

“{1) =il notes, bonds, obligations, liens,
monrigages, and property delivered or assigned
to the Administrator pursusnt to loans here-
tefore or hersafier made under sections 4,
5, and 201 of this Act and under this title,
as of the efective date of this title, as re-
vised herein, and all proceeds from the sales
hereunder of such notes, bonds, obligations,
liens, mortgages, and property, which shall
be transferred to and be assets of the fund;

“{2) undisbursed balances of electric and
telephone loans made under ssctions 4,
5, and 201, which as of the effective date of
this title, as revised herein, shall be trans-
ferred to and be asseis of the fund;

“{8) motwithstending section 8 (a) and
(f) of title I, all collections of principad
and interest recelved on and after July 1,
1072, on moles, bonds, judgments, or other
chligations made or held under tities I
and i1 of this Act and wunder this tiile,
except for net collection proceeds previousty
appropristed for ibhe purchase of class A
stock in the Rural Telephone Bank, which
shell be paid into and be aesets of the fund;

“{4) all sappropriantions for interest sub-
sidies and losses reguired under this title
which may hereafter be made by ithe

“{5) n;oneys borrowed from the Secretary
of the Tressury pursuant to section 304(s);
and

“{6) shares of the capital stock of the
Rural Telephone Bank purchased by the
United States pursuant to section 406(a) of
this Act and moneys recelved from said banic
upon refirement of said shares of stock im
accordance with the provisions of title IV
of this Act, which said shares and moneys
shall be assets of the fund,

“Sec. 302. Liasnmamies aND Uses oF Foxp.—
(2) The notes of the Administrator to the
Secretary of the Treasury to obtain funds for
loans under sections 4, 5, and 201 of this
Act, and all other liabilities against the ap-
propriations or assets in the fund in con-
nection with elecirification and telephone
loan operstions shall be liabilities of the
fund, and all other obligations sgeinst such
apprapristions or assets in the fund arisine
out of electrification and telephone loan
operations shall be obligations of the fund,

“{h) The assets of the fund shall be avail-
able only for the following purposes:

“{1) loans which could be insured under
this title, and for advances in csnnection
with such leans and loans previously made,
as of the eflective date of this title, as
revised herein, under sections 4, 5, and 201
of this Act;

“{2) payment of principal when dues on
outstanding loans to the Adminisiratar
Trom the Secretary of the Treasury for slac-
trification and telephone purposes pursuant
to section 3[a) of this Act and payment of
principsl and Interest when due on loans
to the Administrator from the Secretary of
the Treasury pursuant to sectiom 304(a) of
this title;
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“(3) payment of amounts to which the
holder of notes is entitled on insured loans:
Provided, That payments other than final
payments need not be remitted to the holder
until due or until the next agreed annual,
semiannual, or quarterly remittance date;

“(4) payment to the holder of insured
notes of any defaulted installment or, upon
assignment of the note to the Administra-
tor at his request, the entire balance due on
the note;

“(6) purchase of notes in accordance with
eontracts of insurance entered into by the
Administrator;

*(8) payment in compliance with contracts
of guarantee;

“(7) payment of taxes, insurance, prior
liens, expenses necessary to make fiscal ad-
justments in connection with the applica-
tion, and transmittal of collections or neces-
sary to obtain credit reports on applicants
or borrowers, expenses for necessary services,
including construction Inspections, com-
mercial appraisals, loan servicing, consulting
business advisory or other commercial and
technieal services, and other program serv-
ices, and other expenses and advances
authorized in section 7 of this Act in con-
nection with insured loans. Such items may
be paid in connection with guaranteed loans
after or in connection with the acquisition
of such loans or security thereof after de-
fault, to the extent determined to be neces-
sary to protect the interest of the Govern-
ment, or in connectlon with any other ac-
tivity authorized in this Act;

“(8) payment of the purchase price and
any costs and expenses incurred in connec-
tion with the purchase, acquisition, or opera-
tion of property pursuant to section 7 of this
Act.

“Spc. 303. DerosiT oF FUND MONEYS.—
Moneys in the fund shall remain on deposit
in the Treasury of the United States until
disbursed.

“Sgc. 304, PImaNCIAL TRANSACTIONS OF THE
Punp.—(a) The Administrator is authorized
to make and issue interim notes to the Sec-
retary of the Treasury for the purpose of
obtaining funds necessary for discharging
obligations of the fund and for making
loans, advances and authorized expenditures
out of the fund. Such notes shall be in such
form and denominations and have such
maturities and be subject to such terms and
conditions as may be agreed upon by the
Administrator and the Secretary of the
Treasury. Such notes shall bear interest at
& rate fixed by the Secretary of the Treasury,
taking into consideration the current aver-
age market yield of outstanding marketable
obligations of the United States having
maturities comparable to the notes issued by
the Administrator under this section. The
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to purchase any notes of the Ad-
ministrator issued hereunder, and, for that
purpose, the Secretary of the Treasury is au-
thorized to use as a public debt transaction
the proceeds from the sale of any securities
issued under the Second Liberty Bond Act, as
amended, and the purposes for which such
securities may be issued under such Act, as
amended, are extended to include the pur-
chase of notes issued by the Administrator.
All redemptions, purchases, and sales by the
Secretary of the Treasury of such notes shall
be treated as public debt transactions of the
United States: Provided, however, That such
interim notes to the Secretary of the Treasury
ghall not be included in the totals of the
budget of the United States Government and
ghall be exempt from any general limitation
imposed by statute on expenditures and net
lending (budget outlays) of the United
States.

“(b) The Secretary of the Treasury is au-
thorized and directed to purchase for re-
sale obligations insured through the fund
when offered by the Administrator. Such
resales shall be upon such terms and con-
ditions as the Secretary of the Treasury shall
determine. Purchases and resales by the Sec-
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retary of the Treasury hereunder shall not
be included in the totals of the budget of
the United States Government and shall be
exempt from any general limitation imposed
by statute on expenditures and net lending
(budget outlays) of the United States.

“{c¢) The Administrator may, on an insured
basis or otherwise, sell and assign any notes
in the fund or sell certificates of beneficial
ownership therein to the Secretary of the
Treasury or in the private market. Any sale
by the Administrator of notes individually
or in blocks shall be treated as a sale of
assets for the purposes of the Budget and
Accounting Act, 1921, nothwithstanding the
fact that the Administrator, under an agree-
ment with the purchaser or purchasers, holds
the debt instruments evidencing the loans
and holds or reinvests payments thereon as
trustee and custodian for the purchaser or
purchasers of the individual note or of the
certificate of beneficial ownership in a num-
ber of such notes. Security instruments
taken by the Administrator in connection
with any notes in the fund may constitute
liens running to the United States notwith-
standing the fact that such notes may be
thereafter held by purchasers thereof.

“Sec, 305. INsURED LoanNs, INTEREST RATES
AND LENDING LEVELS.—(a) The Administrator
is authorized and directed to make insured
loens under this title and at the interest
rates hereinafter provided to the full extent
of the assets available in the fund, subject
only to limitations as to amounts authorized
for loans and advances as may be from time
to time imposed by the Congress of the
United States for loans to be made in any
one year, which amounts shall remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That any
such loans and advances shall not be in-
cluded in the totals of the budget of the
United States Government and shall be ex-
empt from any general limitation imposed
by statute on expenditures and net lending
(budget outlays) of the United States.

“(b) Insured loans made under this {itle
ghall bear interest at either 2 per cenfum
per annum (hereinafter called the ‘special
rate’), or 5 per centum per annum (herein-
after called ‘standard rate'). Loans bearing
the special rate shall be reserved for and
made by the Administrator to the fuill ex-
tent of the authorities contained herein for
any electric or telephone borrower which
meets elther of the following conditions:

“(1) has an average consumer or sub-
scriber density of two or fewer per mile, or

“(2) has an average gross revenue per mile
which 1is at least $450 below the average
gross revenue per mile of REA-financed elec-
tric systems, in the case of electric borrowers,
or at least $300 below the average gross reve-
nue per mile of REA-financed telephone sys-
tems, in the case of telephone borrowers:
Provided, however, That the Administrator
may, in his sole discretion, make a loan at
the special rate if he finds that the borrow-
er:

“{A) has experienced extenuating circum-
stances or extreme hardship;

“(B) cannot, in accordance with generally
accepted management and accounting prin-
ciples, produce net income or margins be-
fore interest of at least equal to 150 per
centum of its total interest requirements
on all outstanding and proposed loans with
an interest rate greater than 2 per centum
per annum on the entire current loan, and
still meet the objectives of the Act, or

“(C) cannot, in accordance with generally
accepted management and accounting prin-
ciples and without an excessive increase in
the rates charged by such borrowers to their
consumers or subscribers, provide service
consistent with the objectives of the Act.

“(e) Loans made under this section shall
be insured by the Administrator when pur-
chased by a lender. As used in this Act, an
insured loan is one which is made, held, and
serviced by the Administrator, and sold and
insured by the Administrator hereunder;
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such loans shall be sold and insured by the
Administrator without undue delay.

“Sec, 306. GUARANTEED Loans; AccoMMO-
DATION AND SvUBORDINATION OF LIENS—The
Administrator may provide financial assist-
ance to borrowers for purposes provided in
the Rural Electrification Act of 1836, as
amended, by guaranteeing loans, in the full
amount thereof, made by the Rural Tele-
phone Bank, National Rural Utllities Co-
operative Finance Corporation, and any other
legally organized lending agency, or by ac-
commodating or subordinating liens or mort-
gages in the fund held by the Administrator
as owner or as trustee or custodian for pur-
chasers of notes from the fund, or by any
combination of such guarantee, accommoda~
tion, or subordination. No fees or charges
shall be assessed for any such guarantee, ac-
commodation, or subordination. Guaranteed
loans shall bear interest at the rate agreed
upon by the borrower and the lender. Guar-
anteed loans, and accommodation and sub-
ordination- of liens or mortgages, may be
made concurrently with a loan insured at the
standard rate. The amount of guaranteed
loans shall be subject only to such limita-
tilons as to amounts as may be authorized
from time to time by the Congress of the
United States: Provided, That any amounts
guaranteed hereunder shall not be included
in the totals of the budget of the United
States Government and shall be exempt from
any general limitation imposed by statute on
expenditures and net lending (budget out-
lays) of the United States. As used in this
title a guaranteed loan is one which is made,
held, and serviced by a legally organized
lending agency and which is guaranteed by
the Administrator hereunder.

““Sec, 307, OrHER FINANCING—When it ap-
pears to the Administrator that the loan ap-
plicant is able to obtain a loan for part of
his credit needs from a responsible coopera-
tive or other credit source at reasonable rates
and terms consistent with the loan appli-
cant’s ability to pay and the achievement of
the Act’s objectives, he may request the loan
applicant to apply for and accept such a loan
concurrently with a loan insured at the
standard rate, subject, however, to full use
being made by the Administrator of the funds
made available hereunder for such insured
loans under this title.

“Sec. 308. FurLl FAITH AND CREDIT OF THE
UNITED STATES.—Any contract of insurance
or guarantee executed by the Administrator
under this title shall be an obligation sup-
ported by the full faith and credit of the
United States and incontestable except for
fraud or misrepresentation of which the
holder has actual knowledge.

“Sec. 309. LoaNw TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
Loans made from or insured through the
fund shall be for the same purposes and on
the same terms and conditions as are pro-
vided for loans in titles I and II of this Act
except as otherwise provided in sections 303
to 308 inclusive.

“8ec. 310. REFINANCING OF RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT AcT LoaNs.—At the request of the bor-
rower, the Administrator is authorized and
directed to refinance with loans which may
be insured under this Act, any loans made
for rural electric and telephone facilities un-
der any provision of the Consolidated Farm
and Rural Development Act.”

SEec. 3. Section 3(f) of the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act of 1986, as amended, is amended
by striking “Except as otherwise provided in
sections 301 and 406(a) of this Act,” and by
inserting *, Provided, however, That not-
withstanding subsection (a) of this section,
payments of such loans heretofore or here-
after made to the Administrator for use in
making loans to borrowers under titles I and
II shall not include any interest” immedi-
ately before the semicolon.

Sec. 4. Bection 405 of the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act of 1936, as amended, is further
amended by striking subsection (e} in its en-
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tirety and by inserting in lieu therecof a new
subsection (e), as follows:

‘(@) Thereafter, the cooperative-type en-
tities and organizations holding class B and
class C stock, voting as a separate class, shall
elect three directors to represent their class
by a majority vote of the stockholders voting
in such class; and the commercial-type enti-
ties and organizations holding class B and
class C stock, voting as a separate class, shall
elect three directors to represent their class
by & majority vote of the stockholders voting
in such class. Limited proxy voting may be
permitted, as authorized by the bylaws of the
telephone bank. Cumulative voting shall not
be permitted.”

SEc. 5. The second sentence of section 406
(a) of the Rural Electrification Act of 1936,
as amended, is further amended by striking
“from net collection proceeds in the rural
telephone account created under title IIT of
this Act"” immediately after the word *ap-
propriated”.

SEec. 6. Subsection (a) of section 407 of the
Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as amended,
is amended by striking out “eight” in the
second sentence and inserting in lieu thereof
“twenty”, and by striking out all of the third
sentence.

SEec. 7. Section 407 of the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act of 1936, as amended, is amended by
adding a new subsection (c) as follows:

“(¢) Purchases and resales by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury as authorized in subsec-
tion (b) of this section shall not be included
in the totals of the budget of the United
States Government and shall be exempt from
any general limitation imposed by statute on
expenditures and net lending (budget out-
lays) of the United States.”

Sec. 8. Subsection (a) of section 408 of the
Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as amended,
is amended (a) by inserting the words “‘or
which have been certified by the Adminis-
trator to be eligible for such a loan or loan
commitment,” immediately following the
term “this Act,” where it first appears; and
(b) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing sentence: “Loans and advances made
under this section shall not be included in
the totals of the budget of the United States
Government and shall be exempt from any
general limitation imposed by statute on
expenditures and net lending (budget out-
lays) of the United States.”

SEec. 8. Subsection (b) of section 408 of the
ERural Electrification Act of 1936, as amended,
is amended by striking out all of paragraph
(3) and inserting in lleu thereof a new para-
graph (3) reading:

“(3) Loans under this section shall bear
interest at the ‘cost of money rate.” The cost
of money rate is defined as the average cost
of moneys to the telephone bank as deter-
mined by the Governor, but not less than §
per centum per annum.”

Sec. 10. The right to repeal, alter, or amend
this Act is expressly reserved.

Sec. 11. This Act shall take effect upon
enactment,

Mr. POAGE (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the bill be considered as read, printed in
the Recorp, and open to amendment at
any point.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. NELSEN

Mr, NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
oflered by Mr. NeLsEN: page 1, line 3, strike
out all after the enacting clause and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

That it iIs hereby declared to be the policy
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of the Congress that adequate funds should
be made available to rural electric and tele-
phone systems through insured or guaranteed
loans at interest rates which will allow them
to achieve the objectives of the Rural Elec-
trification Act of 1936, as amended, and that
such rural electric and telephone systems
should be encouraged and assisted to develop
thelr resources and ability to achleve the
financial strength needed to enable them to
satisfy their credit needs from their own fi-
nancial organizations and other sources at
reasonable rates and terms consistent with
the loan applicant’'s ability to pay and
achlevement of the Act's objectives. The
Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as amended
(7 U.8.C. B01-950(b) ), is, therefore, further
amended as hereinafter provided.

Sec. 2. Title III of the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act of 1936 is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new sections:

“Sec. 303. Insurep LoOANS.

“All loans made pursuant to title I and
title II of this Act (hereinafter referred to
as ‘insured loans’) shall be made from and
insured through the Rural Development In-
surance Fund (hereinafter referred to as
the ‘fund’) established by section 309A of
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop-
ment Act (hereinafter referred to as the "De-
velopment Act’) and shall be deemed rural
development loans for purposes of section
309A of the Development Act. An insured
loan is one which is originated, held, and
serviced by the Secretary, and ultimately
sold and insured in the same manner as
provided for rural development loans under
the Development Act.

“Sec. 304. GUARANTEED Loans.

“The Secretary may guarantee loans in the
full amount thereof, and use the fund there-
for, made by the National Rural Utilities Co-
operative Finance Corporation, Banks for Co-
operatives, or any legally organized lending
institution or agency for purposes for which
loans may be made under title I and title II
of this Act. The borrower shall pay to the
fund as a fee for such guaranteed loan an
amount equal to one-guarter of 1 per centum
of the loan for the costs of administration
and for losses. A guaranteed loan is one
which is originated, held, and serviced by a
private finanelal agency or other lender ap-
proved by the Secretary.

“Sec. 305. INTEREST RATES oN Loans.

“({a) Except as provided in subsection (b)
of this Section, insured loans for electric and
telephone facilities shall bear the rate of in-
terest prescribed by the Secretary equal to
the highest rate compatible with the bor-
rower's ability to achleve the objectives of
this Act. All loans made under this Section
shall bear a rate of interest not in excess of
the market rate or less than 5 per centum.

“(b) If an applicant for a loan referred to
in section 306(a) demonstrates that it has a
consumer or subsecriber density of three or
less per mile and (i) its earnings or margin
coverage of interest is less than 1.50 or (ii)
such coverage of debt service is less than 1.25,
each determined on the basis of the average
of the two highest of the preceding three
calendar years, the interest rate shall be 2
per centum: Provided, however, That the
Secretary may, in his sole discretion, on a
case-by-case basis, establish a 2 per centum
per annum rate of interest for any loan pur=-
suant to title I or title II, including electric
generation and transmission loans, on a find-
ing of extreme hardship or extenuating cir-
cumstances in connection with a particular
loan.

“{c) Guaranteed loans shall bear interest
at such rate as may be agreed upon by the
borrower and the lender.

“Sec. 306, COLLECTIONS.

“Notwithstanding section 3(f) of title I
and subject to the provisions of section 301
of this title, all collections representing pay-
ments of prinecipal and interest on loans, and
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proceeds from the sale of securlty for such
loans, heretofore or hereafter made pursuant
to title I and title II or insured pursuant to
this title, shall become part of the fund and
may be used for all purposes relating to rural
electrification and telephone loans and for
the payment to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury of loans made to the Secretary or the
Administrator pursuant to section 3(a) of
title I of this Act. Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Secretary of Agriculture
shall segregate and keep in two separate
accounts all moneys in the fund devoted to
all rural electric and telephone programs
and (ii) rural development.
“Sec. 307. REFINANCING OF DEVELOPMENT ACT
AND ELECTRIFICATION AND TELE-
PHONE LoOANS.

“On request of the borrower, the Secretary
is authorized and directed to refinance with
loans which may be insured under this Act,
any loans made for rural electric and tele-
phone facilities under any provision of the
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development
Act.

“Sec. 408. Furn Farre anp CrEpiT oF UNITED
STaTES.

“Any contract of insurance or guarantee of
a loan executed by the Secretary under this
title shall be an obligation supported by the
full faith and credit of the United States and
incontestable except for fraud or misrepre-
sentation of which the holder has actual
knowledge. The Secretary Is authorized to
make agreements with respect to the serv-
icing of loans insured or guaranteed under
this title and to purchase such loans on such
terms and conditions as he may prescribe.”

Sec. 3. This shall take effect upon enact-
ment.

Mr. NELSEN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the Recorp. I think
it has been well explained, and I am
sure that the chairman of the committee
would agree to this.

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

There was no objection.

Mr., POAGE. Mr. Chairman, a point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I want to
reserve a point of order, and I wish to
suggest to the gentleman from Minne-~
sota (Mr. NeLsen) that I will not make
a point of order. I think his substitute
is subject to a point of order very clearly
under the rule, but it is my desire that all
the Members have an opportunity to ex-
press themselves as thoroughly and as
completely as they can, and I want the
House to have an opportunity to vote on
the Nelsen proposal, although I think it
is very bad.

Mr. Chairman, I think it turns the
administration of our REA program
over to some unknown administrator,
some GS-14 downtown in some unknown
office, but I think that all of the Mem-
}iel‘s ought to have the right to vote upon
1L,

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my point
of order,

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to thank the gentleman. It is very gen-
erous of him. I appreciate it very much.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
NeLseN) for 5 minutes.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I have
explained the proposition in my earlier
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discussion, and actually what this
amendment would do is what we agreed
to do in our meeting with the Secretary
of Agriculture. The administration
agreed to leave it in the REA Administra-
tion or let it continue to be in their
charge, which certainly I felt was a nec-
essary thing, because it is a great agency.

Next, the impounded funds would re-
main frozen, and we would have interest
and principal payments into the revolv-
ing fund. It would be in a pool in the
Rural Development Fund, and amend-
ments are in my proposition that will set
it up in a separate account.

Mr. Chairman, the generation policy
that the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Poace) is interested in, as well as myself,
I will explain as follows: I have changed
the provisions that they had in their bill,
using almost the identical language that
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. Poace)
wanted, and I agree with him. And then
I will also add that with respect to the
criteria that is in the bill of the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. Poage) and I am
sure he, too, agrees it goes a little too
far—the administration is too conserva-
tive, and I will have an amendment to
my bill that will take a middle road, with
about 90 co-ops on the 2-percent loan.

So, Mr. Chairman, I again want to em-
phasize that this business of having some
unknown person downtown waving a
wand and making decisions is not in
issue. We in the Congress years ago
decided we needed a budget bureau. And
I think there are many of us who heard
the pleadings of the genileman from
Arkansas, (Mr. MiLLs) and the gentle-
man from Mississippi (Mr. CoLMER) and
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. MAHON)
in the last session, where they pointed
out that we were at the crossroads. The
gentleman from Texas (Mr. MasonN)
said that we had to have a better method;
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
Miirs) said that we had to have a
ceiling.

But the Congress paid no attention; we
went on our merry way, going deeper
and deeper into debt on the national
level, and so I think we have to have an
overview.

Mr. Chairman, there may be arbitrary
decisions at times—without question,
there are—but I believe this amendment
is a good one, and what I am frying
mainly to do is to get a bill that is going
to be signed, because this program needs
that kind of evolution.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. Poace) wish to with-
draw his point of order?

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw
the point of order, yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Texas (Mr. Poage) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman and Mem-
bers of the House, let me state that get-
ting almost together is not adequate.
We are almost in agreement, but that
“glmost” is such a large factor that I
think none of us want to accept it. There
are two real differences between the pro-
posal that the genileman from Minne-
sota (Mr. Nersen) has presented and the
bill that is before us.

Of course, in the first place, the bill

that is before us provides a revolving
fund in REA, not somewhere else.

The proposed substitute offers a fund
in the rural development fund, and you
do not know and T do not know and I do
not think the author of the bill knows
just what it does there. It says—

Notwithstanding any other provision of
the law the Secretary shall segregate and
keep in two separate accounts (1) all of the
moneys in the fund devoted to rural elec-
tric and telephone purposes and (2) to rural
development.

You either are going to kill the rural
development or the REA and probably
are going to kill both by this kind of a
proposal. I do not believe in killing either
one of them.

The other great difference is that the
gentleman would suggest there be no re-
quirement that the Administrator spend
any funds whatsoever or make any loans
whatsoever. I simply authorizes him to
make loans.

The present law authorizes the Secre-
tary to make loans, and the Secretary
told us he was not making them because
he was not told he had to make them
by the Congress. That is in the testimony
of the Secretary of Agriculture who testi-
fied to the effect that he was nof forced
by law to make any loans so he was not
going to do it. He made use of the Rural
Development Fund to make, possibly, 20
loans during the last 3 months, actu-
ally he has only approved loans. He has
not made a single loan since December
and not $1 has actually gone to help the
needy REA’'s for the past 3 months.

I think we have to have something
here that will make it necessary for the
Administrator to go ahead and finance
these people who can meet the require-
ments of the law.

Those are the differences. If you want
to carry out the law and continue the
REA program, you want to vote for the
committee bill.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. NELSEN).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. TEAGUE of Cali-
fornia) there were—ayes 42, noes 45.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 162, noes 244,
not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 74]
AYES—162
Dellenback
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
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Gross

Grover
Gubser

Gude

Haley

Hanley
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Hastings
Heckler, Mass.
Helns

Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan

Holt

Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut

Euykendall
Landgrebe
Latta

Lent
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McEwen
McKinney
Madigan
Mailliard

Abdnor
Absug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
drews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Barrett

Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Bingham
Blatnik
Boges
Bolling

Bowen
Brademas
Brasco

Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks

Brown, Calif.
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke,
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter

Casey, Tex.
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Mallary
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mayne
Mazzoll
Michel
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Moorhead,
Calif.
Mosher
Myers
Nelsen
O’'Brien
Pettis
Peyser
Powell, Ohio
Fritchard
Quie
Quillen
Regula
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.X.

Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rousselot
Ruppe
Ruth

n
Sandman
Sarasin

NOES—244

Hechler, W. Va.
H ski

gt

CI

n

Clancy
Clark
Clay

Hi
Hicks
Holifield

Schneebell
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Skubitz
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Btanton,

J. William.
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Calif.
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Veysey
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
‘Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Winn
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young, I11.
Zion

Bafalis
Baker
Beard

Bell
Biester
Blackburn
Boland
Bray
Broomfleld
Brotzman

Brown, Mich.

Brown, Ohio

Broyhill, N.C.

Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener

Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cohen
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conte
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Davis, Wis.

Dickinson
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch

Eshleman
Findley

Fish

Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Froehlich
Gilman
Goldwater
Goodling

Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Kastenmeier
Kazen

Eoch

Kyros
Landrum
Leggett

Litton

Long, Md. Roy
Lot Roybal
Runnels
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Stokes
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Taylor, N.C. Wright
Teague, Tex. Wyatt
Thompson, N.J. Yates
Thomson, Wis, Yatron
Thone Young, Alaska
Thornton Young, Fla.
Tiernan Young, Ga.
Udall Young, S.C.
Ullman Young, Tex.
Van Deerlin Zablocki
Vander Jagt Zwach
Vanik
Vigorito
NOT VOTING—27
Jones, Ala, Shipley
Earth Staggers
King Stratton
Kluczynski Symington
McEay Wilson, Bob
O’Neill Wilson,
Price, Tex. Charles H.,
Railsback Calif,
Gunter

Reid Wilson,
Harvey Charles, Tex.

Rooney, N.Y.
So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, BAKER

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BAKer: Page 8,
line 156, strike out the words “and directed”;

Page 8, line 16, insert a period after the
word “provided” and strike out the words
“to the full extent of” and strike out lines
17 through 24; and

Page 9, line 1, strike out lines 1 and 2.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Chairman, I have
great respect for the chairman of our
committee (Mr, Poace) and the other
members of our Committee on Agricul-
ture, who have done a tremendous
amount of work trying to perfect legis-
Iation which will accommodate the needs
of the Rural Electrification Administra-
tion.

There is practically no opposition to
the REA program. Certainly the contri-
bution of the agency to rural America is
most laudable. Tremendous effort on the
part of Chairman Poace and Mr. NELSEN,
the gentleman from Minnesota, has been
made to reacih a compromise which will
be acceptable to the administration.

We want legislation which will be
signed by the President; legislation
which will attend the needs of the REA.
There are two major differences in the
bill now before us, and a compromise bill
which appears to be acceptable to the
administration.

One of these differences is the manda-
tory provision of the bill which directs
the Administrator to lend all the funds
available in the fund by the end of any
vear. The estimated collections for fiscal
1973 are $329.5 million. This is currently
$27 million per month. If the provision of
lending 10 times the amount of the fund
is adhered to, then we have a mandate
to lend about $270 million per month,
or almost $3.3 billion each year.

This will increase with all principle
and interest from loan repayments being
placed in the trust fund. This certainly
creates a strong incentive for all lending
to come from the fund rather than using
the private sector in any instance. Sim-

St Germain
Sarbanes
Satterfield

Waggonner
Waldie
White
Whitten
Wolft

Shuster
Sikes
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Spence
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steed
tephens

Anderson, Til.
Badlillo

Biaggi

Conlan

Dingell
Edwards, Calif.
Flynt

Glalmo
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ply, the amendment reads that the
words “and directed” are taken out of
the language of the bill; and “to the
full extent of” the fund as it applies to
the spending provisions.

It is simple. I ask for the adoption of
the amendment.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank the gentleman from Tennessee for
his fine comments. I want to express my
appreciation to all members of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture for the sincere
work which they have done on this bill.

I know there are serious differences of
opinion. This amendment raises one of
the two that were raised in the Nelsen
substitute which we have just turned
down. Of course, we ought to turn this
one down, having turned the Nelsen
amendment down just a few minutes ago.

The whole question here is whether
we are going to have the Congress or the
President determine whether we have an
REA program or not. If we give the dis-
cretion that the gentleman from Ten-
nessee has suggested, we put the law
right back where it is.

I am going to repeat, and I hate to do
so, but I must repeat for the Members
who were not here, that the Secretary of
Agriculture testified before our commit-
tee within the last 3 weeks or so that the
authority that he was relying upon to
wipe out the REA program was the fact
that the present law says that he “may”;
not that he “shall”’; make loans.

He said if it had been “shall” of course
he would expect to make the loans.

When we put back the same language
that has been used to destroy a program
as abruptly as the REA program was de-
stroyed last December 29 then we are
just marching up the hill and down
again.

If we want to actually assume author-
ity of the Congress to say that we are
going to have a program and we are go-
ing to have one regardless of whether the
OMB wants it or not, then of course we
should vote down the amendment.

We are not asking to require the Sec-
retary to spend any particular amount
of money. We are not asking him to
spend money or make loans which are
not needed. We are merely saying, “Mr.
Secretary, if there are qualified appli-
cants—and you pass upon the gualifica-
tions—for the purposes for which the law
provides for loans, then you shall make
the loans available so long as the Appro-
priations Committee of the House says
that is within the limits.”

We leave it to the Congress fo say that
REA cannot make loans in excess of that
set out by the Congress, but we say that if
there are qualified applicants for the
purposes for which the law provides for
loans, REA will make them up to that
point, and they pass upon the qualifica-
tions.

That is not tying somebody’s hands.
That is not saying to spend money they
should not spend. That is simply saying:
“Carry out the program Congress has
enacted.”

I ask the Members to vote down the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER).
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The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. TEAGUE of Cali-
fornia) there were—ayes 98, noes 141.

So the amendment was rejected.

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

Mr, Chairman, I take this time to ask
several questions of the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Texas
{Mr. PoAGE) .

Mr. Chairman, during the colloguy
earlier today on the rule, the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. Gross) asked the gentle-
man from California (Mr, Sisg) if there
was any money in this bill for aid to
North Vietnam, I think the gentleman
from California (Mr. Sisk) properly re-
plied in the negative, and I believe we all
agree that there is no money in the REA
specifically earmarked for aid to North
Vietnam.

May I ask the gentleman, am I cor-
rect?

Mr. POAGE. I would agree with the
gentleman’s statement. “There is abso-
lutely no money in the REA bill for aid
to North Vietnam.

Mr. RARICEK. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman tell the Members this:

Is there any prohibition in the bill in
its present form which would prohibit
any funds being used for aid to North
Vietnam?

Mr. POAGE. The existing law provides
that loans can only be made to associa-
tions in the United States that perform
certain purposes, and association as far
as North Vietnam is concerned is not
one of them.

The existing law says:

The Administrator is authorized and em-
powered to make loans in the several States
and Territories of the United States for rural
electrification and the furnishing of electric
energy to persons in rural areas who are not
recelving central station services.

Mr. Chairman, that does not make
anything in order for North Vietnam.

Mr. RARICK. Mr, Chairman, there is
no specific prohibition against any of this
money leaving the United States. I am
sure my chairman will agree that many
times we have seen REA people galloping
all over the world. We wonder what law
gives them the authority to act as they
do.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I think
those that the gentleman has been seeing
have been having their expenses paid
by AID rather than REA, They have been
there; REA people have been there, it
is true, but they have been carrying out
the functions of the AID program rather
than those of the REA program.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RARICK

Mr., RARICEK. Mr.
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Rarick: Page
15, after line 11 insert:

Sec. 10. No funds provided under the Rural
Electrification Act of 1936, as amended, shall
be used outside the United States or any of
its possessions. (And renumber the remain-
ing paragraphs.)

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose
does the gentleman from Michigan (M,
GeraLp R. Forp) rise?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman,

Chairman, I offer
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I reserve a point of order on the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. RARICK) is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Chairman, this is
simply a clarification amendment. It is
offered to make certain that the money
authorized by this bill goes to support
REA for the American farmers and
American rural citizens, I offer this
amendment so there will be no misunder-
standing downtown that the fund we are
here establishing is to be used to pro-
mote rural electrification in the United
States or its possessions and are not to
be used in North Vietnam or anywhere
else outside the United States.

Mr, Chairman, I think the REA should
be unmistakably a rural American pro-
gram. The language of this amendment is
very simple. It merely tells the State De-
partment and the people downtown that
no funds under this act shall be use out-
side the United States or any of its
possessions.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr,. RARICK)
yield?

Mr. RARICK. Certainly, I will yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Texas
(Mr, POAGE) .

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I wonder
if the gentleman would agree to substi-
tute the word “territories,” for “posses-
sions,” in his amendment?

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Chairman, I wouid
be most happy to do that.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that this
amendment expresses the intent of every
Member in this House. We are not
changing the law; we are merely clari-
fying the language in it so that the peo-
ple downtown know what our intent is.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I do not
think it changes the law either.

I would request that the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. Rarrck) ask unani-
mous consent to make the change I sug-
gested.

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to change the
amendment by substituting the word
“territories” for the word “possessions.”

The CHAIRMAN., Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
jsiana?

Mr, BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. RARICE. Mr. Chairman, this is a
very good amendment. We do not want
to take a chance of voting for a biil
which might send 1 penny to North
Vietnam. My amendment would specifi-
cally prohibit any such use of REA funds
by requiring the money to be used in
the United States or ifs territories.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote on my
amendment.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to ask the gentleman
from Texas several questions before I
either renew or withdraw my reservation.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, regular
order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has
permission to reserve his point of order.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. I make
the point of order that he must institute
his reservation.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
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wish to withdraw his point of order and
seek recognition?

Mr, GERALD R. FORD. No. I want fo
make the point of order. I do not think
the amendment is germane to the gen-
eral purposes of the bill.

I appreciate the gentleman from Iowa
giving me an opportunity to ask the
gentleman from Texas a question or two.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. ROSTENEOW-
sk1). The Chair is ready to rule on the
point of order.

It is the opinion of the Chair that the
amendment is a restriction on the use of
funds authorized under the REA pro-
gram and is germane to the bill.

The Chair therefore overules the point
of order.

Mr., GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the
gentleman from Texas a question or two.

Do I understand the existing law pre-
cludes the utilization of any REA funds
outside the territorial limits of the United
States or territories of the United States?

Mr. POAGE. I would say to the gentle-
man my interpretation of the law would
be it does, because everything is excluded
that is not authorized, as I understand
the law. But the present law reads that:
“The Administrator is authorized and
empowered to make loans in the several
States and territories of the United States
for rural electrification and the furnish-
ing of electric energy to persons in rural
areas who are not receiving central sta-
tion service.” I would interpret that to
preclude the making of loans anywhere
except in the United States and its terri-
tories. However, the gentleman from
Louisiana feels it does not go far enough
and in so many words does not proaibit
foreign loans. The gentleman read the
law and can interpret it as well as I can.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. It would ap-
pear to me certainly—and I suspect that
the gentleman from Texas agrees—that
this amendment is totally redundant,
unnecessary, and irrelevant.

Mr. POAGE. I suggested to the gentle-
man from Louisiana that I thought he
might be making the same provision
about 10 times, but I have no objection
toit.

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

As I understood the way you read the
law, Mr. Chairman, the loan had to be
made here, but it does not say that the
money had to be spent here.

Mr. POAGE. The Administrator is
authorized and empowered to make loans
in the several States and territories of
the United States for rural electrifica-
tion and the furnishing of electric
energy to persons in rural areas who are
not receiving central station service.

Mr. SNYDER. I am just a country
lawyer, but it sounds o me like the loan
has to be made in the United States but
it can cover people in rural areas wher-
ever they may be.

Mr. POAGE. It can be made only for
certain purposes and can be made only
in the United States or its territories. To
me that precludes Siberia.

Mr, SNYDER. Mr. RaricK's amend-
ment, then, would not hurt anything,
would it?
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Mr. POAGE. No. I do not think it
would hurt anything.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Louisiana (Mr. RARICK) .

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. RosTENKoWsSKI, Chairman of the
Commiftee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee having had under considera-
tion the bill (H.R. 5683) to amend the
Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as
amended, to establish a rural elecirifica-
tion and telephone revolving fund to pro-
vide adequate funds for rural electric
and telephone systems through insured
and guaranteed loans at interest rates
which will allow them to achieve the
objectives of the act, and for other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 337,
he reported the bill back to the House
with an amendment adopted by the Com-
mittee of the Whole.

The SPEAEER. Under fthe rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
hill.

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

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 317, nays 92,
not voting 24, as follows:

[Roll No, 75]
YEAS—317

Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Butler

Byron

Camp

Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter

Casey, Tex.

Cederberg
Chappeill
Chisholm
Clark

Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Daniel, Dan

Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Dickinson

Dipzs
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
du Pont

Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.

Burleson, Tex.
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Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hawkins

Hays

Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Helnz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks

Hillis

Holifield

Holt
Holtzman
Howard
Hungate
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan

Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Callif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Milford
Miller
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.

Archer
Arends

Brown, Mich.
Buchanan
Burgener
Chamberlain
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conte
Crane
Cronin
Davis, Wis.
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Fish
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Frelinghuysen

Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, Il
Murphy, N.¥Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols

Nix

Obey
O'Brien
O'Hara
Owens
Parris
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle

Poage

Podell
Preyer

Price, Ill.
Quie

Quillen
Randall
Rangel
Rarick

Rees

Regula

Rohinson, Va.
Rodino
Roe

Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush

Roy

Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe

Ruth

8t Germain
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schroeder

NAYS—02

Gibbons
Goldwater
Goodling
Grasso
Gross
Gubser
Hanrahan .
Heckler, Mass.
Hinshaw y
Hogan
Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Keating
Eemp
Eetchum
Kuykendall
Landgrebe
Lent
MeClory
McEwen
McKinney
Mailliard

Minshall, Ohio
Moorhead,
Calif.
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Sebelius
Selberling
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes

Steiger, Wis.
Stephens

Btgkes
Sﬁbleﬂa]d
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Tex.

Thompson, N.J.

Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Tlernan
Treen
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Wampler
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
‘Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Waolfl
Wright
Wyatt
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

Stanton,

J. William
Steele
Steelman
Talcott
Teague, Calif.
Towell, Nev.
Veysey
Walsh

Young, Il

NOT VOTING—24

Anderson, I1.
Badilio
Biaggl

Conlan
Dingell
Flynt

Glaimo
Gunter
Harvey

Symington

Wilson, Bob

Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.

Jones, Ala.
Karth
King
McEay
O’'Neill
Price, Tex. Stratton

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. O'Neill for, with Mr. Giaimo against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Gunter with Mr. Anderson of Iilinois.

Mr. Biagpi with Mr. Harvey.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. King.

Mr. Shipley with Mr. Price of Texas.

Mr. Conlan with Mr. Stratton.

Mr. Staggers with Mr. Rallsback.

Mr. Chearles H. Wilson of California with
Mr. Bob Wilson.

Mr. Reid with Mr. Symington.

Mr. Flynt with Mr. McEay.

Mr. Dingell with Mr. Jones of Alabama.

Mr. Karth with Mr. Badillo.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Agriculture be discharged from the fur-
ther consideration of a similar Senate
bill (8. 394) to amend the Rural Eleciri-
fication Act of 1936, as amended, to re-
affirm that such funds made available for
each fiscal year to carry out the pro-
grams provided for in such act be fully
obligated in said year, and for other
purposes, and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
hill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill as
follows:

Railshack
d

5. 394

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
purpose of this Act is to reaffirm the original
intent of Congress that funds made available
under authority of the Rural Electrification
Act of 1936 (7 US.C. 801 et seq.) are to be
loaned for the purposes prescribed in such
Act during the fiscal year and in the full
amount for which such funds are made
available.

Sec. 2. Section 2 of the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act of 1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 902),
is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 2. The Administrator is authorized
and directed to make loans each fiscal year
in the full amount determined to be neces-
sary by the Congress or appropriated by the
Congress pursuant to section 3 of this Act
in the several States and territories of the
United States for rural electrification and the
furnishing of electric energy to persons in
rural areas who are not receiving central
station service and for the purpose of fur-
nishing and improving telephone service in
rural areas, as hereinafter provided; to make,
or cause to be made, studies, investigations,
and reports concerning the condition and
progress of the electrification of and the fur-
nishing of adeguate telephone service in
rural areas in the several States and terri-
tories; and to publish and disseminate in-
formation with respect thereto.”

SEc. 3. The first sentence of section 4 of
the Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as
amended (7 U.S5.C. 904, Is amended by strik-
ing out at the beginning thereof “The Ad-
ministrator is authorized and empowered,
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from the sums hereinbefore authorized, to
make loans” and inserting in lieu thereof the
following: “The Administrator is authorized
and directed to make loans each fiscal year
in the full amount determined to be neces-
sary by the Congress or appropriated by the
Congress pursuant to section 3 of this Aet”.

Sec. 4. The first sentence of section 201 of
the Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 922), is amended to read
as follows: “From such sums as are from
time to time made available by the Comn-
gress to the Administrator for such purpose,
pursuant to section 3 of this Act, the Ad-
ministrator is authorized and directed to
make loans each fiscal year in the full
amount determined to be necessary by the
Congress or appropriated by the Congress
pursuant to section 3 of this Act to persons
now providing or who may hereafter provide
telephone service in rural areas, to public
bodies now providing telephone service in
rural areas, and to cooperative, nonprofit,
limited dividend, or mutual associations.”

Sec. 5. Section 306(a) (1) of the Consoli-
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (7
U.5.C. 1926) is amended by inserting im-
mediately after the first sentence thereof a
new sentence as follows: “The authority con-
tained herein to make and insure loans shall
be in addition to and not in lieu of any
authority contained in the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act of 1936, as amended.”

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. POAGE

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Poace moves to strike out all after the
enacting clause of the bill S. 394 and insert
in lieu thereof the provisions contained in
H.R. 5683, as passed, as follows:

That it is hereby declared to be the policy
of the Congress that adequate funds should
be made available to rural electric and tele-
phone systems through direct, insured and
guaranteed loans at interest rates which will
allow them to achlieve the objectives of the
Rural Electrification Act of 1938, as amended,
and that such rural electric and telephone
systems should be encouraged and assisted
to develop their resources and ability to
achieve the financial strength needed to en-
able them to satisfy their credit needs from
their own financial organizations and other
sources at reasonable rates and terms consist-
ent with the loan applicant’s ability to pay
and achievement of the Act’s objectives. The
Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as amended
(7 US.C. 901-950(b)), is therefore further
amended as hereinafter provided.

Sec. 2. Title IIT of the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act of 1938, as amended, is amended by
striking out all of sections 301 and 302 and
inserting in lieu thereof the following new
sections:

“Sec. 301. RuURAL ELECTRIFICATION AND
TELEPHONE REvOLVING FPunp—(a) There is
hereby established in the Treasury of the
United States a fund, to be known as the
Rural Electrification and Telephone Revolv-
ing Pund (hereinafter referred to as the
“fund"”), consisting of:

*({1) all notes, bonds, obligations, liens
mortgages, and property delivered or as-
signed to the Administrator pursuant to
loans heretofore or hereafter made under
sections 4, 5, and 201 of this Act and under
this title, as of the effective date of this title,
as revised herein, and all proceeds from the
sales hereunder of such notes, bonds, obli-
gations, liens, mortgages, and property,
which shall be transferred to and be assets
of the fund;

*{2) undisbursed balances of electric and
telephone loans made under sections 4, 5.
and 201, which as of the effective date of this
title, as revised herein, shall be transferred
to and be assets of the fund;

“(3) notwithstanding section 3 (a) and
(f) of title I, all collections of principal and
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interest received on and after July 1, 1972,
on notes, bonds, judgments, or other obliga-
tions made or held under titles I and II of
this Act and under this title, except for net
collection proceeds previously appropriated
for the purchase of class A stock in the Rural
Telephone Bank, which shall be paid into
and be assets of the fund;

“(4) all appropriations for interest sub-
sidies and losses required under this title
which may hereafter be made by the Con-
gress;

*(5) moneys borrowed from the Secretary
of the Treasury pursuant to section 304(a);
and

“(6) shares of the capital stock of the
Rural Telephone Bank purchased by the
United States pursuant to section 406(a) of
this Act and moneys received from said bank
upon retirement of said shares of stock in
accordance with the provisions of title IV of
this Act, which said shares and moneys shall
be assets of the fund.

“Sec, 302, LIABILITIES AND USES oF FUND.—
(a) The notes of the Administrator to the
Secretary of the Treasury to obtain funds for
loans under sections 4, 5, and 201 of this Act,
and all other liabilities against the appropri-
ations or assets in the fund in connection
with electrification and telephone loan oper-
ations shall be liabilities of the fund, and all
other obligations against such appropriations
or assets in the fund arising out of electrifica-
tion and telephone loan operations shall be
obligations of the fund.

“{b) The assets of the fund shall be avail-
able only for the following purposes:

“(1) loans which could be insured under
this title, and for advances in connection
with such loans and loans previously made,
as of the effective date of this title, as revised
herein, under sections 4, 5, and 201 of this
Act;

“(2) payment of principal when due on
outstanding loans to the Administrator from
the Secretary of the Treasury for electrifica=
tion and telephone purposes pursuant to sec-
tion 3(a) of this Act and payment of prin-
cipal and interest when due on loans to the
Administrator from the Secretary of the
Treasury pursuant to section 304(a) of this
title;

“(3) payment of amounts to whicah the
holder of notes is entitled on Insured loans:
Provided, That payments other than final
payments need not be remitted to the holder
until due cor until the next agreed annual,
semiannual, or quarterly remittance date;

“(4) payment to the holder of insured
notes of any defaulted Installment or, upon
assignment of the note to the Administrator
at his request, the entire balance due on
the note;

“(5) purchase of notes in accordance with
contracts of insurance entered into by the
Administrator;

“(6) payment in compliance with con-
tracts of guarantee;

“(7) payment of taxes, insurance, prior
liens, expenses necessary to make fiscal ad-
justments in connection with the applica-
tion, and transmittal of collectlons or neces-
sary to obtain credit reports on applicants or
borrowers, expenses for necessary services,
including construction inspections, com-
mercial appraisals, loan servicing, consulting
business advisory or other commercial and
technical services, and other program serv-
ices, and other expenses and advances au-
thorized in section 7 of this Act in connec-
tion with insured loans. Such items may be
pald in connection with guaranteed loans
after or in connectlon with the acquisition
of such loans or security thereof after de-
fault, to the extent determined to be neces-
sary to protect the interest of the Govern-
ment, or in connection with any other ac-
tivity authorized in this Act;

*(8) payment of the purchase price and
any costs and expenses incurred in connec-
tion with the purchase, acquisition, or opera-
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tion of property pursuant to section 7 of
this Act.

“Sec., 303, Deposit oF Funp MONEYS.—
Moneys in the fund shall remain on deposit
in the Treasury of the United States until
disbursed.

“SEC. 304, FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS OF THE
Funn.—(a) The Administrator is authorized
to make and issue interim notes to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury for the purpose of oh-
taining funds necessary for discharging obli-
gations of the fund and for making loans, ad-
vances and authorized expenditures out of
the fund. Such notes shall be in such form
and denominations and have such maturities
and be subject to such terms and conditions
as may be agreed upon by the Administrator
and the Secretary of the Treasury. Such notes
shall bear interest at a rate fixed by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, taking into considera-
tion the current average market yield of
outstanding marketable obligations of the
United States having maturities comparable
to the notes issued by the Administrator un-
der this section. The Secretary of the Treas-
ury is sauthorized and directed to purchase
any notes of the Administrator issued here-
under, and, for that purpose, the Secretary
of the Treasury is authorized to use as a pub-
lic debt transaction the proceeds from the
sale of any securities issued under the Sec-
ond Liberty Bond Act, as amended, and the
purposes for which such securities may be
issued under such Act, as amended, are ex-
tended to include the purchase of notes is-
sued by the Administrator. All redemptions,
purchases, and sales by the Secretary of the
Treasury of such notes shall be treated as
public debt transactions of the United
States: Provided, however, That such interim
notes to the Secretary of the Treasury shall
not be included in the totals of the budget
of the United States Government and shall
be exempt from any general limitation im-
posed by statute on expenditures and net
lending (budget outlays) of the United
States.

“{b) The Secretary of the Treasury is au-
thorized and directed to purchase for resale
obligations Insured through the fund when
offered by the Administrator. Such resales
shall be upon such terms and conditions as
the Secretary of the Treasury shall determine.
Purchases and resales by the Secretary of the
Treasury hereunder shall not be included in
the totals of the budget of the United States
Government and shall be exempt from any
general limitation imposed by statute on
expenditures and net lending (budget out-
lays) of the United States.

“(¢) The Administrator may, on an insured
basis or otherwise, sell and assign any notes
in the fund or sell certificates of beneficial
ownership therein to the Secretary of the
Treasury or in the private market. Any sale
by the Administrator of notes individually
or in blocks shall be treated as a sale of
assets for the purposes of the Budget and
Accounting Act, 1921, notwithstanding the
fact that the Administrator, under an agree-
ment with the purchaser or purchasers, holds
the debt instruments evidencing the loans
and holds or reinvests payments thereon as
trustee and custodian for the purchaser or
purchasers of the individual note or of the
certificate of beneficial ownership in a num-
ber of such notes. Security instruments taken
by the Adminsitrator in connection with any
notes in the fund may constitute liens run-
ning to the United States notwithstanding
the fact that such notes may be thereafter
held by purchasers thereof.

“Sgc. 306, INSURED LOANS; INTEREST RATES
AND LENDING LEVELS.—(a) The Administrator
is authorized and directed to make insured
loans under this title and at the interest
rates hereinafter provided to the full extent
of the assets available in the fund, subject
only to limitations as to amounts authorized
for loans and advances as may be from time
to time imposed by the Congress of the
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United States for loans to be made in ghy
one year, which amounts shall remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That any such
loans and advances shall not be included in
the totals of the budget of the United States
Government and shall be exempt from any
general limitation imposed by statute on ex-
penditures and net lending (budget outlays)
of the United States.

“{b) Insured loans made under this title
shall bear interest at either 2 per centum
per annum (hereinafter called the ‘special
rate’'), or 6 per centum per annum (herein-
after called the ‘standard rate’). Loans bear-
ing the special rate shall be reserved for and
made by the Administrator to the full extent
of the authorities contained herein for any
electric or telephone borrower which meets
either of the following conditions:

“{1) has an average consumer or subscriber
density of two or fewer per mile, or

“(2) has an average gross revenue per mile
which is at least 8450 below the average gross
revenue per mile of REA-financed electric
systems, in the case of eleciric borrowers, or
at least $300 below the average gross revenue
per mile of REA-financed telephone sys-
tems, in the case of telephone borrowers:
Provided, however, That the Administrator
may, in his sole discretion, make a loan at
the special rate if he finds that the borrower:

“(A) has experienced extenuating circum-
stances or extreme hardship;

“(B) cannot, in accordance with gener-
ally accepted management and accounting
principles, produce net income or margins
before Interest of at least equal to 150 per
centum of its total interest requirements on
all outstanding and proposed loans with an
interest rate greater than 2 per centum per
annum on the entire current loan, and still
meet the objectives of the Act, or

“{C) cannot, in accordance with generally
accepted management and accounting prin-
ciples and without an excessive increase in
the rates charged by such borrowers to their
consumers or subscribers, provide service
consistent with the objectives of the Act.

“({c) Loans made under this section shall
be insured by the Administrator when pur-
chased by a lender. As used in this Act, an
insured loan is one which is made, held, and
serviced by the Administrator, and sold and
insured by the Administrator hereunder;
such loans shall be sold and insured by the
Administrator without undue delay.

“Sec. 3068. GUARANTEED LoaNs, AccoMmo-
DATION AND SUBORDINATION ©OF LIENS—The
Administrator may provide financlal assist-
ance to borrowers for purposes provided in
the Rural Electrification Act of 1938, as
amended, by guaranteeing loans, in the full
amount thereof, made by the Rural Tele-
phone Bank, National Rural Utilities Co-
operative Finance Corporation, and any
other legally organized lending agency, or
by accommodating or subordinating liens or
mortgages in the fund held by the Admin-
istrator as owner or as trustee or custodian
for purchasers of notes from the fund, or by
any combination of such guarantee, accom-
modation, or subordination. No fees or
charges shall be assessed for any such guar-
antee, accommodation, or subordination.
Guaranteed loans shall bear interest at the
rate agreed upon by the borrower and the
lender. Guaranteed loans, and accommoda-
tion and subordination of liens or mort-
gages, may be made concurrently with a
loan insured at the standard rate. The
amount of guaranteed loans shall be sub-
ject only to such limitations as to amounts
as may be authorized from time to time by
the Congress of the United States: Provided,
That any amounts guaranteed hereunder
shall not be included in the totals of the
budget of the United States Government and
shall be exempt from any general limitation
imposed by statute on expenditures and net
lending (budget outlays) of the United
States. As used in this title a guaranteed
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loan is one which is made, held, and serviced
by a legally crganized lending agency and
which is guaranteed by the Administrator
hereunder.

“Sgc. 307. Otaer FPovancine.—When it ap-
pears to the Administrator that the loan ap-
plicant is able to obiain a loan for part of
his credit needs from a responsible cooper-
ative or other credit source at reasonable
rates and terms conslstent with the loan ap-
plicant’s ability to pay and the achievement
of the Act’s objectives, he may request the
loan applicant to apply for and acecept such
a loan concurrently with a loan insured at
the standard rate, subject, however, to full
use being made by the Administrator of the
funds made avallable hereunder for such in-
sured loans under this title.

“Sec. 308. FuLL FarrH AND CREDIT OF THE
UnNITED STATES—Any contract of insurance
or guarantee executed by the Administrator
under this title shall be an obligation sup-
ported by the full faith and credit of the
United States and Incontestable except for
fraud or misrepresentation of which the
holder has actual knowledge.

“Sec. 309. LoaNn TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
Loans made from or insured through the
fund shall be for the same purposes and on
the same terms and conditions as are pro-
vided for loans in titles I and II of this Act
except as otherwise provided in sectlons 303
to 308 inclusive.

“Sec. 310. REFINANCING OF RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT AcT Loans.—At the request of the bor-
rower, the Administrator is authorized and
directed to refinance with loans which may
be insured under this Act, any loans made
for rural electric and felephone facilitles
under any provision of the Consolidated
Farm and Rural Development Act.”

Bec. 8. Section 3(f) of the Rural Elec-
trification Act of 1836, as amended, is
amended by striking “Except as otherwise
provided in sections 301 and 406(a) of this
Act,” and by inserting ', Provided, however,
That notwithstanding subsection (a) of this
section, payments of such loans heretofore
or hereafter made to the Administrator for
use in making loans to borrowers under titles
I and II shall not include any interest™ im-
mediately before the semicolon.

SEc. 4. Section 405 of the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act of 1936, as amended, is further
amended by striking subsection (e) in its
entirety and by inserting in lieu thereof a
new subsection (e), as follows:

“(e) Thereafter, the cooperative-type en-
tities and organizations holding class B and
class C stock, voting as a separate class, shall
elect three directors to represent their class
by a majority vote of the stockholders voting
in such class; and the commercial-type en-
tities and organizations holding class B and
class C stock, voting as a separate class, shall
elect three directors to represent their class
by a majority vote of the stockholders voting
in such class. Limited proxy voting may be
permitted, as authorized by the bylaws of
the telephone bank. Cumulative voting shall
not be permitted.”

Sec. 5. The second sentence of section
406(a) of the Rural Electrification Act of
1936, as amended, is further amended by
striking “from net collection proceeds in the
rural telephone account created under title
III of this Act” immediately after the word
“appropriated™.

Sec. 6. Subsection (a) of section 407 of the
Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as amend-
ed, is amended by striking out “eight™ in the
second sentence and inserting in lieu there-
of “twenty”, and by striking out all of the
third sentence.

Sec. 7. Section 407 of the Rural Electrifica-
ticn Act of 1936, as amended, is amended
by adding a new subsection (c) sas follows:

“(e) Purchases and resales by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury as authorized In subsec-
tion (b) of this section shall not be included
in the totals of the budget of the United

States Government and shall be exempt
froma any general limitation imposed by
statute on expenditures and net lending
(budget outlays) of the United States.”

Sec. 8. Subsection (a) of section 408 of the
Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as amend-
ed, 1s amended (a) by inserting the words
“or which have been certified by the Admin-
istrator to be eligible for such a loan or loan
commitment,” immediately following the
term “this Act,” where it first appears; and
(b) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing sentence: "Loans and advances made
under this section shall not be included in
the totals of the budget of the United States
Government and shall be exempt from any
general limitation imposed by statute on ex-
penditures and net lending (budget outlays)
of the United States.”

Sec. 9. Subsection (b) of section 408 of
the Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as
amended, 15 amended by striking out all of
paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof
& new paragraph (3) reading:

*(3) Loans under this section shall bear
interest at the ‘cost of money rate.” The cost
of money rate is defined as the average cost
of moneys to the telephone bank as deter-
mined by the Governor, but not less than 5
per centum per annum.”

Sec. 10. No funds provided under The Rural
Electrification Act of 1936, as amended, shall
be used outside the United States or any
of its possessions,

Sec. 11. The right to repeal, alter, or amend
this Act is expressly reserved.

Sec. 12. This Act shall take effect upon
enactment.

The motion was agreed to.

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

The title was amended so as to read:
“An act to amend the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act of 1936, as amended, to establish
a Rural Electrification and Telephone
Revolving Fund to provide adequate
funds for rural electric and telephone
systems through insured and guaranteed
loans at interest rates which will allow
them to achieve the objectives of the act,
and for other purposes.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 5683) was
laid on the table.

AFFOINTMENT OF CONFEREES

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the House insist on
its amendments to the Senate bill
(5. 394) and request a conference with
the Senate thereon.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAEKER. The Chair appoints
the following conferees: Messrs. PoacE,
STUBBLEFIELD, SisK, DENHoLM, TEAGUE of
California, WamerLer, and GoopLING,

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislation 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
Texas?

There was no objection.
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ADDITION TO LEGISLATIVE
PROGRAM

(Mr. ARENDS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time for the purpose of asking the ma-
jority whip if there is any other program
for the balance of this week and what
we may possibly anticipate next week.

Mr, McFALL. Mr. Speaker, in response
to the question of the distinguished mi-
nority whip, Mr. AreEnps, I announce
that on tomorrow we shall call up House
Resolution 340, authorizing additional
investigative authority to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

With regard to the program for next
week, I believe the gentleman from Ii-
linois has reference to the possible voie
on the veto.

Mr. ARENDS. Yes.

Mr. McFALL. If our information is
correct that the President is going to veto
the bill today or tomorrow, the veto
message will be up here tomorrow. It is
our intention that the veto would be
acted upon as the first item of business
on Tuesday next.

Mr. ARENDS. I thank the gentleman.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Speaker, on roll-
call No. 63, on Monday, April 2, 1973, fol-
lowing consideration of H.R. 3153, en-
titled Technical and Conforming
Changes in the Social Security Act, I am
not recorded as having voted.

I was present, and I inserted my voting
card in the proper slot, and I pushed the
“yea” button, and removed the card,
thinking that I had voted for the bill and
had been recorded.

I am advised that I probably did not
hold my voting card in the slot long
enough to get recorded.

At any rate, even though the bill passed
by a vote of 340 yeas to 1 nay, I would
like for the Recorp fo show that had my
vote been recorded it would have been

“yea” in favor of the bill.

CITIZENS FOR CONTROL OF FED-
ERAL SPENDING

(Mr. FROEHLICH asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. FROEHLICH. Mr. Speaker, I can
think of no more appropriate time than
following yesterday’s action by the Sen-
ate to sustain the President’s first veto
of the 93d Congress, to call to the at-
tention of my colleagues an ad which ap-
peared in yesterday morning's Washing-
ton Post. Sponsored by the newly formed
Citizens for Control of Federal Spending,
the ad calls on all citizens to “join the
fight to control spending, taxes, and in-
fiation.” It wholeheartedly endorses the
President’s proposed spending limits
which “will, unless breached by irrespon-
sible spending, prevent tax increases,
curb inflation, and pay for Federal pro-
grams which have proved to be effective.”

The ad is signed by 81 national busi-
ness, labor, professional, and civil lead-
ers—a testimony to the favorable re-
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sponse this organization has already re-
ceived. I know it will strike a responsive
chord throughout the country and that
it will mobilize the American people to
take an activist role in pressuring the
Congress to adopt spending limits the
country can afford.

In fact, I wonder if it is not more than
just coincidence that the Senate’s sur-
prising action yesterday followed, by only
a few hours, the announcement by this
organization of its intent to make known
to the Congress the views of the Nation's
taxpayers in opposition to irresponsible
spending, rising taxes, and inflation.

The spokesman for this group, an_d
one of its cochairmen, is a man who is
respected and admired by all of us in the
Congress. He has been, for a number of
years, the leading Republican spokesman
for economy in government and sound
fiscal practices. His reputation for in-
telligence and integrity and just plain
hard work serves as an example to be
revered and emulated. He is John W.
Byrnes.

John Byrnes was my predecessor. He
represented the people of northeastern
Wisconsin, with courage and dedication,
for 28 years. His record is one of accom-
plishment. I do not mind telling you,
he is a hard act to follow.

When John Byrnes speaks, people
listen. He is speaking to us now. He is
telling us that the time to act against
uncontrolled and excessive spending is
now.

I intend to listen. The Senate has al-
ready listened. I hope they will continue
to listen and that all of you will listen
to him, too.

The advertisement follows:

[Advertisement from the Washingfon Post,
Apr. 3, 1973]

KErep THE Lip on TAXES AND PricEs—WE SUP-
PORT PRESIDENTIAL AND CONGRESSIONAL EF-
¥orTs To CONTROL FEDERAL SPENDING
Americans have always had the ability to

unite in order to accomplish great goals. As

we now move to a peacetime economy, our
nation needs a strong, viable government
free of irresponsible spending and rising taxes
and inflation. We can achieve this goal if

Americans unite—if we let our representa-

tives in Washington know that this is what

we want.

Your elected representatives—your Sena-
tors and Congressmen in Washington—de-
pend on you for guidance. They know how
you feel only if you tell them. All too often,
many of us take the democratic process for
granted—we assume that our representatives
already know what we think, even though
we haven't told them. And when this hap-
pens, the voices of a few special interests can
have more effect than the will of millions
of citizens.

The issue of taxes and inflation aflfects
each of us personally. Uncontrolled federal
spending over the next three fiscal years
could force s tax Increase of as much as
fifteen percent, or cause a new wave of crip-
pling inflation. Yet we can have a budget
which avoids excessive spending, requires no
new taxes, and still provides sufficient fund-
ing for necessary programs. The President
has proposed one such budget. Supported by
responsible members of Congress, it would
limit federal spending to $250 billion in fiscal
year 1973, $268.7 billion in fiscal 1874 and
$288 billion in fiscal 1975. These limits, un-
less breached by irresponsible spending, will
prevent tax increases, curb inflation and pay
for federal programs which have proved to
be effective.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

A responsible spending program does not
involve any turning back of the clock. The
President's budget, for one example, provides
the greatest sum ever committed for human
resources. Compared to four years ago, it
would spend 71 percent more to assist older
Americans, 67 percent more to help the sick,
66 percent more for the poor, and more than
twice as much to feed the hungry and un-
dernourished. Four years ago, 41% of the
federal budget was spent on Defense, and
only 37% for Human Resources. Today the
priorities have been reversed: 47% goes to
Human Resources and only 30 percent for
Defense.

The goal of no new taxes can be reached—
without inflation—only if Congress and the
Executive cooperate by trimming unnecessary
spending and by terminating programs which
either aren’t working at all or haven't justi-
fied their expense. Tax money should only be
used for responsible programs that do work.

We can't afford to take the democratic
process for granted in this crucial matter.
Take a few minutes to let your Congressman
and your Senator know how you feel about
spending and taxes; ask your friends to help
by communicating their views. If you would
like more information, write to Citizens for
Control of Federal Spending. You owe it to
yourself to join the fight—to control spend-
ing, taxes and inflation.

CITIZENS FOR CONTROL OF FEDERAL SPENDING

Chairman : David Packard, Chalrman, Hew-
lett-Packard.

Co-Chairmen: John W. Byrnes, former
Member of Congress; James Roosevelt, former
Member of Congress.

Vice-Chairmen: Max Fisher, Chairman,
Fisher-New Center Company; Mrs. Kermit V.
Haugan, President, General Federation of
Women's Clubs; Donald M. Kendall, Chair-
man, PepsiCo Inc.; Paul W. McCracken,
Former Chairman, President’s Council of Eco-

nomic Advisers; W. Allen Wallis, Economist,
Rochester, New York.

T. M. Alexander, Sr., President, Alexander
& Assoclates.

Dr. Martin Anderson, Senior Fellow-Hoover
Institution, Stanford University.

R. Anderson,
national Corp.

E. M. Black, Chairman of the Board, United
Brands Company.

Roger M. Blough, White & Case.

Pred J. Borch, Retired Chairman, General
Electric Company.

Gene E. Bradley, President, Int'l. Manage-
ment & Development Institute,

Leonard Briscoe, City Counecilman,
Worth, Texas.

Robert J, Brown, Chairman of the Board,
B & C Associates, Inc.

Yale Brozen, Professor, University of Chi-
cago,

Louis W. Cabot, Chairman, Cabot Corpora-
tion.

Norman Cashners,
Publishing Company.

Dr. W. Glenn Campbell, Director, Hoover
Institution, Stanford University.

Patrick Carr, Commander In Chief, Veter-
ans of Foreign Wars.

George Champion, Chairman and Presi-
dent, Economic Development Council of New
York City.

Albert L. Cole, Vice President & Director
Reader's Digest.

John Collins, Former Mayor of Boston,

John T. Connor, Chairman of the Board,
Allied Chemical Corporation.

C. W. Cook, Chairman, General Foods Cor-
poration.

Edward W. Cook, President, Cook Indus-
tries, Inec.

Stewart S. Cort,
Steel Corporation.

Ellwod F. Curtis, President, Deere & Com-
pany.

Dr. Maurice A. Dawkins,

President, Rockwell Inter-

Ft.

Chairman, Cashners

Chairman, Bethlehem

Executive Vice
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Chairman, Opportunities Industrialization
Centers of America.

Russell De Young, Chairman of the Board,
The Goodyear Tire Rubber Co.

C. Douglas Dillon, Former Secretary of
the Treasury.

Roy V. Edwards, Chairman, Wilson & Co.,
Ine.

Walter A. Fallon,
Eodak Company.

Edmund B. Fitzgerald, Chairman, Cutler-
Hammer, Inc.

Frank E. Fitzsimmons, General President,
Int’l. Brotherhood of Teamsters.

Johnny Ford, Mayor, City of Tuskegee,
Alabama,.

Henry Rowler, Former BSecretary of the
Treasury.

W. H. Franklin,
Tractor Co.

Henry Gadsden, Chairman, Merck & Co.,
Inec.

A. H. Galloway, Chairman, R. J. Reynolds
Industries, Inc.

C. C, Garvin, Jr., President, Exxon Corpora-
tion.

Patrick E. Haggerty, Chairman, Texas In-
struments Incorporated.

Floyd D. Hall, Chairman & Chief Execu-
tive Officer, Eastern Airlines.

John D. Harper, Chairman,
Company of America.

H. 8. Houthakker, Harvard University.

Frederick G. Jaicks, Chairman, Inland
Steel Company.

Elaine Jenkins, President, Ome America,
Inc.

Howard Johnson, Chairman of the Cor-
poration, Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology.

Erik Jonsson,
Texas.

Thomas V. Jones, Chairman of the Board
& President, Northrop Corporation.

Edgar F. Kalser,

Dr. Asa 8. Enowles, President Northeastern
University.

Franklin A, Lindsay, President, ITEK Cor-
poration.

Hobart Lewis, President, Reader's Digest,.

Henry Lucas, Jr., D.D.S, San Francisco,
California,

Winston W, Marsh, President, American
Society of Assoclation Executives; Executive
Vice President, Natl, Tire Dealers & Re-
treaders Association.

S. M. McAshan, Jr, Chairman, Anderson,
Clayton & Co.

Sanford N. McDonnell, President & Chief
Executive Officer, McDonnell Douglas Cor-
poration.

Gordon M. Metcalf, former Chairman,
Sears, Roebuck and Company.

Paul L. Miller, President, The First Bos-
ton Corporation.

Howard Morgens,
Gamble.

Raymond J. Saulnier, Professor of Eco-
nomics, Barnard College.

Franklin D. Schurz, Sr., President, South
Bend Newspapers.

C. A. Scott, Publisher, Atlanta Daily World.

Dr. Frederick Seits, President, Rockefeller
University.

Theodore A, Serrill, Executive Vice Presi-
dent, National Newspaper Association.

Louise Shadduck, President, National Fed~
eration of Press Women.,

C. D. Siverd, Chairman, American Cyana-
mid Co.

John F., Small, President, John F. Small,
Inc.

Reverend Roland Smith, Citizens Trust
Bank of Atlanta.

Charles H. Sommer, Jr., Chairman, Mon-
santo Company.

Paul Thayer, Chairman, The LTV Corpora=
tion.

Charles C. Tillinghast, Jr., Chalrman, Trans
World Airlines, Inc.

President, Eastman

Chairman, Caterpillar

Aluminum

former Mayor of Dallas,

Chairman, Procter &




April 4, 1973

Joseph P. Tonelll, President, United Paper-
workers International Unlon.

Murray L. Weldenbaum, former Assistant
Secretary of the Treasury.

Louie Welch, Mayor,
Texas.

Samuel D. Winer, President, Jaycees.

R. G. Wingerter, President, Libbey-Owens-
Ford Company.

Bryece N. Harlow, Legislative Consultant.

H. Lee Choate, Executive Director, 1629 K
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 200086.

(Affliations listed for identification only.)

City of Houston,

THE VIETNAM VETERAN—EMPLOY-
MENT OR UNEMPLOYMENT?

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

Mr. DOMINICKE V. DANIELS. Mr.
Speaker, a Washington Post article by
Lou Cannon in the March 25 issue quotes
President Nixon as saying in Key Bis-
cayne, Fla., on March 24:

With our men home from Vietnam and
with the reductions we have been able to
make elsewhere in our armed forces, thou=-
sands of young veterans are returning to
civilian life. They ask no special privileges
or favors but they expect—and they deserve—
full respect and full economic opportunity.

Let us give them the warm welcome they
deserve. Let us welcome them back not only
with open arms but with open opportunities,
with sincere respect and with the chance to
play important roles in every phase of coms=-
munity life.

The Emergency Employment Act of
1971, Public Law 92-54, set up the public
employment program to create jobs pro-
viding needed public services during
times of high unemployment. Special
consideration was given to Korean and
Vietnam veterans in filling these jobs.

According to recent Labor Depart-
ment figures, 61,272 Vietnam-era vet-
erans participated in the public employ-
ment program during the period Septem-
ber 1971 through November 30, 1972. This
represents 27 percent of the total en-
rollees. The total number of veterans
enrolled in the program during this pe-
riod is 93,102, which is 41 percent of all
enrollees.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics released
the following unemployment figures for
Vietnam-era veterans for February 1973,
which are the latest to date:

Age group 20 to 29: 309,000 unem-
ployed Vietnam veterans.

Age group 30 to 34: 32,040 unemployed
Vietnam veterans.

This means that as of February of this
year, there were close to 350,000 unem-
ployed Vietnam veterans in our Nation.
And, Mr, Speaker, with the cessation of
our military involvement in Vietnam,
and the return of more of our service-
men and our prisoners of war, this num-
ber is bound to increase.

Obviously, this program has worked
well for our returning veterans, as well as
many other unemployed and underem-
ployed in our country. The act is due to
expire on June 30, 1973, and today, the
Select Subcommittee on Labor, of which
I am chairman, reported H.R. 4204, as
amended, to extend this program for
an additional 2 years.

In 7 days of hearings held by my sub-
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committee during February and March,
the Emergency Employment Act received
the praises of the National League of
Cities and the U.S. Conference of Mayors,
the AFL-CIO, the National Association of
Counties, and many others. All expressed
their support of my proposed 2-year ex-
tension.

Mr. Speaker, I wholeheartedly agree
with the President when he says these
Vietnam-era veterans deserve “full re-
spect and full economic opporfunity.”
How better can this be achieved than by
assuring them the opportunity of sub-
stantial employment? How better can
the latter be achieved than by extend-
ing the Emergency Employment Aect?

BANK CHECKS AND PRIVACY

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

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, the indi-
vidual’s right to privacy is undergoing
another challenge under a Federal law
requiring banks to microfilm and store
all checks. The Treasury Department has
recently issued final regulations under
the Foreign Bank Secrecy Act which ex-
empts from the record storing provisions
of that law all checks issued in amounts
less than $100. That exemption itself is
a concession to the danger of invasion
of privacy by the Treasury Department
and should be considered by this body as
a warning signal that this collection
of information poses a very real potential
for abuse.

The Foreign Bank Secrecy Act was
passed by this body without a negative
vote, The legislation was supported as a
tool in the fight against crime and for
the most part it was sound legislation.
This one loophole in the law does present
a serious threat to personal privacy, how-
ever, and it is up to this body to now
close that loophole by making it clear
that no wholesale license for snooping
was intended.

The microfilmed records of personal
and corporate checks will multiply and
increase each month and I submit to my
colleagues in the House that the danger
of abuse of privacy will also multiply and
increase each month, Under present law
a Federal agency, such as the Internal
Revenue Service or the Department of
Justice may issue an administrative sub-
pena and thereby obtain copies of bank
checks. A banking institution may de-
cide to simply cooperate by providing
copies to the agency involved without the
issuance of a subpena.

I find this procedure and the resulting
invasion of privacy most disturbing and
I plan to draft and introduce legislation
to protect the individual from fishing
expedition and unwarranted invasions of
privacy. The Ilegislation which I will
sponsor would prohibit banks from mak-
ing copies of checks available to anyone
or any agency unless a court-ordered
subpena has been obtained based on a
preliminary showing that a crime has
been committed and reasonable cause to

believe the checks in question are per-
tinent to the investigation of that crime.

The personal financial dealings of mil-
lions of Americans are not the proper
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subject for Government snooping. If that
kind of fishing expedition is allowed, the
innocent as well as the guilty will suffer
an intolerable invasion of privacy.

FOOD COSTS FOR CONSUMERS
MATCH FARM COSTS FOR PRO-
DUCERS

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

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Speaker, are agri-
cultural prices a bonanza for farmers
and ranchers? The true answer is “no,”
vet currently some commodities are sell-
ing at record prices.

But costs have risen, too, and in al-
most every item there is a record high
for the overhead that goes into the pro-
duction of grains and livestock for
American farmers and ranchers.

Let us trace first the increase in grain
prices. This started with mother nature
when a very serious drought in Russia
brought her to the United States to buy
from the United States last year over 400
million bushels of wheat and sizable por-
tions of feed grains. Droughts in China
and India and poor grain harvests in
Australia and Argentina also were fac-
tors in creating a broader demand for
U.S. grains. In wheat and feed grains
alone we sold $2 billion abroad—s$965
million in wheat and $1.1 billion in feed
grains. Grain prices responded in up-
ward price trends.

For grain farmers increased prices
were a must because prior to 1972 wheat
and feed grain prices hovered near or he-
low the actual price of production. In-
flation has been especially cruel for agri-
cultural producers because of their nar-
row cost-price margins prior to 1972. The
number of farms and ranches in the
United States has been declining because
too many operators could not make a
living in agriculture and had to seek
gainful employment in other occupations.
For those who stayed on the land the
only out was increased debt. The total
agricultural debt in 1950 of $12.4 billion
qlimbed steadily, doubling to $24.8 bil-
lion in 1960 and more than doubling
again to $66.9 billion in 1972. With that
kind of debt, the farmers and ranchers
are going to have to have good prices for
their raw agricultural commodities in
order to keep their operations in the
black. Grain prices have reached that
point now but we must keep in mind
that costs continue to rise, foo.

Let us turn to livestock. Meat prices
have been particularly singled out by
consumers as a real high price culprit
forcing up the American food basket cost.
Talk about roll back of prices as being
desirable for consumers is very mislead-
ing because it would work to their detri-
ment within a year or two.

The fact is that world supplies of red
meats are not keeping up with demands.
The average per capita consumption in
the United States of red meat is close
to 190 pounds per year.

Here are a few examples of average
per capita consumption of red meats in-
cluding horsemeat in other countries:
England, 143 pounds; France, 140
pounds; Italy, 75 pounds; Japan, 27
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pounds. These countries are increasingly
affluent and the people are increasing
their consumption of red meats. Our
reighbors to the south such as Mexico
with an average consumption of 39
pounds; Costa Rica, 34; and Honduras,
21 are in stark contrast with ourselves
and Canada with 164 pounds. It should
be obvious to all of us that red meat
consumption will increase in all coun-
tries as they become more affluent. I
point these facts out to demonstrate that
red meats are in demand around the
world.

Dollar devaluation is another factor
in meat prices. It has meant automatic
increases in the prices of foreign meat
imports into this country. The President
has lifted the quotas on fresh beef and
mutton for the past several years which
means any country can sell us all the
meat they want.

Following the U.S. dollar devaluation
recently, Australia withdrew all offers of
boneless meat and stayed out of the
market about 10 days. Then they came
back with offers 10 cents and 11 cents a
pound higher than before.

We get 1.8 billion pounds of our red
meat—or 8 to 10 percent—in imports.
Any drop in the imports would make us
run very short.

When Australian meat does not come
in—or any other foreign meat—the
buyers bid for U.S. meat. It goes up
until prices get high enough to bring
in the imports. To satisfy consumer de-
mand we now have to have the imported
stuff. Therefore our prices go up to the
level that will bring it in. It is obvious
that dollar devaluation has been a factor
pushing U.S. meats higher.

There has not been a significant
amount of meat products exported from
this country but it is certain that with
the growing world demand for red meats
foreign interests will be more active in
purchasing American meat products.
For example, Japanese buyers for sev-
eral weeks have been negotiating for
large purchases of pork here in the
United States Canadian interests often
purchase slaughter cattle from U.S. pro-
ducers. Dollar devaluation, of course, now
makes our pork more attractive to Japan
and U.S. cattle cheaper for our Cana-
dian neighbors.

In contrast, the cattle we import from
Mexico that end up in American feed lots
to be fattened and slaughtered here are
costing U.8. buyers considerably more
this year than last year. The cost is $8
to $12 higher per hundredweight for
these Mexican cattle this year than last
year or an increase of about 15 to 20
percent. We imported three-fourths of a
million cattle from Mexico in 1971 and
almost a million in 1972 and the addi-
tional cost involved makes even these
cattle eventually cost more for Amer-
ican consumers.

Cattle prices historically move up and
down in cycles. One of the high points
was 1951, and it is interesting to note
that if the price of a slaughter steer had
advanced since then as much as first-
class postage instead of bringing $42 to
$44 per hundredweight as it brings today,
that steer would be selling for $72 per
hundredweight. If it advanced as much
as pay for workers, the steer would bring
$80.69 per hundredweight.
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If the steer was up as much as the
cost of having a baby it would be $119
and it would be $170 per hundredweight
if it went up as much as hospital costs
have risen.

How much does beef run in other coun-
tries? U.S. beef prices are pretty much
in the middle. Our beef is more expen-
sive than it is in Australia, Argentina,
or Uruguay.

However, in Holland meat from lower
grades of cattle brings $46 to $47 per
hundredweight and in Italy again with
lower grades of cattle beef is $62 per
hundredweight, almost twice as much as
comparable grade and quality here in
this country.

Overall supplies of U.S. beef cannot
meet the current domestic demand with-
out imports. But with relaxation of the
quotas it is apparent that for the present
increased supplies of imported meat are
not likely to increase U.S. supplies sub-
stantially. All foreizn meat plants that
are licensed to sell meat i this country
are supposed to meet U.S. standards on
health and sanitation inspection. The
General Accounting Office report last
year covering some 80 foreign plants in-
spected showed that almost one-third of
them were delicensed because of gross
lack of sanitation. It is apparent that
pressure 0 bring in more imported meat
may well result in licensing of inferior
and unsanitary plants.

Additional supplies of beef for U.S.
consumers are available in time through
gradual expansion of domestic livestock
herds. At current level of prices pro-
ducers would be encouragec. to increase
their livestock numbers.

The freeze announced Thursday night
by President Nixon on the price of meat
may stabilize the retail costs for con-
sumers but it does nothing to stabilize
the costs of producers. As costs of meat
processors, retailers and wholesalers
climb, with the ceiling on prices, those
costs will have to be taken away from
the price paid producers for the livestock.
The producer simply will be at the bot-
tom of the totem pole and everyone above
him in the meat processing ladder from
the packer to the chain store will pass
their additional costs back to him so that
he gets less for his livestock.

But the farmers and ranchers costs
are going to increase, too. Not only do
their costs increase in labor, transporta-
tion, taxes, machinery, but also in the
cost of living for their own families just
like other consumers in the United
States. In addition, the higher prices for
grains affects them too and makes the
cost of feeding the livestock to slaughter
conditions a more costly operation. I
mention the increase in corn prices be-
cause it is one of the basic feeds for both
cattle and hogs. But other feed grains
have inereased in value, too, and for the
cattle or hog feeder this means an in-
crease in his cost of production.

As I described earlier, it was necessary
for grain farmers fo get an increase in
grain prices or they would continue to
have gone out of business from lack of
income, Yet the very increases in grain
prices has added substantially to the in-
creased costs in fattening livestock.

High protein supplements are also used
in rations for cattle and feeding—one of
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the sources is soybean mesal. Soybeans
this year, because of a limited crop and
higher exports are selling currently for
$5.63 per bushel—up from last year’s
$3.47. Soybean meal was selling for $92
per ton last year and is now $182 per ton
this year. This is another example of
rapidly increasing costs for the produeers
feeding.

The sensible, sound way of stabilizing
meat prices will have to be a gradual
increase in livestock numbers. Current
prices for livestock, if unhampered by
too much Government interference, could
encourage producers to expand their
numbers, Producers in turn must be
assured of stabilizing their costs. The
President did not address himself to that
problem in his Thursday night speech
announcing meat price controls. Phase
IMI is not stabilizing costs for the agri-
cultural producers. The President's ac-
tions of freezing meat prices will not
be successful unless he in turn has a
plan to stabilize production costs.

SUMMARY

To summarize, dollar devaluation has
made imported meat higher and im-
ported cattle higher. Both resulted in
higher consumer meat prices.

World supplies of red meats are not
keeping up with demand. As they be-
come more afffluent, countries with low
meat protein diets will increase in per
capita consumption. Starting from aver-
age consumption ranging down as low as
19 pounds those countries will need a
greater portion of world supplies.

U.S. supplies of red meats are not
sufficient to meet consumer demands
without the current level of imported
meats. Increases in meat imports of sub-
stantial quantities are unlikely since the
President has suspended quotas for the
past 3 years which has not resulted
in great increases of available supplies.
Furthermore, based on General Account-
ing Office investigations it is questionable
that all the foreign meat plants licensed
to sell meat in this country meet our
rigid standards for sanitation and whole-
someness.

Costs for producers have risen and
current level prices while at record highs
now also must be considered in light of
record high costs. Encouragement to in-
crease supplies is stymied by the Presi-
dent’s action freezing the prices at this
level and forcing processors, wholesalers
and retailers to pass any future added
costs that they encounter back down (o
the producer, which will eventually
lower the prices they receive without low-
ering the price to the consumer.

AMNESTY AND THE NATIONAL
PSYCHE

The SPEAKER pro ftempore (M.
MaTsuNAGA), Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Ropison) is recognized for
30 minutes.

Mr. ROBISON of New York. Mr.
Speaker, it is said that in 1864, during
one of the countless informal parleys
that occurred between Union and Con-
federate soldiers during the Civil War,
the Yankees and Rebels present got into
a political discussion. One of the South-
erners asked a Federal whom he was
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going to vote for in the 1864 Presidential
election, and the man said he thought
he would vote for Lincoln. “He,” said the
Confederate, “is a damned abolitionist.”
Whereupon the two promptly began a
fistfight which officers of both sides had
to break up. As Civil War historian Bruce
Catton has noted, men who could in-
dulge in fistfights over political issues—
with their partisan watching—while at
war with one another, could scarcely be
considered sworn enemies for untold
generations to come.

This attitude of underlying national
unity was reflected in the Union’s rein-
tegration of the defeated Confederacy
into American national life. By the sav-
age standards of human history, where
the usual punishment for unsuccessful
revolt has been, and often siill is, mass
execution, confinement, confiscation of
property, imprisonment, or exile, the
American Civil War ended with almost
unbelievable reconciliation. The tragic
nature of Lincoln's death may have had
something to do with this but, by 1868,
all restrictions, save the right to hold
public office, had been removed from all
Confederate military personnel and civil
officials, and even this one restriction ap-
plied to comparatively few individuals.
Americans have always been proud of
this: few people regret General Grant’s
pardon for the Army of Northern Vir-
ginia at Appomattox, with his specific
provision that former Confederate sol-
diers be given enough draft animals
with which to “work their little farms.”

The presence of a common social
bond—sensed by Lincoln more than any-
body else—indicated the desirability of
attempts at reconciliation, for it was rec-
ognized that such attempts need not be
futile; and, the reconciliation which took
place affer the Civil War was aided by
the constitutional tradition of the Amer-
ican people. The rebellion itself was un-
constitutional or, at the very least, extra-
constitutional. But once begun, the Con-
federacy organized itself, and conducted
itself, as a democracy, with popularly
elected legislators and chief executives.
The form of government and the partici-
pation of citizens in its administration
were not in dispute, The Confederacy did
not raise a rallying cry of social revolu-
tion; it cut across social and class lines.

Once the right to revolt was denied,
and the right to enslave crushed by force
of arms, no cultural gaps remained be-
tween victors and vanquished, The North
and the South worshiped the same God,
governed themselves in like fashion, and
spoke the same language. Because this
was also true of the newly freed blacks,
there were no mass pogroms and kill-
ings such as those which were frequently
inflicted on subjugated minorities. In
short, theugh reconciliation was ef-
fected by individuals out of good will, it
was made possible only by a framework
of social concepts shared by both North
and South. Had there been mno such
iramework shared, no amount of good
will or leniency on the part of the victors
would have placated the defeated
Confederacy.

This past weekend’s events marked, to
all intents and purposes, the end of the
Vietnam war—at least for the people of
the United States. Will there be a similar
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period of reconciliation of opposing fac-
tions—an effort, to borrow from Lincoln,
to “bind up the Nation's wounds?”

Eventually, central to the answer to
that question—and whether we like it or
not—will be the unresolved issues in-
volved in the debate about something
called “amnesty.”

The prior question to any amnesty is
probably the same: “Do divided groups
share enough of a common bond—hawks
and doves, in today’s context, or draft-
dodgers and soldiers, old and young, and
majority and minority viewpoints—io
allow amnesty for those who resisted a
war; and can such amnesty proceed
without destroying the legitimacy and
intangible authority of our Government
and institutions?” If this question is, in
fact, an essential criterion, and if it can
be answered affirmatively, few Americans
will hold that the Nation should be
deliberately divided any further; and,
with history as a guide, citizens and their
leaders will be impelled to look for that
common ground of reconciliation. We
must then ask: “Can that common
ground exist, today?”

First, in terms of numbers, the maxi-
mum number of those individuals who
could be considered for amnesty, at least
on the basis of existing requirements for
conscientious objection is not that great.
There are here no powerful, armed
groups of roughly equal size in conten-
tion. This sort of amnesty would, there-
fore, be primarily a symbolic gesture—
even if it involved some form of alterna-
tive service—rather than appearing to
be a capitulation by a weak government
to a powerful mass movement. Second,
those individuals who might be consid-
ered for such an amnesty have not been
involved in the wholesale revolt against
the United States. They have taken pas-
sive, not active, issue with a particular
action of their country, For the most part
they fled or evaded for personal, and thus
separate, reasons, and they can and
should be approached as individuals.

Perhaps the most persuasive evidence
that reconciliation within a common
framework is possible, however, is evi-
denced by the present mood of the
United States. While far fewer lives have
been lost in Vietnam than in the Civil
War, there is the same sense, noted to
the point of redundancy in public com-
mentary, of “all passions spent’’. Public
discontent and divisiveness reached a
peak between 1968 and 1970; since then,
the gradual withdrawal of the United
States from the theater-of-war in Indo-
china, coupled with a shift of sentiment
in all segments of the population toward
supporting the President in completing
that withdrawal, has to a great degree re-
established a national consensus that did
not exist between 1967 and 1970. The
turmoil of the late 1960°s enervated all
Americans, and produced a willingness to
be done with conflict and to be rid of in-
ternal moralizing, self-righteousness, and
dissension. The number of those people
who might be granted amnesty as pre-
viously unrecognized conscientious objec-
tors is so comparatively small, and the
desire of the American people to forget
about Vietnam so great, that the major
reaction of the public to such an amnesty
is likely to be tranquil and even indiffer-
ent, once the initial hue and cry on both
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sides has subided. Amnesty could, thus,
be another step in the process of recon-
ciliation—not a daring stroke taken by a
frembling government in the face of a
truculent minority that threatens our
institutions, but a display of magnanim-
ity and governmental self-confidence.
Only a strong and self-assured govern-
ment can afford to forgive, weak regimes
cannot afford to bend an inch.

Mr. Speaker, many Americans and
many more of our ancestors came from
parts of the world where blood feuds had
raged for centuries. Yet in spite of this, or
perhaps because of this, we have always
tended to look toward the future rather
than nurture grudges of the past. We
have usually viewed differences of opin-
ion as temporary matters to be set aside
when superseded by new problems, or
when rendered irrelevant by the course
of events. We are only now maturing as
a nation and only recently has our his-
tory begun to acquire some of the rich-
ness of age. I suggest it would be regret-
table if we were to begin to display a
preoccupation with the past, and put
aside a willingness to start anew which
marks the process of national and cul-
tural maturity.

Mr, Speaker, with you and others I
noted our President's reference, again
last Thursday night, to his opposition to
“amnesty,” as such. I respect his view-
point and, given the concurrent revela-
tions by former American POW’'s about
their treatment and torture at the hands
of the North Vietnamese, there can be lit-
tle doubt, for now, that the American
public will—with equal force—adopt the
President’s announced position as its
own.

In the context of current events, then,
one would seem to he swimming up-
stream against strong political currents
flowing in the opposite direction by even
venturing into this emotional arena. And,
vet, I remain uncertain as to the Presi-
dent’s true position. If he means he is
flatly opposed to “blanket amnesty,” then
our viewpoints are joined—for so am I
On the other hand, if he means to be
forever opposed to considering each in-
dividual case for amnesty on its own
merits—and some sort of conditional
basis yet to be worked out—then there
are differences between us. In time, one
can expect this point to be clarified one
way or another.

However, despite the obvious hazards
involved at this moment in even discuss-
ing this issue, I do believe it to be an is-
sue that will not go away. Hence, this is
the first in a planned series of what I
hope will be an objective and useful at-
temipt to put that issue in a rational
perspective.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I congrat-
ulate my distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. Robi-
sonN) for his splendid statement on the
very difficult subject of amnesty.

Mr, RosisoN does this Congress and
this country a great service by bringing
this question into the forefront. It is ad-
mitedly a controversial and sensitive sub-
ject. Feelings on both sides of the ques-
tion run very high.

Nevertheless, it is now time to begin a
rational discussion and debate on the
question of amnesty. Historical prece-
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dent and national responsibility would
dictate no less.

With the execution of the cease fire
and the return of our prisoners, it is now
appropriate to bring amnesty discus-
zions, which had formerly been con-
ducted either behind closed doors or by
very selective groups within our society,
out into the open for all fo review.

The Congress may not want to take
action on this issue very soon. It may not
want to act at all. It is, however, in my
judgment, extremely important that we
face this issue, examine it thoroughly
and then make our decision. If that de-
cision is to do nothing, a position which
T do not hold myself, at least we should
make it affirmatively rather than pre-
tend there is no decision {o make.

Again, I compliment the gentleman
from New York on his statement.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROBISON of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the subject of my special order
today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (M.
MartsuNaca). Is there objection fo the
request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

SENATE VOTE ON THE PRESIDEN-
TIAL VETO OF S. T

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Biacer) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
day to express my great disappointment
at the Senate’s failure to override the
Presidential veto of S. T—the Vocational
Rehabilitation Act Amendments.

No measure ever passed by Congress
puts greater emphasis on critically
needed vocational rehabilitation pro-
grams than does S. 7. This bill concen-
trates on services for the severely dis-
abled. Congress has traditionally chosen
the categorical approach to initiate and
place special emphasis on problems of
certain target groups. Why should any-
one oppose efforts to facilitate the reha-
bilitation of the elderly blind, the deaf,
and victims of spinal injuries or renal
disease?

Let us not forget what S. 7 really is—
legislation directed toward helping se-
verely disabled youths and adults become
employable. This is no hand-out pro-
gram, but rather one which is designed
to allow disabled individuals to re-enter
the mainstream of society.

Furthermore, the vocational rehabili-
tation program has been a model of ef-
fective State-Federal relationships, and
one of the most cost-effective programs
in the human service area. Mr. Speaker,
200,000 individuals were made employ-
able through this program in 1872,
and hundreds of thousands more
watched on with great concern and dis-
illusionment as the vital rehabilitation
amendments were used by the President
to confront the Congress over fiscal pol-
icy control.
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With the failure of S. 7 to become law,
this nation has witnessed a tragedy—a
tragedy from which the countless thou-
sands of disabled individuals in our
homes, hospitals, and clinics will not soon
Tecover.

TAX REFORM AND CHARITABLE
GIVING

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

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, tax
reformi has universal appeal. Almost
everyone favors tax reform but there are
some dangers to traditional American
systems and values in a meai-axe ap-
proach to it.

One of our great national strengths has
been a dual system of higher education
where privately-supported schools have
added richness, variety, and challenge to
American life since the founding of the
Republic. These schools have added com-
petition and diversity. They have offered
innovation and leadership.

Our private schools and institutions
have been under tremendous stress in
the past decade as inflation has raised
their costs and forced many of them to
close their doors. The elimination of tax
incentives for gifts to them would be the
final blow in many cases.

Our private schools are not the only
national resource supported by gifts en-
couraged by provisions in our tax laws.
Many institutions fundamental to Ameri-
can society are dependent on these pro-
visions. Our churches, our museums, our
symphony orchestras, many of our hos-
pitals and our various charitable service
organizations are dependent on them.

There is not time here to recite the
contributions these various privately sup-
ported organizations have made to
American life, but they are many and
they affect the average American every
day of his life, in education, health, and
general well-being.

If we repeal or reduce these tax incen-
tives and discourage the American citi-
zen from his effective use of the chari-
table dollar, we are in effect saying that
an all-wise Government in Washington
can make the better decisions about the
needs of various communities in the Na-
tion than can the local citizens them-
selves.

Every member of the U.S. House of
Representatives can list a number of in-
stitutions vital to his area that would
suffer seriously if we take a reckless ap-
proach to tax reform that ignores the
importance of individual charity in
American life.

In my own Fourth District of Georgia
there are dozens of such institutions and
agencies. Among private, gift-supported
schools in my district are Agnes Scott
College, Atlanta Baptist College, Colum-
bia Seminary, Emory University, and
Oglethorpe University.

Among private nonprofit hospitals are
Elk’s Aidmore Hospital for Crippled
Children, Emory University Hospital,
Henrietta Egleston Hospital for Children,
The Scottish Rite Children's Hospital of
Georgia.

The list for my district alone could go
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on and on but I think the point is made.
Any member of the House can think of
many similar agencies in his district that
will be irreparably harmed by elimina-
tion from the tax laws of incentives to
charitable giving.

One thing that has always distin-
guished America from other countries
has been the vast system of private edu-
cational and charitable agencies. It is an
aspect of our freedom of choice and of
individual initiative we have always
sought to encourage. It seems absurd to
me that we could even contemplate
weakening these private agencies and
perhaps forcing them out of existence.
The result would be a vast gap in services
that would have to be picked up and
provided by Government at much greater
expense to the taxpayer.

In a time of vast bureaucracies in Gov-
ernment and elsewhere we need to en-
courage individuals and communities to
tend to their own needs through ftheir
own efforts. It is the very key to our
American system and to our successiul
history.

As we look at the tax laws we should
remember that the public is the bene-
ficiary of charitable contributions, not
the donor. We should do nothing to dis-
courage the private personal impulse to
charity that has helped make our coun-
try great.

The largest private educational insti-
tution in my distriet is Emory University,
Emory, among its professional schools,
operates one of Georgia's two schools
of medicine and has educated a high
percentage of the State’s physicians as
well as its dentists and nurses. The uni-
versity has schools of medicine, law, the-
ology, dentistry, nursing, and business
administration in addition to a college
and graduate school. Four-fifths of At-
lanta’s dentists and half of its physi-
cians are Emory alumni. Four of
Georgia’s 10 Members in the U.S. House
of Representatives are alumni of Emory.

Because of its significance to our area,
I obtained some statistics from Emory
to show what effect present tax laws
have on its programs. In the latest fis-
cal year Emory officials tell me they re-
ceived gifts of $36 million in appreciated
securities or real property. It is very un-
likely that these gifts would have been
made in this volume without the inecen-
tives in present tax laws. Approximately
TT percent of the gifts Emory received
were in appreciated securities or real
property. More than 6 percent of the
giving this past fiscal year was in the
form of bequests, also encouraged by
present tax laws,

When Emory conducted a capital
funds campaign several years ago it
raised $29,050,154 from private sources.
The university discovered that 3 percent
of its donors—159 persons—gave 95 per-
cent of the total raised. The other 5,048
donors gave 5 percent. I am told that
this is fairly typical of such campaigns.
Without tax encouragement to major
donors, private institutions cannot
survive,

What is significant to the American
taxpayer is that if private sources do
not support institutions such as Emory
University, the job still must be done. It
would then have to be done by Gov-
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ernment at some level and at consider-
ably greater expense to the taxpayer.

I have used Emory as an example be-
cause it is the largest such institution
in my district. Similar examples could
be made for many other institutions.

I urge all Members of the House, as
we consider tax reform, to study care-
fully the many essential gift-supported
institutions in your own areas and to
be sure that we do nothing that will
destroy America's traditional patierns of
charitable giving that have so enriched
life in this country.

THE FORT WORTH FIVE SHOULD
FACE THE RESPONSIEILITIES AND
CONSEQUENCES OF THEIR OWN
ACTS

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr, KEaTING) is recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. Speaker, the case
of the so-called Fort Worth Five has
been used to attack not only the Depart-
ment of Justice but also the grand jury
system. So many of the statements di-
rected to this controversy have displayed
not only an unawareness of the facts, but
have demonstrated a lack of Eknowl-
edge of the law of grand juries.

An understanding of this case neces-
sitates a brief look at the facts.

Early last year the Treasury Depart-
's Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and
Firearms developed information that
certain individuals, apparently from New
York City were, using aliases, attempt-
ing to purchase in Fort Worth, Tex.,
large numbers of illegal weapons from
sources in Mexico for shipment to Ire-
land.

Believing that the five New York City
area residents now known as the Fort
Worth Five possessed information help-
ful to this investigation, the Department
of Justice subpenaed them on June 13
of last year to appear before a Fort
Worth Federal grand jury which was
investigating possible violations of the
1968 Gun Conirol Act, the Organized
Crime Control Act of 1970, the Foreign
Agents Registration Act, and the con-
spiracy statute.

When the five witnesses refused to
testify before the grand jury, they were
granted immunity by the district court.
Upon their continued refusal to answer
the questions propounded to them, they
were again brought before the district
court, adiudged in contempt, and com-
mitted to the custody of the U.S. marshal
until such time as they should purge
themselves of contempt or until the
grand jury would be discharged.

An application for bail pending appeal
was denied by the trial court, the Fifth
Circuit Court of Appeals, and the Su-
preme Court through Circuit Justice
Powell.

On August 5, 1972, the fifth eircuit
upheld the district court’s judgment of
contempt, determining that all rights of
counsel had been adequately protected;
that the witnesses had shown no sufii-
cient possibility of foreign prosecution
arising from their grand jury testimony;
that the Government's obligations re-
garding electronic surveillance had been
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fully discharged: and that the grants of
testimonial immunity were in each case
properly requested and properly granted
following a hearing fully observant of
the witness’ due process rights.

Following this deeision, the applica-
tions for bail were renewed pending a
petition for a writ of eertiorari. Bail was
again denied by the circuit court and a
second application to the Supreme Court
was again rejected through Justice
Powell.

However, a special application for bail
to Mr. Justice Douglas resulted in bail
being set by the district court on Sep-
tember 19. The witnesses appealed this
bail determination, the fifth circuit re-
manded, and bail was reset by the trial
court. Although the witnesses were re-
leased upon the posting of bail on Sep-
tember 23, 1972, they were required to
surrender to Federal custody on January
29, 1973, when the Supreme Court denied
their petition for a writ of certiorari. On
February 28, 1973, the five men were
transferred from the Tarrant County
Jail to the Federal Correctional Institu-
tion at Seagoville, Tex.

I have detailed the history of this liti-
gation to demonstrate why the question
of the Fort Worth Five is now before the
Congress. It is clear that the five wit-
nesses have exhausted their judicial rem-
edies. Assistant Attorney General A.
William Olson testified before our sub-
committee that he knew of no recent
case in which the legal issues raised by
the defendants had been given a more ex-
tensive and thorough review by the dis-
trict and appellate courts.

Having lost in the courts the five wit-
nesses are now appealing to the Con-
gress.

Mr. Speaker, this country can do little
but stand back and watch the carnage
taking place in Northern Ireland. Today,
after 314 years of violence, the death
toll stands at 761. Because the bloodshed
in that troubled land is considered to be
the “internal affairs” of the United
Kingdom and the Irish Republic, the
Congress has to limit itself to anguished
statements of concern. However, there is
one thing that this country can do and
that is to prohibit international terror-
ism from operating within our borders.
If we cannot bring a halt to terrorism
in Northern Ireland we can at least at-
tempt to decrease it by limiting the fiow
of arms into that unfortunate country
from our country and our citizens,

By attempting to present evidence to
the grand jury the Justice Department
is discharging its responsibility to en-
force U.S. criminal statutes and the De-
partment has the duty to do so without
interference.

On March 7, Subcommittee No. 1 of
the House Judiciary Committee held
hearings on several House resolutions
concerning the Fort Worth Five. These
hearings were marked by questionable
challenges to the Justice Department to
justify decisions which were well within
its prosecutorial discretion. These deci-
sions had been repeatedly upheld by the
courts.

What are the allegations made by the
advocates for the Fort Worth Five?

First, it is pointed out that these five
witnesses had no connection with nor

10945

had they ever been in the State of Texas.
Sympathizers with the five wilnesses
therefore conclude that the Department
of Justice abused the grand jury proceed-
ing when it called the witnesses before a
Texas rather than a New York grand
Jury.

Advocates for the Fort Worth Five fail
to mention that at no time during the
entire course of the litigation was the au-
thority of the Texas grand jury ever
raised. No argument was ever made that
the grand jury testimony should have
been taken in another judicial district.
No claim of hardship on behalf of the
New York City witnesses was ever heard.

Federal grand juries by necessity often
require witnesses to travel great dis-
tances in order to obtain sufficient infor-
mation to determine whether an indict-
ment should be retwrned. This is true
whether the grand jury is investigating
organized crime, civil rights violations,
tax matters, antitrust cases, or gunrun-
ning to terrorist organizations. Recogniz-
ing this fact, Congress has provided a per
diem allowance of $36 in addition to ade-
quate travel expenses to witnesses testi-
fying before grand juries.

Today’'s air travel has made long dis-
tances no obstacle to the convenience of
witnesses.

Several members have suggested that
the Department demonstrated bad faith
by its failure to provide for the witnesses
to transmit their grand jury testimony
long distance from New York City, pre-
sumably by deposition. This suggestion
demonstrates a lack of understanding of
grand jury proceedings and an overpro-
tective concern for the legal rights of
those involved in grand jury investiga-
tions. Certainly the rights of anyone sub-
sequently indicated by a grand jury have
to be protected and it would appear that
one of those protections is the right to
have the witnesses who cause a person to
be indicted to personally appear before
the grand jury.

Another allegation is that because
three of the witnesses are aliens, their
coerced testimony could be used against
them in a United Kingdom prosecution.
Without belaboring this body with a legal
brief, let me dismiss this allegation with
the observation that at no point during
the extensive litigation did the witnesses
find a court to agree with them. I recom-
mend that this body refuse to litigate a
question that has received as much judi-
cial attention as this one.

In connection wth fifth amendment
claim, we hear much about “use” as op-
posed to “transactional” immunity. In-
deed, I believe at least one bill has been
introduced to amend 18 U.S.C. 6002, en-
acted by the 91st Congress, so as to eon-
vert the present “use” immunity, found
to be sufficient to protect a witness’
right against self-incrimination in Kas-
tigar v. United States, 406 U.S. 441 (1972)
to a “transactional” immunity.

Regardless of the type of immumity
tendered to the reealcitrant witnesses,
they could have raised the same claims,
and regardless of the immunity in ques-
tion, these claims would be subject to the
same judicial attention, the same opinion
already rendered by the fifth ecireuit on
this case.

Another allegation of the advocates of
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the Fort Worth Five is that it is uncon-
scionable that these five witnesses should
be incarcerated without trial.

After having been granted immunity
each witness has obligated to testify be-
fore the grand jury, and the willful re-
fusal to obey the court’s order to testify
made each witness subject to commit-
ment for civil contempt. Civil contempt
commitment for recalcitrant witnesses
is clearly authorized by 18 U.S.C. 1826.
Let me note here that at no time have
the five witnesses shown any willingness
to cooperate with the grand jury investi-
gation, even refusing to declare the cor-
rect pronunciation of their names.

Another argument is made that some-
how the Justice Department is abusing
the grand jury proceeding by keeping
these men in jail after the Department
has completed its investigation. First,
the Fort Worth investigation is not com-
pleted, and according to the Justice De-
partment the grand jury needs the testi-
mony of the Fort Worth Five to continue
the investigation. Assistant Attorney
General Olson testified that the investi-
gation would continue if possible without
the testimony of the silent witnesses and
that additional witnesses would probably
be summoned.

The second response to the argument
that the witnesses should be released
because the investigation has ended is
that the progress of the investigation is
irrelevant. The “contempt” that we speak
of is contempt before the district court
and that court has ordered the witnesses
committed until the witness purges him-
self of contempt or until the grand jury
shall be discharged, whichever occurs
first.

Let me conclude by noting that Judge
Leo Brewster of the U.S. District Court
for the Northern District of Texas stated
in his July 3, 1972, opinion that:

Somebody affected by (the grand jury's)
ingquiry wants judgment day in this matter
put off as long as possible. The lawyers for
the witnesses are past masters at stalling
and obstructlonist tactics.

Mr. Speaker, by continuing to keep the
case of the Fort Worth Five in the pub-
lic eye, the Congress is providing un-
necessary notoriety to these recalcitrant
witnesses and is also conducting an ad
hoe inquiry into a grand jury matter.
It is time to allow our legislatively
sanctioned criminal procedures to pro-
ceed without interruption.

Any review of grand jury proceedings
should concern itself with the judicial
purpose and functioning of the grand
jury system and should not concentrate
on one particular case where ethnic
emotions run high and political passions
dominate any thoughtful oversight.

The duty of each one of us as citizens
to participate in legitimate judicial pro-
ceedings is important to our society and
our entire judicial system.

This particular case represents an
abandonment of that duty and I urge
my colleagues to allow the Fort Worth
Five to face the responsibilities and con-
sequences of their own acts.
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A BILL TO ESTABLISH A NATIONAL
COUNCIL ON EDUCATIONAL TECH-
NOLOGY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Idaho (Mr. HaNsEN) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
today I am reintroducing a bill I orig-
inally sponsored last year. This measure
would establish a Council on Educational
Technology.

The conventional wisdom in the field
of educational technology is that we are
now in possession of more than enough
hardware—computers, projectors, tele-
vision sets, recorders, overhead projec-
tors, satellites, cable, and the like—and
that what is needed for realization of the
full potential of educational technology
is better software and better preparation
and understanding on the part of the
educators.

As far as the relative balance between
the three categories involved, hardware,
software, and personnel is concerned,
this analysis is generally valid. But this
should by no means be taken to mean
that educational technology hardware
development is a final, completed accom-
plishment.

The development of educational tech-
nology is still a fast-changing, dynamic
field evolving more quickly than educa-
tors can digest. This rapid change, while
bringing ever greater possibilities and
improvements, also creates perplexing
problems. Sometimes the needs of the
educators and the equipment available
in the marketplace get out of step with
each other. Often users have no way of
assessing how well what is available fits
their needs. And sometimes different
brands of technology within the same
“genre” are incompatible with one
another.

As chairman of the House Republican
task force on education and training,
in the 92d Congress, I had an oppor-
tunity to meet with many users of edu-
cational technology and manufacturers
and distributors. Summing up their com-
ments and insights, I found that three
problems were repeatedly cited:

Definitions of needs: Although educa-
tors often complain that available tech-
nology does not fit their needs, they have
thus far successfully resisted providing
manufacturers with precise descriptions
of the gualities they need in products to
facilitate the educational process. Neither
have they accurately defined, in many
cases, the instructional objectives they
nope to reach through use of educational
equipment. To give education its due, it
must be noted that such a wide variety of
settings and purposes are involved, no
single description of needs or objectives
could possibly suffice. Nevertheless, it ap-
pears that greater precision on the part
of educators in deseribing their needs can
be achieved and would enhance the
ability of manufacturers to respond to
those needs. Lacking a clear picture of
the requirements of the educational mar-
ket, manufacturers understandably gear
their products to the demands of busi-
ness and home consumers.

Product assessment and consumer in-
formation; Too frequently, educators
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who purchase educational technology
face a serious information gap. Many
standards and specifications are now in
existence, but they are not known to edu-
cators, or more frustrating, cannot be
meaningfully related to classroom needs.
Thus, much of the acquisition of educa-
tional technology is based solely on in-
formation supplied by salesmen or ad-
vertising literature, hardly a precise way
to assess the relative capacities of given
products in relationship to one’s require-
ments.

Technical change: In some areas of
educational technology, products are still
in a rapid development stage, evolving
quickly as major and minor improve-
ments and variations are introduced
Often the result of such technological im-
provements is the obsolescence of similar
but older equipment, for which replace-
ment parts and possibly even software
can no longer be obtained. For the edu-
cational user with the typical impecu-
nious budget, this plays havoe with long-
range plans for integrating educational
technology into the overall school pro-
gram. The video tape field provides an
example of this phenomenon. Although
there are nearly a dozen manufacturers
in the market, varying tape widths,
speeds, and formats mean that material
recorded on one machine can often not
be played back on a machine of a dii-
ferent brand. Despite the enormous edu-
cational potential of video tape, it is
unlikely that it will be generally adopted
for classroom use until these differences
are resolved.

HR. 6605 is designed to respond to
these problems through the establish-
ment of a Council on Education Tech-
nology. This Council, unlike the advisory
councils so often established in conjunc-
tion with Government programs, would
be a functioning, working group with def-
inite goals to be achieved and specific
responsibilities.

The Council would have a number of
carefully defined tasks. First, it would
be charged with coordinating the Fed-
eral agencies’ actions and policies affect-
ing educational technology, in both in-
house and external programs. Second, it
would be responsible for bringing to-
gether representatives of various educa-
tional users of technology for the iden-
tification and articulation of common
needs and concerns. Finally, it would
serve to foster communication between
educational technology users and manu-
facturers and distributors.

Under this bill the Council on Educa-
tional Technology would be empowered
to:

First, develop precise description of
educators’ needs with regard to educa-
tional technology:

Second, assess the quantity and qual-
ity of use of various types of technology
in educational settings, including educa-
tional consumer reactions and evaluation
of this technology;

Third, encourage and support the test-
ing and assessment of technological
equipment being marketed for education-
al purposes and the publication and dis-
semination of test results;

Fourth, encourage and support the de-
velopment of prototype models of tech-
nological equipment designed to meet
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specific educational needs when these
needs are not met by existing technolog-
ical equipment on the market and en-
courage the use of free license arrange-
ments to stimulate more widespread
availability of common format equip-
ment;

Fifth, where indicated after thorough
study, develop specifications for common
formats to assure compatibility and reli-
ability for various types of technological
eguipment for educational use and con-
tinually review these specifications based
on assessment of the use and effective-
ness of the equipment. Where deemed
necessary, adherence to the specifica-
tions may be made a condition of the ex-
penditure of Federal funds for equipment
used for educational purposes;

Sixth, make an annual report to the
Congress and such other reports as it
deems appropriate, on its findings, rec-
ommendations, and activities including,
as appropriate, an assessment of the
creation of high guality program mate-
rials, evaluation of the supply and de-
mand of specialized personnel for the de-
sign and implementation of effective
media-based instructional materials and
other specialized concerns, which in the
opinion of the Council, are of importance
to the effective development of an im-
proved and expanded learning system;
and

Seventh, consult with such Federal
and non-Federal advisory councils, com-
mittees, and professional associations, as
may have information and competence
to assist the Council. All Federal agencies
are directed to cooperate with the Coun-
cil in assisting it in carrying out its
functions.

Because this is designed to be an op-
erating Council, it is authorized such
sums as may be necessary for expert staff
and for consulting with educational
users of technology in the field.

I anticipate that we will see a number
of accomplishments resulting
from the Council’s efforts. We will have
an accurate picture of what kinds of edu-
cational fechnology are being used, how
much of this equipment is actually in the
schools, and how well it serves educa-
tional needs and purposes. We will have
established a system for conducting in-
dependent and impartial evaluations of
educational technology on the market
and for making educators aware of the
results of those evaluations. We will have
established communication between edu-
cational users of technology and manu-
facturers so that both can have a better
understanding of the needs of the educa-
tional market.

The need for such a coordinating group
to deal with the hardware of educational
technology has been called for repeated-
ly. The report of the Commission on In-
structional Technology, headed by Sterl-
ing McMurrin, recommended—

An organization representing education and
industry . . . [which would} develop and in-
stitute improvements in the design, develop-
ment, maintenance, and wutilization of in-
structional technology.

Herbert E. Farmer, professor of cin-
ema, University of Southern California,
speaking in November 1971 before the
Educational Media Council’s Seminar on
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Standards for Education Equipment,
stated that—

It would certainly help if a more efficient
process could be worked out so that manu-
facturers and users could get together in the
development stages, protecting the proprie-
tary interests of manufacturers but without
fear of antitrust charges.

Philip W. Tiemann, of the University
of Illinocis, speaking at the same seminar,
likewise called for “a eoordinating or-
ganization at the national level—with
the functions of developing, field test-
ing and revising techniques, and proce-
dures for continuing evaluation and vali-
dation of performance-based standards.”
Similarly, Edwin G. Cohen, execufive di-
rector of the National Instructional Tele-
vision Center called for “a national co-
ordinating council representing educa-
tion, indusiry, and government.”

Although it would be the function of
the council to look into all relevant edu-
cational technologies, it is educational
television which today seems to be the
most active. The Sesame Street program
deserves much of the credit for creating
public awareness of the potential of tele-
vision for reaching large numbers of stu-
dents at a minimal cost. The open uni-
versity idea, first tried in Great Britain
and now being explored here is likewise
opening up public understanding of ways
in which technology can be used to free
education from the traditional con-
straints of time and space. Burgeoning
cable TV -ystems and the application of
satellites to beam eduecational television
into geographically remote and inac-
cessible areas are further examples of the
rapid evolution of the hardware and its
applications.

Video tape casseftes and video disks
hold the possibility of overshadowing the
entire realm of educational technology
as we now know it. Because these video
technologies are among our newest, I
would hope that the Council could ini-
tially focus its attentions cn some of the
proolems associated with t»ese emerging
eduecational tools.

Education today is facing what often
seems to be two com challenges:
The need to squeeze as much as possible
from our educational dollars, and simul-
taneously the need to provide every stu-
dent with a high-guality education. The
role that educational technology can
play in meeting both these challenges of
productivity will be strengthened by the
industry-education cooperation this bill
will foster.

Mr. Speaker, as a part of my remarks,
I include the text of H.R. 6605:

H.R. 6605

Be it enacled by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That there
is hereby estabilshed a Council of Educa-
tional Technology (hereinafter referred to
as the “Council”) composed of fifteen mem-
bers, appointed by the Assistant Secretary
for Education of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare without regard to
the proivsions of title 5, United States Code,
governing appointment in the competitive
service. The membership of the Council shall
include persons who are familiar with the
educational needs and goals of the Nation;
persons with competence in the applications
of technology in education; and persons rep-
resentative of the general public, Including
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representation from government agencies,
manufacturers and users of educational tech-
nology and media. Persons employed by the
Federal Government or by State or local gov-
ernments are eligible for appointment to the
Council. Members shall be appointed for
terms of three years except that (1) in the
case of initial members, one-third of the
members shall be appointed for terms of one
year each and one-third of the members shall
be appointed for terms of two years each, and
(2) sppointments to fill the unexpired por-
tion of any term shall be for such portion
only. The Chairman of the Council shall be
the ranking official in the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare having di-
rect operational responsibility for educational
technology activities and shall serve at the
pleasure of the Assistant Secretary for
Education.

Szc. 2. The Council shall—

(1) develop precise descriptions of educa-
tors needs with regard to educational tech-
nology;

(2) assess the quantity and quality of use
of various types of technology in educational
settings, including educational consumer re-
actions and evaluation of this technology;

(3) encourage and support the testing and
assessment of technological equipment being
marketed for educational purposes and the
publication and dissemination of test
results;

(4) encourage and support the develop-
ment of prototype models of technological
equipment designed to meet specific educa-
tional needs when these needs are not met
by existing technological equipment on the
market and encourage the use of free license
arrangements to stimulate more widespread
availability of common format equipment;

(5) where indicated after thorough study,
develop specifications for common formats to
assure compatibility, reliability and dura-
bility for warious types of technological
equipment for eduecational use, and con-
tinually review these specifications based on
assessment of the use and effectiveness of the
equipment. Where deemed necessary, ad-
herence to the specifications may be made a
condition of the expenditure of Federal funds
for educaiton-use equipment.

(6) make an annual report to the Congress
and such other reports as it deems appro-
priate, on its findings, recommendations, and
sctivitles with respect to sections 2 and 3
and including, as appropriate, an assessment
of the creation of high quality program mate-
rials, evaluation of the supply and demand of
specialized personnel for the design and im-
plementation of educational technology
including the development of effective media-
based instructional materials, and other spe-
cialized concerns, which in the opinion of the
Council, are of importance to the effective
development of an improved and expanded
learning system.

{(7) consult with such Federal and nomn-
Federal advisory councils, committees and
professional associations, as may have infor-
mation and competence to assist the Council,
All Federal agencies are directed to cooperate
with the Council in assisting it in carrying
out its functions.

Bec. 3. In carrying out its responsibilities
under section 2, the Council may—

{1) refer issues and problems of concern to
educational technology to other agencies for
appropriate resolution. The Council may em-
ploy eonsultants or staff in the development
of background case materials for hearings
before the various regulatory or administra-
tive agencies on matiers of concern to the
Council;

{2) employ consultants or stafl to evaluate
equipment and materials to determine their
potential for educational use and may pub-
lish consumer information, as needed and
appropriate, to provide counsel to educators
and administrators in the more effective and
efficient utmmtton of technology for educa-
tional

(3) provide advice and assistance upon its
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own Initiative or at the request of any gov-
ernment agency to provide saild agency with
the opportunity to better serve the specific
ueeds of education;

(4) contract for services, as deemed ap-
propriate by the Council chairman, for the
development of plans, analysis of issues,
evaluatlon of activities, or assessment of
supply and demand statistics pertalning to
any aspect of educational technology;

(5) convene conferences, obtain expert
and lay testimony through hearings, and
conduct other appropriate activities to as-
certain the state-of-the-art of educational
technology;

(6) participate or provide assistance for
United States involvement in selected inter-
national standards activities and pro
for technological equipment applicable to
educational use;

Sec. 4. (a) (1) The Council is authorized
to appoint, without regard to the provisions
of title 5, United States Code, governing ap-
pointments in the competitive service, or
otherwise obtain the services of, such pro-
fessional, technical, and clerical personnel as
may be necessary to enable them to carry
out their functions, as prescribed by law.

(2) SBubject to regulations of the Assistant
Becretary the Council is authorized to pro-
cure temporary and intermittent services of
such personnel as are necessary to the extent
authorized by section 3109 of title 5, United
States Code, but at rates not to exceed the
rate specified at the time of such service for
grade GS-18 in section 5332 of such title,

(b) The Council shall meet at the call of
the chairman thereof but not less than two
times each year. Minutes of each meeting of
the Council shall be kept and shall contain a
record of the persons present, a description
of matters discussed and conclusions reach-
ed, and copies of all reports received, issued,
or approved by the Council. The accuracy
of all minutes shall be certified to by the
chairman of the Council.

(e) (1) The Council shall be subject to
such general regulations as the Assistant
Secretary may promulgate and shall keep
such records of its activities as will fully
disclose the disposition of any funds which
may be at its disposal and the nature and
extent of 1its activities in carrying out its
functions.

{c) (2) The Comptroller General of the
United States, or any of his duly authorized
representatives, shall have access, for the
purpose of audit anc examination, to any
books, documents, papers, and records of the
Council,

{c) (3) Not more than 25 percent of any
annual appropriation pursuant to Sec. 6
may be used for salary and operating ex-
penses for the Counecil or its stafl. All re-
maining funds will be used on a contractual
basls to accomplish the purposes and re-
sponsibilities of the Council.

Sec. 5. No provision of this Act shall be
construed to authorize any department,
agency, officer or employee of the United
States (including members of the Council)
to exercise any direction, supervision, or con-
trol over the curriculum, program of in-
struction, administration, or personnel of
any educational institution, school, or school
system, or over the programs of any Federal
or State agency, or over the procurement of
technological equipment or materials by any
educational institution or school system,

Sec. 6. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated for the purposes of this Act for
the fiscal year 1973 and each of the four
succeeding fiscal years not to exceed $750,000.

THE PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENT ON ABORTIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
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man from Missouri (Mr. IcHORD) is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, the deci-
sion rendered by the U.S. Supreme Court
on January 22, 1973, declaring the crimi-
nal abortion statutes in the States of
Georgia and Texas unconstitutional has
created a great deal of controversy
throughout the land.

The experts in the field of law, medi-
cine, and religion, like the people in gen-
eral, are divided over the abortion issue.
Some of the recent national polls indi-
cate an increase in the number of people
who favor liberalized abortion laws. Yet
more than two-thirds of our State legis-
latures have rejected attempts in the last
few years to liberalize their abortion
laws. Two recent statewide referendums
in North Dakota and Michigan have seen
the people reject the liberalization of the
abortion laws at the polls by 77 percent
and 63 percent of the vote respectively.

On March 15, 1973, the Missouri House
of Representatives passed by a lopsided
94 to 33 vote a resolution offered by State
Representative Bill Blackwell from my
congressional distriet which ecalls on the
US. Congress to enact constitutional
amendment declaring that human life
exists with legal rights at the time of
conception. Hearings on this house-
passed resolution are scheduled to begin
in the Missouri Senate today, Mr. Speak-
er. In addition, Missouri is one of the 15
States o join with the State of Connecti-
cut in a pefition that the Supreme Court
hear its case, which was dismissed after
the Georgia and Texas ruling. The peti-
tion is based on very interesting legal
reasoning. Following the rationale of the
Dred BScott decision, which held that
slaves were not constitutional persons
but that the States could protect their
lives because they were human beings,
the State of Connecticut is trying to have
its case heard by arguing that even if the
unborn fetus is not a constitutional per-
son the State can still act to protect the
unborn human life.

There can be no doubt that feelings
run strong and opinion is divided on the
matter. Mr. Speaker, I rise this after-
noon not to discuss the merits or de-
merits of the abortion ruling as such by
the U.S. Supreme Court. In all honesty,
I must say that I have long felt that
some liberalization of many of the State
abortion laws was in order. There are
several cases where abortion is illegal
that I personally believe should be per-
mitted.

My primary concern is the way in
which the matter was decided. The Su-
preme Court has the specific responsi-
bility of interpreting the Constitution.
The legislative branch has the constitu-
tional responsibility to make the laws.
The Supreme Court has clearly in this
decision—as it has done so many times
in the past—usurped for itself the right
to legislate. If the men who sit on the
Supreme Court want to make laws, let
them run for public office. The decision
made various references to the first, sec-
ond, and third trimester of the develop-
ment of the fetus and made different
rulings for each of these stages of devel-
opment. Certainly the Constitution
makes no such distinction nor does it
even hint at such a distinction.
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It has also been one of my strongest
convictions during my 13 years in the
Congress that we must return major re-
sponsibilities for government to the
State and local levels. These levels are
closer to the people and can be controlled
better by the people. The State repre-
sentatives and senators are responsible
for much smaller political areas than
national officials and are better situated
to keep their fingers on the pulse of the
people. Decentralization of governmental
power is a must in a society as diverse
and heterogeneous as ours.

Therefore, since I do believe strongly
in limiting the Supreme Court to its con-
stitutional function and because I also
believe in strengthening the State gov-
ernments I have introduced today a pro-
posed constitutional amendment which
will allow the State legislatures to pass
their own laws regulating abortions in
keeping with the convictions of the peo-
ple in the given States. The proposed
amendment will read simply:

The States shall have the power to regulate
or forbid the voluntary termination of hu-
IMmAanNn pregnancy.

FOOD PRICE HEARING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Connecficut (Mrs. Grasso),
is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mrs. GRASSO. Mr. Speaker, the high
cost of eating is a nightmare of national
dimension. It is a problem which touches
every segment of our economy, every per-
son in our midst.

For this reason, on Saturday, March
31, I sponsored a public hearing in food
prices in New Britain, Conn. The purpose
of the hearing was to provide citizens an
cpportunity to express their views on the
continuing crisis in food prices. It was
my view that the voices of the people of
the Sixth District must be added to
others that are heard in Washington so
the worsening plight of the family food
shopper would be regarded by the ad-
ministration and Congress with the ur-
gency the problem demands.

Spokesmen at the hearing ranged from
representatives of civic clubs and con-
sumer groups to farmers and poultry
breeders, food wholesalers, and retailers.
The fish and meat packing industries
were also represented. Members of the
Connecticut congressional delegation
wer2 invited to participate. In all, the 4-
hour session was informative and educa-
tional. Against a background of common
complaint about recent rises in food costs,
we heard in detail about the particular
problems of consumers as well as those
who engage in different aspects of food
supply and delivery.

Mr. Speaker, the New Britain hear-
ing indicates that consumers have been
forced to take action to correct the prob-
lem of soaring food prices because the
Government has failed them. The ceiling
on meat prices at the highest level in
history is cold ecomfort, indeed, to the
family food shopper who may pay $1.50
for a pound of hamburger and astronom-
ical prices for other meats. The smudged
ink marks on the cans in the market are
silent evidence of the unrestricted rise
in other commodities,

Half enough is not good enough. The
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current Government meat ceiling policy
is inadequate to meet the needs of strug-
gling consumers. The boycott and pro-
tests of citizens must be matched by more
effective action. The public hearing
which I conducted last Saturday in New
Britain provided a forum for discussion
by all components of the economy—
farmer, wholesaler, retailer and con-
sumer. The recommendations and ob-
servations of the participants were made
available to my colleagues on the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee which is
now drafting legislation in this area. For
the interest and information of all my
colleagues in the House, the testimony
submitted at our hearings and the brief
summary of recommendations and ob-
servations made will be inserted in the
REcoRDp during the coming week,

TWELFTH GUAM LEGISLATURE
CONGRATULATES DELEGATE
WON PAT FOR HIS SERVICE TO
THE PEOPLE OF GUAM

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

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, as a long-
time friend of our colleague from the
Territory of Guam, Tony Wox PaT, I am
pleased to call attenfion to a resolution
recently passed by the 12th Guam Legis-
lature commending him for years of out-
standing service to his people.

Through the years, Tony WoN Par
has shown himself to be a devoted pub-
lic servant and a dedicated advocate
for the causes of more self-government
in the American tradition and increased
Federal assistance for the people of
Guam.

As speaker of the early Advisory Guam
Congress, Tony came to Washington in
a successful effort to win American citi-
zenship for his fellow Guamanians, and
the right to form their own legislature.

Later, as speaker of the First, Second,
Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, and Seventh Guam
Legislatures, Congressman WonN PAT con-
tinued his efforts in the Nation's Capital
to increase Guam's participation in ad-
ditional Federal programs.

In 1965, the Guamanians decided that
they needed a full-time Washington Rep-
resentative and wisely elected Tony Won
Par as their official spokesman. In this
position, Congressman Wown Par proved
s0 successful in garnering even more Fed-
eral support for Guam that he was elec-
ted to serve two 4-year terms.

One of the highlights of his service as
Washington Representative was the pas-
sage by Congress of the Elective Gover-
nor Act for Guam.

Last year, Congress gave its consent
to a bill which I was proud to introduce,
the Guam/Virgin Islands elective dele-
gate bill, which granted congressional
representation to our fellow Americans
from these two territories for the first
time. I do not believe that I would be
giving too much credit to Tony Won Pat
when I say that one of the principal rea-
sons for the overwelming success of that
last year was his close friendship with
many Members of Congress, coupled with
his intimate knowledge of Guam and his
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quiet, but effective way of presenting
Guam's case before the Congress.

Tony Won Par has not only won the
great majority of victories he set out to
win, but has also earned a very large
number of friends in Washington.

I wholeheartedly concur with the mem-
bers of the 12th Guam Legislature in
their complimentary assessment of
Tony’s long record of service, and add
that I wish him many more years of
success as Guam’s delegate in Congress.

At this point, I insert the wording of
the resolution passed by the Guam Legis-

lature:
RESOLUTION

ERelative to commending and congratulating
the Honorable Antonio B, Won Pat, Guam’s
first elected Delegate to the House of Rep-
resentatives of the Congress of the United
States, an honor richly deserved by Dele-
gate Won Pat and one he has indeed mer-
ited by his years of public service both in
Guam and in our Nation’s capital
Be it resolved by the Legislature of the

Territory of Guam:

Whereas, largely as a result of the efforts
of our then unofficial Washington represent-
ative, the Honorable Antonio B. Won Pat,
the United States Congress amended the Or-
ganic Act of Guam to give the people of
Guam the right for the first time in their
history to elect an official delegate to sit as a
non-voting member of the House of Repre-
sentatives, thereby awarding the people of
Guam a voice in the halls of Congress, a goal
to which they have aspired for many years;
and

Whereas, it was therefore entirely appro-
priate and fitting that in the first election
to this new Office of Washington Delegate,
the victor was that former unofficial repre-
sentative, the Honorable Antonio Borja Won
Pat, a dedicated public servant who has an
unparalleled background of service to the
people of Guam, having served not only as
Guam’s first and only unofficial representa-
tive to Washington, but also as Speaker of
the Legislature for the First, Second, Fourth,
Fifth, Sixth and Seventh Guam Legislatures
and baving indeed served as one of the
founding fathers of the Guam political com-
munity; and

Whereas, the people of Guam are certain
that in his new role as Delegate to the House
of Representatives, Delegate Won Pat will
continue to perform wonders on behalf of
the territory and will not only obtain for it
every benefit available from the Federal Gov-
ernment but will also forcefully and effec-
tively present to our Nation's leaders in Con-
gress assembled the views, hopes, and aspira-
tions of the people of Guam; now therefore
be it

Resolved, that the Twelfth Guam Legisla-
ture does hereby on behalf of the people of
Guam congratulate and felicitate the Hon-
orable Antonio Borja Won Pat, Guam’s first
elected Delegate to the House of Representa-
tives of the Congress of the United States of
America, who well merited his election as
the first incumbent of that office by his years
of devoted service to the public weal both in
Guam and in Washington; and be it further

Resolved, that the Speaker certify to and
the Leglslative Secretary attest the adoption
hereof and that copies of the same be there-
after transmitied to the Chairman, Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S.
House of Representatives, to the Speaker,
U.S. House of Representatives, to the Honor-
able Antonic B. Won Pat, Guam’s Washing-
ton Delegate, and to the Governor of Guam.

IN MEMORY OF ADAM CLAYTON
POWELL, JR.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
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previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. RANGEL) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, 1 year ago,
on April 4, Adam Clayton Powell, Jr.
passed away. For the Members of this
body who had the good fortune to serve
with himm and for those who did not, the
Reverend Powell surely evokes sharp
remembrances. For he was a man of
sharp yet varied images.

But those who will remember best and
for who this day has special meaning,
are the people he served. The citizens
of Harlem, N.Y, To them, he symbolized
hope. As this country practiced massive
racism, there was Adam Powell challeng-
ing the system, speaking for the op-
pressed, fighting the good fight for his
people. On the picket line and in the
committee room, Adam Powell was re-
sponsible for historic gains in civil rights.
He will be remembered as one of the
great legislators of Congress.

I now submit for your attention and
the attention of my colleagues, a letter
from President Johnson to Adam Clayton
Powell, written in 1966:

[From CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD Appendix, Oct.
10, 1966]
THE WHITE HoUsE,
March 18, 1966.

Dear Apam: The fifth anniversary of your
Chairmanship of the House Education and
Labor Committee reflects a brilllant record
of accomplishment.

It represents the successful reporting to
the Congress of 49 pieces of bedrock legis-
lation. And the passage of every one of these
bills attest to your ability to get things done.

. Even now, these laws which you so effec-
tively guided through the House are finding
abundant reward in the lives of our people.

The Poverty program is rapidly paving new
pathways to progress for those whom the
economic vitality of this land had previously
by-passed.

The Education measures are being trans-
lated into fuller opportunities for all our
citizens to develop their God-given talents
to their fullest potential.

Minimum wage, long a guarantee of a fair
return for an honest day’'s work, has been
increased and greatly extended.

Only with progressive leadership could so
much have been accomplished by one Com-
mittee In so short a time. I speak for the
millions of Americans who benefit from these
laws when I say that I am truly grateful.

Sincerely yours,
L¥Npow B. JOHNSON.

As we were kicked from lunch coun-
ters, pushed to the back of the bus, beaten
and murdered, we knew ¢ -1e of our people
was in Congress, fighting back. I remem-
ber something that author Julius Lester
wrote about Adam Powell:

He was not a man for all seasons, but get-
ting through the long, cold winter would
have been infinitely more difficult without
him.

In this time of Federal retreat from
moral and fiscal responsibility to the
underprivileged and downt-odden among
us, Adam Powell would be the man
keeping the optimism and spirif, “keep-
ing the faith” of millions of Americans
flickering.

The people of Harlem have declared
April 4 as a day of remembrance for
Adam Clayton Powell, Jr. Memorial serv-
ices are being held today throughout
the Harlem community, which Adam
Powell served so long and so well, and at
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many other churches and community
gathering places.

Adam has been gone from our midst
for 1 year now, but his spirit still lives
in the hearts and minds of the people
of Harlem and of black people through-
out the Nation.

I would like to insert in the ConGrES-
sioNAL REecorp at this point a proclama-
tion issued in Harlem today proclaiming
the day “A Day of Remembrance” for
Adam Clayton Powell, Jr.:

A Day oF REMEMERANCE

Whereas the late Honorable Adam Clayton
Powell, Jr. served the United States of Amer-
ica and the people of Harlem above and
beyond the mark of excellence.

Whereas the Honorable Adam Clayton
Powell, Jr. was Chairman of the House Com-
mitteer on Education and Labor and was
cited by two great Democratic Presidents
{John Fitsgerald EKennedy and Lyondon
Baines Johnson) for excellence.

Whereas aifter years of sacrifice, suffering
and eventual death he has been vindicated
by the United States Supreme Court, the
United States Congress, and the people.

Be 1t rseolved that April 4, 1973 be a day
of remembrance in Harlem and in the Con-
gress of the United States of America on the
occaslon of the first anniversary of Mr.
Powell's departure from our midst.

SOCIAL SERVICES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. FRASER) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, the pro-
posed social services regulations issued
by the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare on February 16 continue to
be a cause of great concern to many of
us

Recently a group of House Members
met with Chairman MriLrs to discuss this
effort to impose additional Federal re-
strictions on the States.

The following letter outlines our pro-
posals for revision of the February 16
regulations:

MarcH 28, 1973,

The Honorable WiLsUR MrmLSs,

Chairman, House Ways and Means Com-
mittee, House Office Building, Washing-
ton, D.C.

DeEarR Mg, CHAIRMAN: As a follow-up to
yesterday’'s meeting, we would like to out-
line our concerns about the proposed re-
strictions on the use of social service funds.

In general, we feel that states should be
free to allocate these funds as they see fit,
subject only to limitations expressly estab-
lished by Congress.

The proposed regulalions issued by the
Department of Health, Educaticn and Wel-
fare move beyond the most recent congres-
sional statement on this matter, the State
and Local Piscal Assistance Act, PL, 92-512,

We understand that regulations are now
under review in the Department and that at
least one proposed restriction will be
dropped; the use of private matching funds.
However, unless further revisions are made,
the restoration of private matehing, in it-
self, will have lit{le programmatic or fiscal
impact.

We urge, therefore, that the following
changes be incorporated in any new set of
regulations:

1. The definition of services should be
broadened so states can provide the broad
range of comprehensive services eligible for
reimbursement prior to the pubMcation of
the February 16 regulations.
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The extremely restrictive definition of
health, education and nutritional services,
for example, will mean the virtual elimina-
tion of aid to a number of groups with special
social needs. The mentally ili, mentally re-
tarded, alcoholies and drug addicts will be
particularly hard hit.

2. States should be permitted to use so-
clal service funds to supplement funding
available from related categorical programs.
The use of service funds for health activities
should not be prohibited, as it is in the pro-
posed regulations, for example, merely be-
cause Medicald also provides federal aid for
state-run health programs.

Greater flexibility in packaging federal aid
programs will enable states to design service
systems that most effectively meet local
needs.

3. The Department should reinstate the five
year definition of & potential recipient and
the two year definition of a past recipient.
There is no indication that Congress intended
to restrict the definition of “past™ and "“po-
tential™ beyond the standards in effect at the
time of the passage of P.L. 92-512.

4, States should be permitted to establish
their own Iincome eligibility standards as
they were able to do in the past. Proposed
regulations require targeting of funds on
the lowest income groups in each state. But
welfare dependency often hinges on factors
other than income, such as mental retarda-
tion, chemical dependency, and the special
needs of children and the aged.

5. States should be allowed to use on-
going state expenditures for the non-federal
match. A maintenance of effort requirement
should be imposed, however, so federal funds
are not used to replace non-federal expendi-
tures.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity
to discuss this matter with vou. Please call
on us if we can assist your Committee in
its efforts to improve the efTfectiveness of
the social services program.

With best wishes.

Sincerely,
PHmLLIP BURTON,
Joaw CULVER,
DoONALD FRASER,
OcpEN REID,
PATRICIA SCHROEDER.

The Washington law firm of Coving-
ton & Burling has prepared an analy-
sis of the impact of the regulations on 17
States. At this point, I would like to in-
sert the following excerpt from the Cov-
ington & Burling report in the REcorp:

How THE ProPosEp ResurAtioNs WouLp
ForcE GREAT CUTBACKS IN SOCIAL SERVICES

1. OVERALL IMPACT OF THE PROPOSALS

The breadth and magnitude of the pro-
posed changes in HEW regulations is so great
that any definitive estimate of their impact
is probably impossible and, in any case, the
inordinately short time permitted for the
preparation of comments has prevenied a
thorough canvass of the effects of the pro-
posed regulations on the states. Within the
brief time allowed, however, a limited sur-
vey was undertaken by the American Public
Welfare Association. Brief guestionnaires
were mailed to each of the 50 states inquir-
ing how the proposed regulations would
affect the social services programs in each
state. So far replies have been received from
33 states which together account for approxi-
mately 73 percent of the federal social serv-
ices expenditures and approximately the
same percentage of the population served by
such programs. In those 33 states it is esti-
mated that the proposed changes would re-
sult in a reduction of approximately 8774
million in federal matching funds and deny
social services to almost 2.8 million recipients
during fiscal 1974. On the basis of the re-
sponses that were recelved from 33 states
it is projected that, nationwide, the proposed
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regulations would result in a decline of more
than $1 billion in federal matching funds
for social services programs, denying more
than 3.8 million persons access fo such serv-
fces during fiscal 1974,

The prineipal impact lies In the radically
resiricted definition of eligible service re-
ciplents and in the sharp cutback Im the
scope of services permitted. On the basis of
the data received from 33 states it is pro-
jected that the proposal virtually to elimi-
nate the category of “pofentinl” welfare
cases from eligibility for federally supported
services would result, nationwide, in a de-
crease of more than $861 million in federal
matching funds and would deprive more
than 3.1 million persons o1 services during
fiscal 1974. On the basis of the same data it
is projected that the contracted scope of
available services would result, nationwide,
in a decline of more than $£686 million in
federal matching funds and would deny
services to more than 1.5 million persons
during fiscal 1974,

These are crucial facts. If almost four
million persons not now on welfare but
close to it were suddenly denied the services
that help to keep them off welfare, a good
number will end up on the welfare rolls, at
enormous cost to federal and state govern-
ments and with heavy added strain on a
welfare syastem that is already stretched wvir-
tually to the limit.

Other proposed regulations would also
have significant adverse impact on state pro-
grams. Again on the basis of data from 33
states it Is projected that the prohibition
on use of donated funds would result, na-
tlonwide, in a decline of more than $179 mil-
lion in federal mafching funds and would
deprive more than 1.4 million persons of
social services during fiscal 1974.* In addi-
tion, the added documentation require-
ments contained in the new regulations
would necessitate additlonal salary costs for
extra adminisérative personnel ranging from
#250,000 in one small state to $5 million in
another, larger state. In states where money
is unavailable to hire additional adminis-
trative personnel, the new requirements
would simply result in fewer services being
rendered by existing personnel.

2. STATE-BY-STATE IMPACT

Data available so far disclose that in-
dividual states and their citizens will suffer
in some of the following ways.

a. Texas

The donated funds prohibition alone would
require that the Texas Department of Public
Welfare terminate contracts with 42 provid-
ers of services, delivering services to 32,000
needy individuals. Letter of February 326,
1973, Raymond W. Vowell to Philip J. Rut-
ledge.

b. Missouri

The same prohibition would require the
termination, in St. Louis alone, of day care
services being provided to 600 children and
would require, throughout the state, that
eight of the present sixteen contracts for
provision of services be terminated. Letter
of March 1, 1973, Bert Shulimson to Ad-
ministrator, SRS. The total dollar loss would
be around $10 million. Statement of Bert
Shulimson, Director, Missouri Division of
Welfare (February 27, 1973).

¢. Maryland

Overall the proposed regulations would
cost Maryland an estimated $18 to $20 mil-
lion in federal matching funds. Washingion
Post (March 8, 1973) Among the funds lost
would be $1.2 million in legal services funds

* Because it was impossible, at least in the
constricted time period allowed for com-
ments, to eliminate duplication in the impact
of the various proposed changes, there is
some overlap among the categories for which
statistics are reported. Therefore, it would
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not be proper to total the impacts of the
various individual changes.
which have gone to 1,700 lawyers, handling
an average of 10,000 cases per year. Letter of
February 14, 1973, David E. Betts to Senator
J. Glenn Beal, Jr.
d. Minnesola

The state of Minnesota would stand to lose
over #34 million as a result of the proposed
regulations. Services to approximately 73,000
adults and children would be affected. 119
Cong. Rec., page 7744. Among the programs
hit by the regulations would be day care
(2 million), detoxification centers ($1.5 mil-
lion), and mental health services ($1.3 mil-
lion). 119 Cong. Rec., page 5365.

e. Florida

In Florida most of the state's $8 million
per year day care program would have 10 be
terminated if the new regulations were
adopted. Wall Street Journal, February 16,
1973.

/. Arkansas

In Arkansas at least 60 of the 82 commu-
nity centers providing services to 2,000 men-
tally retarded children would be requlired to
close immediately if the new regulations are
implemented. Letter of December 23, 1972,
Governor Dale Bumpers to President Richard
Nixon,

g. Massachusetlts

Massachusetts stands to lose nearly 235
million per year in federal matching funds
a8 a result of the proposed regulations.
Twelve million of that total is attributable
to the proposed prohibition on donated
funds. Such a cutback would deny social
services to 70,000 persons, including 31,500
children. The regulations would eliminate
about one-third of the state’s day care pro-
grams, £8 million worth of foster care serv-
ices to 8,000 children, £2 million worth of
services for 11,000 elderly persons, and pro-
tective services to 3,700 other children, 119
Cong. Rec., pages T747-T749.

k. Georgia

Georgia would stand to lose approximately
$10 million of federal funds presently going
for day care centers if the proposed regula-
tions are enacted. Wall Street Journal, Feb=
ruary 26, 1973.

1. Pennsylvania

Some 12,000 of the 14,000 children served
in Pennsylvania’s day care centers would he
hood Youth Corps, a summertime project
providing jobs to keep 50,000 deprived young-
ruary 26, 1973.

§. Delaware

Delaware faces the loss of $16 million in
federal social services reimbursement, if the
proposed regulations are implemented. Wall
Street Journel, Pebruary 26, 1973.

k. New York

In New York City alone the proposed regu-
lations would result In a cutback of $155
million, if implemented. Among the projects
imperiled by the regulations is the Neighbor-
hool Youth Corps, a summertime project pro-
viding jobs to keep 50,000 deprived young-
sters off the streets. Wall Street Journal,
February 26, 1973. Also imperiled is the city’s
day care program which presently serves
26,280 children through 368 centers; about
half of those recipients would be ineligible
under the proposed regulations. 119 Cong.
Rec., page 7745. Statewide, the proposed reg-
ulations would render ineligible for social
services 30,000 of the 66,000 elderly persons
now receiving such services and more than
one-third of the 52,000 children now in day
care programs., In addition, the state would
lose $27 million of the $32 million it now re-
ceives for foster care services. New York
Times, March 15, 1973.
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1. Illinois

In Nlinois the proposed regulations would
result in a reduction, during fiscal 1974, of
$90 to $100 million in federal funds, depriving
140,000 reciplents of needed social services.
Included in this number would be 20,700 drug
addicts and alcoholics, 4,750 of the 6,600
children now receiving day care services,
8,840 children now receiving foster care serv-
ices, 1,174 elderly persons receiving home-
maker services, 14,000 prison inmates and
parolees presently in halfway houses, and
56,000 mentally ill persons needing short
term, community based care. (Information
supplied by state officials.)

These statistics are illustrative of the im-
pact of the proposed regulations in real
terms—ways that affect people. And these
illustrations assume that the myriad paper-
work and administrative burdens of the pro-
posed regulations could not be met. In fact
they will not and. cannot be met in all
cases, and the true impact of the pro-
posals would he much more severs than has
been set out in these pages. Beveral states
have already begun to withdraw thelr support
for social service programs in anticipation
of the loss of federal support. This unfor-
tunate effect spells disaster for the people
affected and can be reversed only if the pro-
posals are withdrawn, as they deserve to be.

LT. BILL BAILEY, A RETURNED
PRISONER OF WAR

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
about a week ago I had the honor and
privilege to be principal speaker at cere-
monies to officially welcome home a re-
turned prisoner of war who resides in my
congressional district. The years Lt. Bill
Bailey of the Barnes community spent in
North Vietnamese prison camps has not
lessened the love and admiration he has
for his country and his fellow man. In
fact, judging by the remarks he made in
response to the tributes paid him, I feel
Lieutenant Bailey has an even deeper
awareness of the greatness of America
and the meaning of democracy. I ask
unanimous consent to include Lieuten-
ant Bailey’s remarks at this point in the
REecorp and commend them to my col-
leagues.

REMARKS OF LT, BILL BATLEY, RETURNED Pris-
ONER OF WAR, SATURDAY, MARCH 24, 1973,
Kosciusko, Miss,

Congressman Montgomery, Mayors Mul-
holland snd Jackson, distinguished Navy
and civilian visitors, and friends: I have been
asked to say a few words, and while I have
only a few to say, they come from the bot-
tom of my heart!

First, I must pay tribute to my family for
the countless hours of heartbreaking and at
times seemingly hopeless work they have de-
voted to the POW family organization.

I'm overwhelmed by today. The salutes,
the gifts, the praise. I accept the first two
with the greatest of humility, but the praise,
gentlemen, does not belong to me.

Long before that last mission, I, along
with my fellow servicemen, accepted the
responzibllity of bringing a determined mili-
tary effort to the shores of an enemy trans-
gressor of freedom-loving people. This re-
sponsibility was no more or no less than
that which rested upon those of you sitting
in this audience who carried the American
flag in Korea, on the shores of Italy, France
and Germany in two world wars, and the
men of battles who have won freedom for
people back to our own revolution in 1776.

10951

This praise, this honor, does not belong to
me but to those men who are not here to-
day from all these struggles for freedom—to
the unmarked graves in Europe, on the hills
of Iwo Jima, and more recently, the jungles
of Vietnam or the silent waters of many
oceans and brown rivers. I and my fellow
POW'’s gave years, but they made the eternal
sacrifice and to them, we and freedom-lov-
ing people for decades, will be eternally
grateful,

This honor, this praise does not belong
to me, but to you here today, and to the
millions like you across the country who
through your loyalty, determination, faith
in God and country, gave us the strength
to carry on until that wonderful day of
freedom.

Gentlemen, I honor you. I praise you. I
salute you.

(Salute audience.)

DISABILITY INSURANCE FOR THE
BLIND

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. Burke)
is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. BUREE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, again wishing to assist and
benefit many of our blind citizens, I am,
today, introducing legislation as I have
done in several recent Congresses, to lib-
eralize the social security-based disabil-
ity insurance program for the blind.

I am sure, Mr. Speaker, I need not say
much about this bill in the House, for it
is already well known to our colleagues
and it has the endorsement and support
of a substantial number of them.

Although the disability insurance for
the blind bill has passed the other Cham-
ber five separate times, it has failed to
receive acceptance in the Committee on
Ways and Means and in the House-Sen-
ate conferences on social security bills,
but I am confident, Mr. Speaker, that
in this Congress, that at last, this most
necessary legislation for the blind will be
approved by both Houses and will be
signed into Federal law.

Mr. Speaker, the disability insurance
for the blind bill would make two
changes in the existing disability insur-
ance law for the benefit of blind people:

It would permit them to establish eli-
gibility to receive disability insurance
payments when they have worked a year
and one-half in social security-covered
work.

Reducing the requirement in law from
5 of the last 10 years to 1% years is nec-
essary for the blind since, far too often,
the employment they are able to obtain
is of short and temporary duration, poor
pay with little or no future possibilities
for improvement and advancement—the
blind as employees are far too often ex-
amples of the old adage, last hired and
first fired.

I want to emphasize, Mr. Speaker, that
this unhappy employment situation ex-
xrienced by the blind does not have to

Blind people can be and when given a
chance, are capably productive workers.

The problem is that blind people are
not believed to have a productive capac-
ity, and so find great difficulty securing
any kind of job at all.

The six quarters eligibility require-
ment would be an acknowledgement in
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the law of a hard fact of life constantly
confronting employable but too often un-
employed blind persons.

The other provision of the disability
insurance for the blind bill would al-
low a person who is blind and who has
worked the six quarters length of time
under social security, to draw benefits so
long as he remains blind irregardless of
his earnings.

This provision, too, Mr. Speaker, would
give legal recognition to one of the hard
but unchangeable facts confronting
every blind person, that he must live and
work and function without sight in a
society and in an economy geared to
sight.

And because of this, because the blind
man must manage in a world surrounded
by sight, whatever he endeavors to do,
however capable he may be, whatever
eminent position he may achieve, he
must have sight available to him.

The blind housewife cannot learn of
grocery sales without sighted help to read
the papers.

The blind lawyer—any blind person—
caimot. read his mail without sighted
help.

The blind schoolteacher or blind col-
lege professor cannot correct class
papers without sighted help.

Always, of course, depending upon
what the blind person does with his life,
he has varying degrees of need for
sighted help.

He can obfain help from sighted
family members, from sighted friends,
but every blind person learns of the un-
dependability of this source of help.

Every blind person experiences the
sighted family members who are foo
busy with their own activities to be avail-
able fo the blind person when he needs
their sight and as often as he needs their
sight.

Every blind person learns from many
disappointments experienced that the
{friendship of a sighted person is no as-
surance of the availability of sighted
help when it is needed by the blind per-
son, as often as it is needed by the blind
person

No, Mr. Speaker, the blind person
should not be compelled to rely upon
reluctanfly or grudgingly given sighted
help.

He should and must be able to arrange
for the sighted assistance he needs by
hiring it, by paying for it.

And the disability insurance payments
offer a continuing source of funds for
doing just this, for buying sight.

Mr. Speaker, I do not argue for the
Disability Insurance for the Blind bill
as a benevolence or kindness or a form
of Government charity to blind people.

I argue for it beeause I believe blind
people earn every assistance we can give
them.

They refuse to accept helplessness as
the normal consequence of blindness,
but insist and demand the right to work
and earn a living, to manage for them-
selves, to live self-dependent lives.

The blind could so easily resign them-
selves to dependence upon others, but
proudly they set independence as their
goal and courageously strive to achieve
it.
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The disability insurance for the blind
bill as public law would make attainment
of this goal possible.

It would greatly help to lessen the so-
cial and eeonomic handicapped results
of lost sight.

It would be a major help to equalize
the disadvantages of blindness and en-
hanece the possibility of achieving a full
and worthwhile life, blind.

THE ROLE OF CONGRESS

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, Mr, Speaker, Time, Inc.,
has rendered an outstanding service
these past few months in its sponsorship
of a series of symposia on “The Role of
Congress.” One of its regional meetings
occurred in Boston on December 12,
chaired by Time, Ine.s Hedley Dono-
van. The principal speaker was Dr. Rich-
ard F, Fenno, Jr., well-known political
seience professor from the University of
Rochester. He attempts to step back and
look at our pereceptions of Congress, so
that congressional reforms may be bet-
ter understood. Our esteemed majority
leader, THOMAS “TiP” O'NEILL, appeared
at the same meeting and offered his
views on the subject. Their remarks are
inserted in the Recorp below:

Mr, DoNovanN. Ladies and pentlemen, I am
Hedley Donovan, the Editor-in-Chief of Time
Inc. I want to thank you very much for join-
ing us tonight.

This winter marks the 50th anniversary of
the launching of Time Magazine and the
incorporation of our company. I realize that
50 years is a mere twinkling of an eye here
in Boston. But we did want to give ourselves
a birthday party and also toast some of the
people like yourselves who have read us, ar-
gued with us, prayed over us, been inter-
viewed by us, and generally borne with us
over the years.

Along with some celebration, we also
thought we should do some work, and we
have dedicated our anniversary to a jour-
nalistic theme, the modern relationship,
1972-73, and the years just ahead, between
the Congress and the Presidemt. If the leg-
islative role has been eroded as mueh as some
scholars and journalists think, and indeed as
many Congressmen think, then our whole
system of government may be moving dan-
gerously out of balance.

We have discussed this question over the
past fortnight at meetings like this ene in
Atlanta, Chicago, Los Angeles; and we are
having another dinner in Washington in
January. We are going to be publishing
articles on this subject in Time and Fortune,
and we will be sending all of you in due
course & digest of what is sald here and at
our other meetings.

Our panelists tonight are two Senators,
one scholar, ene journalist. But we are also
delighted to have as guests tonight several
other members of the Congress and I hope
they will feel free to join In after our panel
discussion, and, indeed, we hope as many
who wish will likewise join the conversation,

You may feel that it is a little presump-
tuous of Time Inc. to move in here from New
York, come Into your city and start acting
as though we were entitled to give a party.
PFortunately, tonight we do have powerful
Massachusetts auspices, the support of one
of the most eminent of the long line of legis-
lative leaders this state has sent to Congress;
and he has very graciously agreed to joln in
welcoming you here,
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He has just won his 11th term in Congress;
and it is quite possible, according to Time's
correspondents, that he will be the next
Majority Leader of the House. Congressman
Thomas P. O'Neill, Jr.

Rep, O'NEmL. Many years ago Sam Rayburm,
then Speaker of the House, appointed me to
a commission to go to Ireland and represent
the Congress of the U.S.; it was at the dedi-
cation of the statue of John Barry. My wife
and I arrived in Cork where we were met
by the State Department.

“What would you like to do and what
would you like to see?” I was asked. "I'd like
to see as much of Ireland as I could; it is the
home of my forebears. I have never been
over here before,” I replied. So we got in a
car and we went up to Blarney Castle and
kissed the Blarney Stone and we saw the
famous bells of Shannon and the markei-
place.

And as we were driving along our driver
stopped and said: “That’s our local hospital.”
I said, "“What's so unusual about that? Every
municipality has a hospital.” He told me a
very interesting story. In 1829 Henry Ford
visited Cork. It was the home and birthplace
of his grandmother and his grandfather and
he had never been there. He was in the local
hotel at about 5 o'clock at night when a
knock ecame at the door. A group of men
stood there and Mr. Ford welcomed them in.

They sald: “Mr. Ford, we are happy to
have you here, one of the world's great in-
ventors, one of the weorld’s great manufac-
turers, one of the world’s great philanthro-
pists; and we thought perhaps in memory
of your grandmother and grandfather you'd
like to make a donation to the hospital that
we are bullding.” And Ford sat down aud
wrote out a eheck for $5,000.

The following day the Cork Courier came
out with a blazing headline, “Henry Ford
donates $50,000 to the building the hospital.”
That afterncon the same group of men
knocked at the door again and the door was
opened, Mr. Pord invited them in. They said:
“Mr. Ford, we are awfully sorry about the
mistake that the newspaper made, Tomorrow
there will be a correction.”

He said: “How much did it cost to build
that hoapital?" They sald $50,000. He sat
down, he wrote out a check for $50,000. He
sald: “Gentlemen, you may have the check
for $50,000 on one condition. I want the in-
scription over the portals of that bullding
to be the inscription that I have in mind.”
And theose Irishmen for $50,000 would put
anything there. The inscription reads: "I
came among you and ypu tock me in.”

Well, as the Congrefsman from the 8ih
Congressional District of Massachusetts—
and the Harvard Club happens to be in my
congressional district—le* me welcome all of
you from Time, all the panelists of the even-
ing, my colleagues in Government, and the
many guests and friends of Thme magazine
that are here tonight. Some time ago Neil
MacNeill asked me if I was going to be in
Boston and told me the purpose of these
meetings. Personally, I think the purpose of
the meetings is magnificent.

I have prided myself as being a bit of an
analyst on the Congress of the U.S. and par-
ticularly on elections. For 18 years the Demo—
crats have controlled the House, and again
they control it this year. And as you study it
you analyze many things that happen to give
the Democrats victory.

I can recall during the era of ‘64 or ‘56
during the Eisenhower Administration, when
he was rolling along with the good grace of
the people of America, loved and charmed
and everything, when Republicans thought
they were going to retain the Congress. And
lo and behold! one of the cabinet secretaries
made a statement that the Administration
would come out {or a sales tax. The American
public rebelled and the new Congress was
sent in, I think it was in '54, and it was
Democratiec.
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I look at the Congress and what happened
this year. Just prior to adjournment Presi-
dent Nixon, who had enjoyed the most over-
whelming victory of any presidential candi-
date in history, came to Congress, and he
wanted the power and the right to tell the
Congress of the U.S. where the money should
be spent; he wanted to curb the budget to
£250 billion and only spend it as he saw fit.
He was usurping the powers of the Congress
and that seemed to be degrading, degrading
all along the line.

Recent polls show you that In the three
divisions of Government, the judicial, the
administrative, and the Congress, that the
Congress is held In the least esteem. There
is no question that the American public,
and those who are knowledgeable, appreciate
the Constitution as one of the great docu-
ments of all time; and yet they have seen
the power of the Congress weakened all along
the line. And they want something done
about it.

1 honestly believe that for the first time
this problem is catching up with America.
And so on Time's 50th anniversary, may I
extend not only a happy birthday, but sin-
cere congratulations for tackling a problem
that really needs to be tackled. Again, wel-
come to the 8th Congressional District; and
I am sure that the panelists are going to be
excellent. Thank you.

Mr. DoNovas. Thank you very much.

This project we are embarked on in our
50th anniversary year is not an overnight
interest of ours. We have been seriously and
eontinuously engaged journalistically with
the Congress. We have told something of our
present project to the leaders of both parties
in both houses. They have been very enthusi-
astic about our undertaking this and con-
tinuing it. And I hope both in print and in
other ways we can make something worth-
while come out of these conversations,

Bo far as our publications are concerned,
our interest in this guestion is not one of
spectators at a contest between the Execu-
tive and the legislature. We are not rooting
for one side or the other for the sake of the
game, or trying to keep score in the sense
of who is ahead at the moment.

There is a more fundamental guestion
about it. This inguiry is not conceived in any
way as an attack on the presidency or the
incumbent President, though we don't seek
to inhibit any comments on that. The real
point as far as we are concerned is whether
a democratic society puts some value on col-
lective wisdom as opposed to centralized in-
dividual wisdom, and whether the Congress
could make a larger and more constructive
contribution to our public policy. And our
question is whether the minds, talents and
experiences that are assembled in the Con-
gress have more to contribute to the public
well being than is now being realized. That
is our only Interest in this subject, and
speaking for Time Inc., that's our only ax to
grind.

The first panellst on our program is Pro-
fessor Richard Fenno of the University of
Rochester, one of the outstanding scholarly
authorities on the workings of Congress. He
is the author of a monumental study called
The Power of the Purse. It is a study of ap-
propriations policles in Congress over the
years 1947-56.

Frofessor Fenno has splendid Massachu-
setis credentials. He was born in Winchester.
He is a graduate of Amherst. And he took his
Fh.D. at Harvard. The advance working paper
which he prepared for tonight, which he will
not read but swiftly summarize, has a very
catehy title: “If, as Ralph Nader Says, Con-
gress Is ‘The Broken Branch,” How Come We
Lore Our Congressmen So Much?”

I am informed that today is Profeasor
Fenno's birthday. He is younger, as you will
see, ‘considerably younger than TIME. But
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happy birthday, Professor Fenno, and please
join me here.

Prof. FENwo, As I have been thinking about
coming here over the last week, I have been
reading in the newspapers that Semnator
Mathias has been holding hearings on con-
gressional reorganization. I know Senator
Ribicoff has had a lifelong interest in ihe
subject. The same can be said for Nell
MacHNeil.

Then I viewed tonight’s guest list and that
made me feel even more uncomfortable.
There is a story that has a moral to it that
I think applies to me in the situation I now
find myself. It is not exactly a Boston story.
It appears as though a farm boy was walking
in the pasture after a very severe thunder-
storm and came upon & badly battered bird.

He picked the bird up, cradied it in his
hands, decided he'd have to loock after it. He
came upon a large pile of manure and he
decided that rather than take the bird home,
he'd leave the bird in the pile of manure
and that would be & great place for the bird
to heal and to get well. So he put him in
this warm spot.

The bird eventually did heal, did get well,
and felt so good about it that he began to
sing and sing. And a hawk flying up above,
cireling around, heard him sing, swooped
down, picked him up, carried him off, and
ate him.

Now, the moral of that story is that it may
be your friends and not your enemies who
put you there, and it may be your enemies
and not your friends who will take you out
of there, but while you are there keep your
demn mouth shut.

The paper that I wrote doesn’t deal with
specific proposals for congressional reform.
It is more of an attempt to step back and
look at the way we view Congress, to provide
& perspective on congressional reform. The
puzzle presented in the title that Mr. Dono-
van read is the great disparity between our
favorable judgment of our Representatives
and Senators individually and our unfavor-
able judgment of the Congress collectively.

We re-elect our incumbents with regular-
ity, while at the same time we hold meetings
like this one to register our discontent with
the Institution. I spent the fall alternately
reading the Nader group's blast at the Con-
gress and visiting 10 congressional districis
where I listened to a variety of Congressmen
described invariably as “The best Congress-
man in the United States.” We love our Con-
gressmen, but not our Congress. How come?

Three parts of an answer occur to me.
Pirst, we apply different and quite indepen-
dent standards of judgment. We judge our
legislators individually according to their
representativeness, their personal style and
policy views., We judge our legislature collec-
tively according to its success in solving na-
tional problems. And it is much easier to be
a good representative than to solve national
problems. Besides, the standards we set for
Congress are more difficult to meet because
we do not know what kind of Congress we
want,

Take congressional-Execuiive relations. In
the early and mid-60s we wanted Congress to
cooperate and to help pass the EKennedy-
Johnson programs. In the late-60s and early-
70s we wanted Congress to counterbalance
Executive power and to assert its independ-
ence. Until we know what we want we aren't
likely to be happy with what we get.

A second partial answer to the puzzle lies in
the fact that our Representatives in Congress
spend so much more of their own time and
energy wooing us as individuals than they do
soliciting praise for the institution. Their
primary concerns are individual, not institu-
tional. Their first concern is, and I think it
should be, re-election. But their efforts at
winning re-election are highly individualistic
efforts.

What is more, in courting favorable judg-
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ments about themselves, they simultaneously
encourage us to think unfavorably about the
institution. For they, at least the 10 or so
with whom I traveled, portray themselves as
the gallant fighters against the manifest evils
of Congress. Thus, they run for Congress by
running against Congress. And since most of
our education about Congress comes from our
Congressmen, it is small wonder that we hold
a puzzling pair of judgments.

A third part of the answer is that Congress
is such a complex institution intermally that
we have difficulty understanding it from the
outside. Especially, I would argue, we do not
understand the degree to which, or the ways
in which, the individual Senator or Repre-
sentative influences the performance of the
Congress. If we knew more about this indi-
vidual-institution relationship, our judgment
on the Congressmen might be a little more
discriminating, our judgment on the Con-
gress might be a little less simplistic, and
our strategy of congressional reform might
be a little different.

Take the commiitee system, the bulwark
of the institution, for example, and see how
the desires or the goals of the individual
members have shaped it. For one thing, the
very decentralization and fragmentation of
the committee system is the organizational
form most congenial to a group of inde-
pendently elected legislators, each of whom
has an eqgual claim to internal influence, and
each of whom wanis the resources to press
that claim. For another thing, the commit-
tee system differs as between the Senate
and the House because a committee as-
signment is much more important to the
career of the individual Representative than
it is to the career of the individual Senator
who has, it seems to me, more varied sources
of influence available.

Still further, looking only at the House,
committee performance varies widely depend-
ing on just what it is that their members
want from their committiee service. Where
most of the committee members want power
and prestige, for example, their committee
will tend to become expert, independent of
the Executive Branch, and influential. Ways
and Means, and Appropriations are commit-
iees of this type.

But where most of a committee’s members
want to pursue some nationally controversial
policy interest, that committee will tend to
be less expert, less independent, less influen-
tial, but more responsive to outside groups,
such as the Executive Branch, which share
their policy interests. Education and Labor,
and Foreign Affairs are committees of this
type.

If commitiees are very different from one
another, as I think they are, it might just
be that an effective sirategy of reform would
be somewhat more retail and less wholesale
than the one we normally employ. Attacks
on the senority rule, for example, are typieally
wholesale attacks that only serve to diver:
our attention from the great diversity among
committees, committee chairmen, committee
stafls, and committee members.

So committees differ and to a large degree
because the desires of their individual mem-
bers differ. They are not equally, if at all,
“broken branches.” If we want a cooperative
Congress, the more responsive, less influen-
tial type of committee may serve us best.
If we want a counter-balancing Congress, the
more influential but less responsive commit-
tee may serve us best.

We would certainly understand Comngress
better and we might prescribe for it more
effectively if we looked at the way each com-
mittee is run, at the relationships between
each chairman and his members, and at the
way members get sorted onto each commit-
tee in the first place. And we would under-
stand Congress better if we stopped letting
our broadsides against the senjority rule pass
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for good institutional analysis. They are not.
The seniority rule Is not a very important
thing if what we want to understand is in-
stitutional performance.

Which brings us back to our starting
point. If we want to understand and, I sug-
gest, improve the institution, we shall have
to do it chamber by chamber, party by party,
committee by committee, chairman by chair-
man, and member by member. Obviously
that is not easy. The mass media can help
on the first four levels by foregoing whole-
sale “broken branch” type attacks for retall
commitiee-by-committee analysis, and by
foregoing wholesale attacks on the senior-
ity rule for retail chalrman-by-chalrman
analysis,

We as citizens can be most effective by
working on the individudal member, forcing
him or her to think more institutionally,
holding him more responsible for the per-
formance of the institution, of his chamber,
his party, his committee, and his chairman,
than we do now. More than we realize we
get the kinds of Congress our Congressmen
want; and the more we understand and act
on that assumption, the more our original
puzzle may get resolved by itself.

Mr. DonovaN. Thank you very much, Dr.
Fenno, The next member of our panel is
Charles Mathias of Maryland, a Republican
who served four terms as a Congressman and
is now in his fourth year as a Senator. The
Washington Post recently quoted another
Senator as saying that on those quickie
votes on amendments where you waltz out
on the floor, the first things you ask are
what is it and whose is it; and if it is
Mathias’ that's worth about ten extra votes.
Well, for a first-term Senator of the minority
party, that's guite a testimonial.

Senator Mathias is such an independent
Republican that Averell Harriman is said to
have invited him to switch parties, remind-
ing him that he, Harriman, had changed
parties a while back—in 1929. I don't know
whether Senator Mathias gave him a definite
answer or is reserving judgment.

Senator Mathias has recently written that
Congress is becoming in many respects an
impotent and antiquated institution. Only
last week in Washington he began hearings
along with Senator Adlai Stevenson to try
to do something about that state of affairs;
and we are very pleased to have him here
tonight, Senator Mathias,

HOW THE PRESIDENT REWARDS
THE HANDICAPPED

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

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow
morning, at 10:30 a.m., the President
will single one person out of many in the
Federal Government who most typifies
the tremendous physical and mental ef-
fort necessary to overcome a handicap
and to work, as a peer, with those who
are whole. I am referring to the Federal
policy of giving the Outstanding Handi-
capped Federal Employee of the Year
award, which will be given by the Presi-
dent’s daughter, tomorrow at the De-
partment of Commerce Auditorium,

I share with my colleagues and mil-
Hons of other Americans both joy and
pride in seeing a handicapped American
being recognized for the work he, or she,
has done. And I am certain that this
honor serves as an inspiration to those
handicapped who have yet to find them-
selves: those who either by birth or by
accident have been deprived of one or
another physical or mental ability, and
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who, in pain and frustration must begin
the effort to recover or develop that lost
activity.

I do not wish to deminish the moment
of pleasure that the recipiznt will have
from winning this award; nor do I wish
to dilute or to interfere with the inspira-
tion that this award will mean to the
thousands of handicapped Americans
who still face this test. But the glimmer
of this award is not bright and clear. It
is cloudy. It is tainted.

It is the coincidence of which novelists,
playwrights, and poets create their
dramas when we find that on an early
spring afternoon in Washington the
President himself turns loose his White
House strongmen to push, to bully, to
cajole Senators to uphold his veto of a
bill which would encourage the handi-
capped, the erippled, the blind, the par-
aplegics to be brave, to overcome their
physical pain, their emotional needs, and
become self-supporting. Two days later,
on another early afternoon in spring, the
President sends his lovely daughter to
give an award to a Federal employee who
has accomplished as an individual, what
the bill hopes to do for millions of other
unfortunate people in our country.

To push the Senators into changing
their votes of 86 to 2 in support of the
bill on February 28, he sends his strong-
men. To recognize the efforts of a single
individual citizen, he sends his young
daughter.

So the administration will smile and
hand out its award. Flashbulbs will pop
and thousands of press releases will go
out telling of the wonderful things the
handicapped are capable of; of the vital
role they play in giving hope and inspira-
tion to those who are still restricted to
the bottom of a wheelchair; or to a bed,
or to a bare room. Where were the ad-
ministration press releases and photo-
graphs when it intervened in the con-
gressional effort to override the Presi-
dent’s veto of the Vocational Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973?

Twenty-four hours ago and 24 hours
before the award is to be given for the
Outstanding Handicapped Employee of
the Year, that same body could only
muster 60 votes to override the Presi-
dent’s veto. It befuddles my mind to try
and imagine the explanation those 26
Members are frying to find to justify
their switch. I do not envy them that
job.

For in effect, they are saying to the
handicapped. “¥You are on your own, If
you make it, we will give you a plaque;
if you do not, well, sorry—expect no help
from your country.”

That is the tarnish in tomorrow’s
award ceremony. And that is the tarmish
not only on this administration, but on
this Congress. Hope still shines for the
Defense Department for one, in fact, it is
$5 billion brighter here. But for the
handicapped American, that hope is
gone.

Perhaps, though, the Vocational and
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 is a dole, a
handout. Hardly. This bill was and is
designed to encourage helpless people to
train themselves to hold jobs—to be able
to support themselves by learning to
overcome their handicaps.
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The vocational potential of an esti-
mated 7 to 12 million handicapped indi-
viduals is at stake. With the adoption of
this bill, only 2 million of those persons
would have been helped. The bill as
passed by the House and Senate was far
from adequate in terms of helping all
those afilicted with a handicap. But in
keeping within our budget guidelines, and
in an effort to assist the President in his
effort to curb spending, we compromised
to reach the level of assistance which we
felt would not be inflationary.

The costs of assisting the handicapped
are obviously high. But as our majority
leader, Mr. O'NELL so clearly pointed
out on March 28, the earning of more
than a quarter of a million handicapped
persons who were rehabilitated amounted
to $1 Dbillion. Their taxes brought
an estimated $58 million to various Fed-
eral, State, and local treasuries. Another
$33 million was saved in 1972 by removal
of many rehabilitated persons from the
public payrolls.

Both Houses of Congress agree with the
President with regard to the Federal
budget. We must eradicate those pro-
grams which are bulging with bureau-
cratie fat. But how can we justify the de-
struction of a program which helps peo-
ple learn to help themselves? Why must
the people of this country see the serv-
ices which help those who have no op-
portunity sacrificed? So we can send an
armada of bombers to Cambodia? I think
not.

It is time that we started to care about
ourselves. It is time to husband our re-
sources and reorder our priorities. I do
not think I am alone in wanting to help
Americans with American tax dollars.
And I do not think it is wrong to invest
some of our hard-earned dollars to help
the handicapped. But the clenched fist
of the President is clearly visible in the
Senate’s partisan showing yesterday;
and if his slap on the face does not show
on the cheeks of our handicapped Amer-
icans today, it certainly has left an in-
delible mark in their minds.

Mr. Speaker, I am confident that the
Congress will not let this issue die. To
the recipient of the Outstanding Handi-
capped Fedz2ral Employee of the Year
award, I add mxy congratulations to those
of the President’s daughter and many
others. I hope we will not let him be the
last handicapped person to reach such a
plateau.

IMPOUNDMENT: A PRACTICAL
SOLUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man form California (Mr. DANIELSON) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, today
I testified before the Rules Committee
concerning the problem of impoundment
of funds by the executive department.

I believe that my approach to the
impoundment problem would avoid the
pitfalls of legislation which the com-
mittee is now studying, and would effec-
tively return the power of formulating
national poliey to the Congress, where
it rightfully belongs.

I am inserting at this point in the
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Recorp my statement, which describes
my plan in detail:

IMPOUNDMENT OF FUNDS BY THE EXECUTIVE
(Statement of Hon, Georce E. DANIELSON)

Mr, Chairman, and Members of the Rules
Committee, I wish to thank you for this
opportunity to appear before you and ex-
press my thoughts and opinions on the
important subject of impoundment by the
Executive Branch of funds which hereto-
fore have been appropriated by the laws of
the land for the purpose of carrying out our
national policies.

At the outset I wish to Inform you that I
am a cosponsor of one of the pending anti-
impoundment bills, HR. 1873, by Repre-
sentative Sarbanes, Pickle and others, a bill
which is similar in its provisions to S. 373,
by Senator Ervin. Although I am a co-
sponsor of that bill, I have grave misgivings
that nelther it nor any of the other general
anti-impoundment bills would be the correct
solution, or even an effective solution, to the
mr dm t & bl

Based upon such study as I have been able
to do, I am convinced that the Executive has
no inherent power—no right—to impound
or withhold funds which have been appro-
priated by law. It is my opinion that the
Executive has no right of Impoundment
whatever, except that which has been dele-
gated to him by Act of Congress which the
Executive has signed into law. And the only
law which the Executive Department has
cited as suthority for the impoundments
which concern us—or for placing those funds
“In reserve'—as he prefers to call it, is the
Anti-deficiency Act (31 U.S.C. 666). I am
sure that all of the members of this Com-
mittee are familiar with that Act and I shall
not comment on it here except to state that,
in my opinion, it does not support or justify
the type of impoundment which is producing
this econstitutional confrontation between
the Congress and the Executive. As Mr. Jus-
tice Rehnquist said, when he was Assistant
Attorney General, in 1969, “Existence of such
a broad power is supported neither by reason
nor precedent.” Yet the Executive has
referred to the Anti-deficiency Act as the
authority for a substantial t of his
impoundments. (Report of Roy L. Ash, Di-
rector, Office of Management and Budget, Feb.
5, 1978, 38 CF.R. #£24, Part IV).

This clearly illustrates one of the reasons
why I have misgivings concerning the enact-
ment of any law which even implicitly grants
the power of impoundment to the Executive.
As time goes by such laws, —such delega-
tions of power, —tend to be stretched and
expanded to justify activities far beyond
their original purpose. History shows us that
once a power is granted it is rarely, if ever,
regained. When a power is delegated by law,
it would take a second law to repeal the first
law, and the p ge of the d law re-
quires the approval and signature of the Ex-
ecutive, or passage over his veto. I submit
that we would be endangering the trust
placed in us by the American people if we
were to grant the power of impoundment
(and thereby delegate away the power of for-
mulating national policy), and place it be-
yond our ability to retirleve.

I submit and suggest that Iif any im-
poundment bill is reported out by this Com-
mittee the very least we must do is insist
that it contain specific language to provide
that it will expire, by its own terms, within
a short period of time. Betier yet, no such
bill at all!

Earlier I stated that I have grave misgiv-
ings that none of the anti-impoundment bills
would be the correct or an effective solution
to the impoundment problem. Let’s examine
some of the possibilities, r bering first
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signed into law by the Pr mt, or p d
over his veto. They are the law of the land,
and, as we all know, the Constitution pro-
vides, in so many words, that the Presi-
dent “. . . shall take care that the laws be
faithfully executed.”

Suppose we pass one of the anti-impound-
ment laws. Will the President veto it? If he
does, will we pass it over his veto? and If we
do, will he still impound,—and what do we
do then?

Suppose we pass such an Act, and the Pres-
ident signs it, and it becomes the law of the
land. He will then almost certainly increase
his impoundment, because he will then have
apparent authority to do so which far exceeds
his authority under the present Anti-defiei-
ency Act. Suppose he does then impound, and
Congress passes a resolution saying, “No, we
disapprove!” Will he continue to impound?
I he does, what do we do then?

I respectfully submit that there is only
one effective way to solve the impoundment
problem, and that is to make it impossible
to impound, without the prior consent of
the Congress. So long as the Executive has
the option to Impound, selectively, which-
ever funds he chooses to impound, and has
an effective means of doing so, he will con-
tinue to do so. And by doing so, and continu-
ing his practice to its logical conclusion, he
will become the sole policy maker of our
country because by cutting off, providing, or
otherwise controlling the flow of funds for
those laws which require funds for their im-
plementation, he can and will nullify, modify
or carry out national policies in the manner
that most suits his own desires.

I submit that the most effective way to
make it impossible for the President to im-
pound without the prior consent of the Con-
gress, is by relating appropriations together,
by inter-locking them so that the obligation,
expenditure or apportionment of one appro-
priation requires the proportional obligation,
expenditure, or apportionment of another
appropriation—or others.

Article I, Bection 0, Clause 7, of the Con-
stitution provides that “No money shall be
drawn from the Treasury but in consequence
of appropriations made by law; .. ." The
Congress has, by law, provided for carrying
the foregoing Constitutional provision into
execution, and has directed that all warrants
for the disbursement of money from the
Treasury be first duly audited and settled
and certified by the General Oof-
fice and that disbursements shall not be
made upon such warrants, and not otherwise.

What we need to do is to draft and inter-
relate our appropriation bills in such & man-
ner that funds cannot be obligated, ex-
pended, or apportioned for the implementa-
tion of one government pelicy unless funds
are likewise obligated, expended or appor-
tioned for the funding of other government
policies. The effect of this would be to pre-
vent the Executive from praeticing a selec-
tive, cafeteria-style, supplying or withhold-
ing of the funds needed to carry out the var-
ious activities of our national policy.

At this point I set forth an example of a
paragraph which could be included in some,
or all, of our appropriation bills in order to
achieve the above purpose.

Sec. —. Unless the Congress shall provide
otherwise in language expressly made ap-
plicable to this section, at any time during
the fiscal year 1974, the amount obligated
or expended under this Act for any program
or activity, expressed as a percentage of the
amount appropriated by this Act for the pur-
poses of such program or activity, shall be
not more than (—16—) percentage points
greater than the amount obligated or ex-

ded at that time during such fiscal year

of all that the funds of which we speak have
already been appropriated by Acts of Con-
gress, which have either been approved and

for any other program or activity authorized

by Act of Congress, expressed as a percentage
of the amount appropriated by the Congress
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for purposes of such other program or activ-
ity for the fisecal year 1974.

Under present practices the Executive can,
selectively and at will, provide or withhold
(impound) the funding of individual na-
tional programs, thus, for practical purposes,
he can decide which policles will be imple-
mented, and which will not be implemented,
and to what extent. Under my suggested lan-
guage, so long as he uses public monies for
some of our programs, he must provide pro-
rata funding for all of them, or request a
variance from the Congress.

What I would seek to do by this concept
is to provide a coherent and orderly inter-
relationship in the obligation and expendi-
ture of funds appropriated by the several dii-
ferent appropriation bills,

The use of Lhe foregoing concept would not
bring about reckless spending, on the con-
trary, it would both permit and promote
economy. I'm sure that we all agree that gov-
ernment spending should be reduced, that
savings should be realized, wherever possible.

This language would also promote greater
co-operation and harmony between the legis-
lative and executive branches. Whenever the
Executive, In the management of the gov-
ernment’s business, would determine that
money could be saved, all he would have to
do is notify the Congress and by resolution
the Congress could provide for an appropriate
change in the rate of expenditure—or could
terminate it altogether. The Congress and
the Executive, working together, could econ-
omize where an immediate need is removed,
or could accelerate expenditure where a need
is increased. Changing needs, based on
changing circumstances, could be quickly ac-
commodated.

Please note, also, that a reasonable amount
of flexibility can be written into the language
at the outset in order to fit the anticipated
:t:.ﬂerlng needs of the different appropria-

ons,

I submit the foregoing for your considera-
tion as an effective solution to the impound-
ment problem, and agsain urge that this
Committee exercise the greatest care before
reporting a general anti-impoundment bill,
so that it cannot be construed as a further
delegation of an asserted power to impound.

MARK YAMPOLSKY:
MAN OF COURAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. PopeLLr) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, in the last
week, a most courageous act has been
taking place downtown on 16th Street.
Mark Yampolsky, a recent Jewish emi-
gre from the Soviet Union, has been con-
ducting a hunger strike across the street
from the Soviet Embassy to protest the
refusal of the Soviet authorities to give
members of his family permission to
emigrate.

Mark is a jazz drummer. He and his
wife were given permission last year to
emigrate to Israel, and they were here
in the United States on a tour to inform
people of what conditions are like in
Russia for Jews seeking their freedom.
Mark's courage was first demonstrated
when he sought permission to emigrate
irom the Soviet Union. He managed to
survive the harassment and humiliation
which are the routine lot in life for all
Jews trying to leave Russia. He and his
wife prevailed, but many members of
his wife's family were leit behind. They
were denied permission for no apparent
reason.
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What touched off Mark Yampolsky's
hunger sitrike was a death. His wife's
grandfather passed away in Switzerland
while waiting for his family to join them.
When the grandfather learned that his
family had been absolutely denied per-
mission to emigrate, and that they had
been barred from reapplying for per-
mission for a full year, it was more than
he could bear at his age. He died, and
Mark began his hunger strike as a way
of making sure that his wife’s grand-
father would be heard in death as he
was not in life.

The death of one man and the protest
of another are not ordinarily events of
great note. But this is not an ordinary
situation. The grandfather’s death and
Mark's hunger strike illustrate the im-
portance of our continued support for
Russian Jews in their struggle to be free.

It was not easy for Mark to conduct
his protest. He suffers from severe ulcers
and living only on fruit juices and water
has greatly ageravated his condition. He
is separated from his wife now: she is
in London conducting a similar hunger
strike at the Ruszian embassy there.
People always wonder about the sanity
of those who choose to express their
protest in so uncomfortable a manner,
They are regarded &s visionaries at best,
and as bordering on the verge of mad-
ness at the worst.

But Mark Yampolsky is neither a vi-
sionary nor a madman. He has seen that
protest can work. It was the concerted
protests of concerned Americans and the
determined actions of this Congress
which made it possible for Mark to leave
Russia. The quiet determination of the
Jews still in Russia, refusing to be in-
timidated, continuing to demand their
freedom, will also bring results, albeit
very slowly. But the courage demon-
strated by Mark and his brethren still in
the Soviet Union should not go unsup-
ported by this body.

I commend Mark Yampolsky on his
bravery in speaking out against Russian
oppression, knowing the repercussions
this may have on the family he left
behind. I salute him for his strength in
his hunger strike. I offer him my con-
dolences and sympathy on the death of
his wife’s grandfather. Finally, I offer
him my full commitment to the cause
of freedom for Soviet Jewry.

VISIT OF PRESIDENT THIEU

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

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I read
with some dismay in this morning’s pa-
per that on Friday of this week it is
planned that President Thieu of South
Vietnam will be in Washington where he
will confer with “congressional leaders.”
If it was a mistake, and I believe it was,
for the President to invite President
Thieu to come to this country at this time
to confer with him, it seems to me it may
be equally a mistake for congressional
leaders to entertain President Thieu here
either formally or informally, if in fact
we do not intend to become militarily
reinvolved in Indochina.
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When President Johnson embraced
Premier Ky in Hawaii in 1966, President
Johnson, in the eyes of the world com-
mitted this Nation to backing Premier
Ky’s regime. By doing the same thing for
President Thieu at this juncture, it seems
to me that President Nixon is, in the eyes
of the world, announcing his continued
support for the Thieu regime.

When to this is coupled also the fact
that in today’s paper we read that 60
B-52 bombers have carried out massive
bombing attacks in populous areas of
Cambodia, without any congressional au-
thority for the part of the President to
conduct that kind of operation, without
even the excuse that he is doing it to pro-
tect our soldiers in Vietnam or to get our
prisoners of war bhack, since they are all
back, it does seem to me this is g very dis-
quieting state of affairs.

Also, in this morning’s paper was an-
other tragic account by another one of
our prisoners of war of the privation and
the mental and physical torture that he
and other Americans were subjected to,
this one a medical officer who first was
held by the Vietcong or North Vietnam-
ese in South Vietnam and later was taken
to North Vietnam. He said that even
though he was imprisoned in North Viet-
nam it was a relief compared to the terri-
ble circumstances under which he was
foreced to live in South Vietnam as a pris-
oner of the Vietcong or North Vietnam-
ese, The American people are rightly
indignant over such treatment, violating
as it does, ordinary decency as well as
international law.

But, before we proclaim our shock and
indignation to the world over the terrible
treatment accorded to American prison-
ers of war by the North Vietnamese and
the Vietcong, I think we better ask our-
selves whether we are meeting our re-
sponsibilities for stopping similar and
even worse barbarities being inflicted by
the Government we are supporting in
South Vietnam.

A New York Times article printed on
March 3 stated:

A group of recently released political pris-
oners, reportedly spirited into Baigon secretly,
described today how they were beaten, tor-
tured and ultimately crippled during years
of confinement at the government island
prison on Con Son.

Further it says:

According to the former prisoners, they
had each spent about five years in custody
without being tried or granted a hearing.

It goes on:

One who said he was neither a Communist
nor a supporter of the front was a slightly
bullt, round-faced man aged 23 who described
himself as a Buddhist activist. . . .

He said he was picked up by the police
along with friends who, like him, had been
active in what he called the anti-Government
“Buddhist struggle movement.”

Asserting that he was unable to walk as
a result of his treatment while in custody,
he related that after his arrest he was taken
to the national police headquarters in Saigon
and “beaten and tortured on and off for a
whole year."

He described the torture as being beaten
with sticks “until I vomited blood or until
the blood came out of my eyes or ears,” hav=-
ing soapy water forced into his nose and
mouth, and being subjected to electric shock.
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His torturers accused him of participating
in anti-Government activities, he added, and
“sald they tortured us to punish us.”

Another form of torture employed by the
police, the young man said, was to manacle
prisoners’ hands behind their backs, then
hang them from the ceiling by the manacles
until they lost consciousness,

It sounds very much like the same type
of torture that was inflicted upon our
own POW'’s in North Vietnam in certain
instances.

After a year in custody in Salgon, he said,
he was taken to the Chi Hoa Prison in Sai-
gon and installed in what was known as “the
movie house” because it was “like a big box
and it was dark like a movie theater.”

“There they chained our feet and attached
the chains to a pole,” he continued. “There
were between 50 and 100 prisoners. We had
nothing to lle on, and it was filthy and dirty
and cold. Every day they would open the
door and send in a bunch of common crimi-
nals who would beat us with sticks and kick
us.”

Describing life in the tiger cages, the
young man sald that several prisoners died
but he could identify only one by name.

This sounds almost parallel to the
treatment inflicted on one of our own
POW'’s as described in today's Washing-
ton Post.

A week after the Congressmen went to
Con ESon, he said, the inmates were put in
what he called the stables—a row of sfruc-
tures that had housed water buffalo.

“During the time we were kept in the
stables they continued to beat us viciously,”
he said. “One of my friends, Tran Van Tu,
suffered a broken arm. Another man, Nguyen
Ngo Thuong, was ferociously beaten on the
head.”

In December, 1970, the former prisoner
related, he and about 80 other sick and
disabled prisoners were flown back to Chi
Hoa. “I guess I was going crazy at that
time,"” he added, saying that he was alsb
paralyzed.

He remained in Chi Hoa until June, 1971.
The treatment there was better at that
time, he said, though “once in a while they
would beat us just a little.”

In June, 1871, he and others at Chi Hoa
were informed that they were being returned
to Con Son.

“We tried to resist,” he sald, “saying we
were still sick and needed more time to
recover. We told them many of us still could
not walk and many were still very sick.”

But, according to his account, the jallers
responded by bringing in the policemen and
common criminals who threw tear-gas gre-
nades into the cells. “We all choked and lost
consciousness,” he said.

They were put on a ship to Con Son. By
then the old tiger cages hiad heen replaced
by new ones built by an American contractor
and paid for by the United States.

Digressing a little, last October the
Government Operations Committee of
the House of Representatives in an offi-
cial report stated that $400,000 in AID
money was going to an American con-
tractor to build new tiger cages at Con
Son.

The former prisoner said that while the
cages were about the same size as the old
ones, each cage housed only one person. As
a result, he added, “the jailers would not
beat us from above but would open the steel
bars, jump in and beat us.

DIET: RICE AND WATER

Throughout 1972 and in the first two
months of this year, he said, his daily food
ration consisted of “a few spoonsful of rice
and a little water.”
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The most recent beating took place last
Jan. 6 in Row A and B of the tiger cages,”
he sald. “About 70 prisoners were seriously
injured then.” He explained that the beat-
ings occurred “because we asked for more
food and more water.”

I will not read on. We could duplicate
this story many times from what has ap-
peared in the press and in the CoNGRES-
sioNAL REcorp. If congressional leaders
do meet with President Thieu later this
week, then I would like to suggest that
they ask him a few questions.

The most important question is
whether he is going to see that this type
of atrocious behavior by his government
which derives a crucial amount of finan-
cial support from the United States of
America—including AID money specifi-
cally earmarked for South Vietnamese
police and prisons is going to come to an
end.

And if so, when?

And if so, whether representatives of
the General Accounting Office will be en-
titled to go and inspect any prison in
South Vietnam to make sure that these
commitments are being carried out?

If he is unable to give a clear-cut and
explicit answer on that score, then I
would suggest that our congressional
leaders consider what action they are
going to recommend, such as cutting off
further aid to the Government of South
Vietnam until it cleans up this abomin-
able situation or else provides some basis
for justifying the continuation of that
aid.

I would hope that our congressional
leaders after they meet with President
Thieu would also make an official state-
ment to this body as to whether or not
they asked such questions of him and
what his responses were.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF HEALTH
CARE DELIVERY

(Mr. PODELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, I am intro-
ducing today for consideration by the
House of Representatives a bill to estab-
lish the National Institute of Health
Care Delivery. The Institute may well
be to the delivery of medical care to those
who need it what mass production was
to American industry. It will make it
possible for every American to have
available and usable the medical services
he needs in everyday life.

I am confident that this session of
Congress will mark the beginning of
great new advances in the American
health system and that problems long
neglected will begin to pe resolved.

Television programs depicting super-
human doctors and newspaper headlines
deseribing real life miracle operations
ranging from organ transplants to open
heart surgery have created a distorted
impression as to the state of health care
in America.

While research and modern techniques
have created tremendous possibilities in
medical care much of the Nation con-
tinues to suffer from inadequate treat-
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ment and attention. The attention that
the public does receive is often at an
exorbitant price. The price is not exorbi-
tant in terms of the human lives saved
but in terms of the lives which are inevi-
tably lost because society cannot afford
those prices on a mass scale.

The real lesson in TV shows and head-
lines is the fantastic potential of the
American health system. The U.S. Gov-
ernment through its financial support
has helped to achieve incomparable ad-
vances in the field of medicine. Since
World War II we have lavished over $20
billion on biochemical research. Our
achievements are the most spectacular
the world has ever seen and are un-
paralleled by other nations. These
achievements were accomplished by the
sacrifice of resources worthy of such a
goal.

But we seem to be in the position of
a master chef who can create gourmet
dishes for a few hundred people and is
placed in charge of food distribution for
a nation. The same effort which America
has until now lavished on research must
be extended to the delivery of health
care to all the people. I do not deprecate
research; I feel it should be increased.
But for too long the bread and butter
programs in the health field have been
neglected.

The problems with our health care
system are numerous. Costs are increas-
ing at a much faster pace than is the
general cost of living. Many areas of
the country are desperately short of doc-
tors. Millions of Americans do not have
access to adequate medical facilities.

The health industry is already enor-
mous, consuming more than $75 billion a
year and it will continue to grow. A ra-
tional efficient approach is a necessity.

This bill will establish a National In-
stitute To Improve Health Care Deliv-
ery and to speed the delivery of the

benefits of medical
people.

The institute will be a separate agency
under the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare of a size and impor-
tance in keeping with its great respon-
sibilities. One of these responsibilities will
be the development of health care policy
on a national level. For too long we have
lacked such an overall policy.

research to the

HOW ABOUT A BREAK FOR THE
TENANTS?

(Mr. PODELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, the last few
years have made people aware of the
inequities built into the Federal income
tax system. A ery has gone up that the
system is weighted to give the most to
those who have the most. Without ex-
amining every aspect of the income tax
system, I would have to say that in a
few areas this is certainly true. One of
those areas is the deduction of expenses
for dwellings.

We all know that homeowners are al-
lowed to deduet the amount of his prop-
erty tax and the interest that he pays
on his mortgage. The owner of a coep-
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erative apartment can deduct the
amount of his monthly maintenance
charge which represents the interest on
his mortgage and the property taxes on
his building. But the apartment dweller
gets no such tax benefit, even though the
rent he pays includes property taxes and
interest payments.

Frankly, I can see no rationale for this
kind of tax discrimination. These tax
breaks for homeowners presumably were
first designed o make the burden of own-
ing a home somewhat lighter. Why
should not the burden of living in an
apartment be egually lightened?

We all know that a decent apartment
in a large city today is an expensive prop-
osition. Many people are trapped in sub-
standard dwellings because they cannot
afford the higher rents that a better
apartment would cost. Giving people a
tax break on their apartments similar
to that received by home and co-op own-
ers could be just the thing needed to
break down the ghetto walls in our cities.

But there is more to the housing crisis
in New York and other large cities than
can adequately be dealt with by revising
the tax laws. Many people are living in
apartments for which they pay far too
much in rent, considering the level of
services they receive from their land-
lords. And since the untimely end of the
phase II controls, rents have begun to
rise at an alarming rate. Landlords are
often getting away with murder, and a
simple tax deduction provision will not
end the rent squeeze. For that, we need
a freeze on rents.

Too often I hear of incidents in which
landlords are literally gouging their ten-
ants, charging exorbitant rents and re-
turning nothing in the way of services.
How many tenants in New York City and
elsewhere have to do their own repairs or
painting? How many tenants are faced
with the prospect of paying unconseion-
able amounts each month because there
is nowhere else for them to go?

To be sure, the vast majority of honest
landlords should not be penalized for the
few rent gougers in their midst. Thus,
the freeze should be flexible to allow for
reasonable increases when the landlords’
maintenance costs go up without placing
an undue burden on tenants.

The President has indicated that he
thinks there is no economic justification
for the recent sharp rises in rents. The
Senate has already voted for rent con-
trols. There is currently legislation be-
fore this body that would control rent
increases, and I would like nothing better
than to see this legislation enacted into
law. We can no longer ignore the needs
of the tenants of this country.

A combined policy of controlling rent
increases and permitting tenants to de-
duct a portions of their annual rentals
on the Federal income taxes would make
eminent good sense. In a year when tax
reform is an issue on everyone’s mind,
these are proposals which deserve our
thoughtful consideration.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:
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The following Members (at the request
of Mr. RoserT W. DaNIEL, JR.) to revise
and extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr, Brackeurnw, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Miwrer, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Keating, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. Hansen of Idaho, for 10 minutes,
today.

(The following Members (at the re-
auest of Mr. Ryaw) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
matter:)

Mr. Icaorn, for 30 minutes, today.

Mrs. Grasso, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. GoxzaLez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BurTon, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Rawger, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Fraser, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MonreoMEeRY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr, Burke of Massachusetts, for 15
minutes, today.

Mr. Mezvinsxy, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr, McFaLL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Ryan, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DanteLson, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Pooery, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Dexnt, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr, SereerLING, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Axpersonw of California, for 15
minutes, April 5.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. DensoLM to extend his remarks
immediately following the remarks of
the gentleman from Texas, Mr. POAGE.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. RoserTt W, DaANIEL, JR.) and
to include extraneous matter:)

Mr. Buake of Florida.

Mr. O'Brien in two instances.

Mr. Rmwarpo in three instances.

Mr, FaenzeL in four instances.

Mr, WiNw.

Mr. HEINZ.

Mr. WxarT.

Mr. KeaTing in two instances.

Mr. McKINNEY.

Mr. BELL.

Mr. FORSYTHE.

Mr. DELLENBACK.

Mr, WymMmaw in two instances,

Mr. SteIGER of Arizona.

Mr. RUPPE.

Mr, THomsoN of Wisconsin.

Mr, BUTLER.

Mr. HUBER.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN.

Mr. HUNT.

Mr. SymMMsS,

Mr. STEELE.

Mr. Kemp,

Mr. Hogaw in three instances.

Mr. HUpNUT.

Mr. TarcorT in two instances.

Mr. HanseN of Idaho.

Mr. TavLror of Missouri.

Mr. MircaeELL of New York,

Mr. CLEVELAND.

Mr, BroyHILL of Virginia.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Rvan) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)
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Mr. Evins of Tennessee in five in-
stances.

Mr. CLARE.

Mr. HarrINGTON in 10 instances.

Mr, GonzaLeg in three instances.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. HOWARD,

Mr. Reuss in six instances.

Mr. Dany DANIEL,

Miss JORDAN,

Mr. Hays in two instanees.

Mr. CarEy of New York.

Mr. MAHON.

Mr. REID.

Mr, Boranp in two instances.

Mr. YaTRON.

Mr. MINISH.

Mr. BincHaMm in three instances.

Mr. RoE in two instances.

Mr. Lowe of Maryland in 10 instances.

Mr. HAWKINS.

Mr. WiLLiam D, Forbp.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker's table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

B. 800. An act to amend the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to pro-
vide for the compensstion of innocent vic-
tims of violent crime in financial stress; to
make grants to the States for the payment of
such compensation; to authorize an insur-
ance program and death benefits to de-
pendent survivors of public safety officers; to
strengthen the civil remedies available to
victims of racketeering activity and theft;
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.3577. An act to provide an extension
of the interest egqualization tax, and for other
purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o'clock and 16 minutes p.m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, April 5, 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:

719, A letter from the General Counsel of
the Department of Defense, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend chap-
ter 5 of title 37, United States Code, to re-
vise the special pay structure relating to
members of the uniformed services, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services,

720. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Installations and Hous=
ing) , transmitting notice of the location, na-
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ture, and estimated cost of a construction
project proposed to be undertaken for the
Naval Reserve, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2233a
(1); to the Committee on Armed Services.

721. A letter from the Chairman, Commit-
tee for Purchase of Froducts and Services of
the Blind and Other Severely Handicapped,
iransmitting a draft of proposed legislation to
increase the authorization for fiscal year 1974
for the Committee for Purchase of Products
and Services of the Blind and Other Severely
Handicapped; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

722, A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
latlon to foster fuller U.S, participation n
international trade by the promotion and
support of represeniation of U.S. interest in
international voluntary standards activities,
and for other purposes; to the Committes on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

723. A letter from the Associate Commis-
sioner, Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice, Department of Justice, transmitting
copies of orders suspending deportation, to-
gether with a list of the persons involved,
pursuant to section 244(a) (1) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, as amended [8
U.S8.C. 1254(c) (1) ]; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

RECEIVED FromM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

T724. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on the need for more effective audit
activities of the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reporis of
commitiees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 340. Resolution authorizing addi-
tionai investigative authority to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs (Rept.
No. 93-105); referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. HOLIFIELD: Committee on Gowvern-
ment Operations. Second report on the Re-
organization Plan No. 1 of 1973 (Rept. No.
03-106) . Referred to the Commitiee of tha
Whole House on the State of the Unioan.

PUBLIC BILIS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXIT, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON of California:

HR. 6547. A bill to provide increases in
certain annuities payable under chapter 83
of title 5, United States Code, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Ofice
and Civil Service,

By Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota:

HR. 6548. 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 wunder Federal Tunding and
supervision; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr, BERGLAND:

HR. 6549. A bill to encourage earlier re-
tirement by permitting Federal employees to
purchase into the civil service retirement sys-
tem benefits unduplicated in any olther re-
tirement system based on employment in
Federal programs operated by State and local
governments under Federal funding and
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supervision; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself, Mr.
Browwn of California, Mrs, BURKE of
California, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr.
CLAaRK, Mr, CorMAN, Mr, Davis of
South Carolina, Mr. DenT, Mr,
Fraser, Mr. HecHLER of West Vir-
ginia, Mr. HELsSTOSKI, Ms. HOLTZMAN,
Mr, Nix, Mr. PopeLL, and Mr, VANIK) :

HR. 65560. A bill to amend the student
loan provisions of the National Defense Edu-
cation Act of 1958 to provide for cancella-
tion of student loans for service in mental
hospitals and schools for the handicapped;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself, Mr.
BrownN of California, Mrs. BURKE of
California, Mrs. CHIsHOLM, Mr.
CrarE, Mr, CormawN, Mr., Davis of
South Carolina, Mr. DEeNT, Mr.
FrasEr, Mr. HECHLER of West Vir-
ginia, Mr. HELsTOSKI, Ms. HOLTZMAN,
Mr. Mazzorr, Mr. Nix, Mr. PoDELL,
and Mr. VANIE) :

HR. 6561. A bill to pay grants to students
enrolled in psychology, soclology, or social
work in institutions of higher education to
encourage thelr part-time employment and
clinical training in certain hospitals for men-
tal rehabilitation; to the Commitiee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia:

H.R. 65562. A bill to deslgnate certain lands
in the Shenandoah Natlonal Park, Va., as
wilderness; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

H.R. 65653. A bill to amend the Civil SBervice
Act of January 16, 1883, to eliminate the re-
quirement of apportionment of appoint-
ments to the competitive civil service; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts (for
himself and Mr. Mmrs of Arkansas) :

H.R. 6554. A bill to amend title II of the
Soclal Security Act so as to liberalize
the conditions governing eligibility of blind
persons to receive disability insurance bene-
fits thereunder; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts (for
himself, Mr, Mirs of Arkansas, Mr.
O'NE1Lr, Mr. Urnmaw, Mr. BOLAND,
Mr, Carey of New York, Mr. COrRMAN,
Mr, CoTTER, Mr, DoNoHUE, Mr. FrLoob,
Mr, ForEy, Mr. Fovron, Mr, GIBEONS,
Mr. EarTH, Mr. Lanorunm, Mr, Moax-
1EY, Mr., Murray of Illinois, Mr.
ROSTENKOWSKI, Mr. JAMEs V. STan-
TON, Mr. Stupps, Mr. TIERNAN, Mr.
Vamig, Mr. WacGonNNER, and Mr,
WoLFF) :

H.R. 65656. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564 to exclude from gross
income interest on certaln special deposits
of prisoners of war and other members of
the Armed Forces in a missing status during
the Vietnam confilct; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr, COLLINS (for himself and Mr,
SHUSTER) :

H.R. 65566. A bill to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 to establish orderly pro-
cedures for the consideration of applications
for renewal of broadcast licenses; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr, DENT (for himself, Mr. CARNEY
of Ohio, Mr. CroNIN, Mr. STuDDS, Mr.
OweNs, Mr. HevLsToskil, Mr. Ros-
ENTHAL, Mr. Younc of Alaska, Mr.
Fraser, Mr, LEGGETT, Ms. HOLTZMAN,
Mr. HovrLiFIELD, Mr, SEIBERLING, Mr.
BSroxes, Mr, Roe, Mrs. Grasso, Mr.
Rancen, Mr. Apams, Mr., BiNGHAM,
Mr, Roy, and Mr. McCORMACK) :

HR. 6667. A bill to improve education by
increasing the freedom of the Nation's teach-
ers to change employment across State lines
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without substantial loss of retirement bene-
fits through establishment of a Federal-State
program; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.
By Mr. DENT (for himself, Mr. YaTRON,
Mr. PowerLL of Ohio, Mr. HARRING-
ToN, Mr. Won Pat, Mr. Brasco, Mr.
PoperLn, Mr. Moss, Mr. HANNA, Mr.
Cray, Mr. MurpHY of Illinois, Mr.
AwnnNuxzio, Mr. MoLLosEAN, Mr. PRICE
of Illinois, Mr. MEens, Mrs. HANSEN
of Washington, Mr. RovysaL, Mr.
Beviin, Mr. Wintiam D. Forp, Mr.
Rees, and Mr. RIEGLE) :

H.R. 65658. A bill to amend section 210 of
increasing the freedom of the Nation's teach-
ers to change employment across State lines
without substantial loss of retirement bene-
fits through establishment of a Federal-State
program; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. DICKINSON:

HR. 6659. A bill to amend section 210 of
the Flood Control Act of 1968; to the Commit-
tee on Public Works.

By Mr. ERLENBORN (for himself, Mr.
McCoLrisTER, and Mr. FrRENZEL):

HR. 6560. A bill to amend the Freedom
of Information Act to require that all in-
formation be made available to Congress ex-
cept where Executive privilege is invoked; to
the Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. EVANS of Colorado (for him-
self, Mr. O'NemrL, Mr. HecHLER of
West Virginia, Mr. Harrinerow, Mr.
VicoriTo, Mr. HANLEY, Mr, WoN PaT,
Mr. FauNTROY, Mr. Sisx, Mr. MoL-
LOHAN, Mr. MrrcHELL of Maryland,
Mr. Moss, Mr. pE Lueo, Mr. WHITE,
Mr. SarBANES, Mr. MoAKLEY, Mr. LEG-
cETT, Mr, S8mrTH of Iowa, Mr. EcK-
HARDT, Mr. MELCHER, Mr, SToKES, Ms.
ApzUcG, Mr. HENDERSON, Mr. GREEN of
Pennsylvania and Mr. RooNEY of
Pennsylvania) :

HR. 6561. A bill to require the Secretary
of Agriculture to carry out all rural housing
programs of the Farmers Home Administra-
tion; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. FRENZEL:

HR. 65662. A bill to amend sections 113,
692, 6013, and 7508 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 for the relief of certain members
of the Armed Forces of the United States
returning from the Vietnam conflict combat
zone, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Wavs and Means.

By Mr. GROSS:

H.R. 6563. A bill to provide equity in the
feed grain set aside program by allowing
participants in plan B to switch to plan A;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. GROVER:

HR. 6564. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1054 to allow a credit
against the individual income tax for tui-
tion paid for the elementary or secondary
education of dependents; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

By Mr. GUNTER:

HR. 6665. A bill to Improve and imple-
ment procedures for fiscal controls in the
U.S. Government, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. HAWEKINS (for himself, Mrs.
CHisHOLM, Mr., CONYERS, Mr. AsPIN,
Mr. Browx of California, Mr. Bur-
TON, Mr., BaprmLro, Mr. Dices, Mr.
DenT, Mr. pE Luco, Mr. Epwarps of
California, Mr., Wiiriam D. Forp, Mr,
GreeN of Pennsylvania, Mr. HANNA,
Mr, HARRINGTON, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr.
LeamMman, Mr. Moaxuey, Mr. Moss,
Mr, Nix, Mr. O'Nen.L, Mr. PricE of
Ilinols, Mr. PopeLy, Mr. Rzes, and

Mr, RED)
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H.R. 6666, A bill to amend the Economic
Oppounity Act of 1964 to require that any
plans to reorganize the Office of Economic
Opportunity be transmitted to Congress pur-
suant to the Executive Reorganization Act,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Eduecation and Labor.

By Mr. HAWKINS (for himself, Mr.
Ropino, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. ROSENTHAL,
Mr. RoysaL, Mr, SarBaNES, Mr. Sisk,
Mr, TiErwaw, and Mr. CHaArLES H.
Wirsoxn of California) :

HR. 6567. A bill to amend the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 to require that any
plans to reorganize the Office of Economic
Opportunity be transmitted to Congress pur-
suant to the Executive Reorganization Act,
and for other purposes; to the Commitiee
on Eduecation and Labor.

By Mr. KEATING:

H.R.65668. A bill to provide parking for
tourists to the Capitol of the United States;
to the Committee on Public Works.

H.R. 6560. A bill to regulate the provisions
of parking to certain officers and employees
of the Federal Government; to the Commit-
tee on Public Works. !

By Mr. EOCH (for himself, Ms. Aszveg,
Mr., BapiLro, Mr. CoONYERsS, Mr. Ep-
WARDS of California, Mr, HARRINGTON,
Mr. PoperLl and Mr. RANGEL) :

H.R.6570. A bill to amend certain provi-
sions of the Controlled Substances Act re-
lating to marihuana; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. LATTA:

H.R.65671. A bill to expand the National
Flood Insurance Program by substantially
increasing limits of coverage and total
amount of insurance authorized to be out-
standing and by requiring known flood-prone
communities to participate in the program,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr MATSUNAGA (for himself and
Mr. DULSKI) :

H.R.6572. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Navy to construet and provide shore-
side facilities for the education and con-
venience of visitors to the United States Ship
Arizona Memorial at Pearl Harbor and to
transfer responsibility for their operation and
maintenance to the National Park Service;
to the Commitiee on Armed Services.

By Mr. MAYNE:

H.R. 6573. A bill to amend section 2254 of
title 28, United States Code, with respect to
Federal habeas corpus; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MONTGOMERY (for himself,
Mr. DorN, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr.
TEAGUE of Texas, Mr. Harey, Mr.
DuLskl, Mr. RoBerrs, Mr. Her-
STOSKI, Mr. CARNEY of Ohio, Mr.
DanieLsoN, Mrs. Grasso, Mr. WoLFrF,
Mr. BrRINKLEY, Mr, CHARLES WILSON
of Texas, Mr. SAYLOR, Mr. WyLIE, My,
HiLiis, Mr. Marazrri, Mr. ABDNOR,
Mr, Huser, and Mr. WaLsH) :

H.R. 6574. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Codes, to encourage persons to join
and remain in the Reserves and National
Guard by providing full-time coverage
under Servicemen's Group Life Insurance for
such members and certain members of the
Retired Reserve, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. MORGAN:

H.R.6576. A bill to amend certain provi-
sions of Federal law relating to explosives;
1o the Committee on the Judicliary,

By Mr. MOSS (for himself, Mr. McFALL,
Mr. LeceeErT, and Mr. JoENsOoN of
California) :

H.R. 6576. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to engage in feasibility in-
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vestigation of certain potential water re-
source developments; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. NEDZI:

H.R. 6577. A bill to create a national system
of health security; to the CTommittee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. NIX:

H.R. 657B. A bill to require the Secretary of
Agriculture to carry out all rural housing
programs of the Farmers Home Administra-
tion; to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

H.R. 6579. A bill to extend through fiscal
vear 1974 the expiring appropriations au-
thorizations in the Public Health Service
Act, the Community Mental Health Centers
Act, and the Developmental Disabilities Serv-
ices and Facilities Construction Act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,

H.R. 6580. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a
definition of Tood supplements, and for other
purposes; to the Commititee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. O'HARA (for himself, Mr. DEL-
LENBACK, Mr. CoNTE, and Mr. RosEN-
THAL) :

H.R. 6581. A bill fo amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to protect the Treedom of
student-athletes and their coaches to par-
ticipate as representatives of the United
States In amateur international athletic
events, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. PODELL:

H.R. 6582. A bill to establish a Natlonal
Institute of Health Care Delivery, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. REID:

HR. 6583. A bill to amend the Public
Health Bervice Act to establish a national
program of health research fellowships and
traineeships to assure the continued excel-
lence of biomedical research in the United
States, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. SLACK:

H.R. 6584. A bill to amend the Infernal
Revenue Code of 1954 to extend certain tran-
sitional rules for allowing a charitable con-
tribution deduction for purposes of the
estate tax in the case of certain charitable
remainder trusts; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. STAGGERS:

H.R. 6585. A bill to amend the act of Au-
gust 4, 1950 (64 Stat. 411), to provide salary
increases for members of the police force of
the Library of Congress; to the Committee
on House Administration.

By Mr. STAGGERS (for himself, and
Mr. DEVINE) *

HR. 6586. A bill to make permanent the
authority to conduct national health surveys
and studies; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 6587, A bill to amend the Drug Abuse
Office and Treatment Act of 1972 to modifly
the authorization of appropristions for the
program of special project grants and con-
tracts, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

HR. 6588. A bill to extend for 3 years
the programs for comprehensive State and
areawlide health planning, and for combpre-
nensive public health service and health
services development, and to repeal a re-
quirement that at least 15 percent of a State’s
formuls allotment for public health services
he available only for mental health serv-
ices; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 6589. A bill to provide for the =x-
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tension of the Developmental Disabilities
Services and Facilities Construction Act, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

HR. 6590. A bill to make permanent the
program of research and demonstrations re-
lating to health facilities and services; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

By Mr. STAGGERS (for himself and
Mr. Devine) (by request) :

H.R. 6581, A bill to designate a network
of cssential rail lines; to require minimum
standards of maintenance on such lines; to
provide financial assistance for rehabilitation
of raill lines; and for other purposes; to The
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
meroce.

By Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin (for
himself, Mr. Axperson of Illinois, Mr,
Price of Texas, Mr, MarTIN of North
Carolina, Mr. STeELMAN, Mr. CONLAN,
Mr. Aspwor, Mr. IcHorp, Mr. Ham-
MERSCHMIDT, and Mr. WaITE) :

H.R, 6592. A bill to amend the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970 to provide addi-
tional assistance to small employers; to the
Commititee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. SYMINGTON :

H.R. 6593. A bill to amend the State and
Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 to reqguire
States and local governments to hold public
hearings in which interested individuals and
neighborhood groups may participate in de-
cisions with respect to the uses to he made
of general revenue-sharing funds; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SYMINGTON (for himself, Mr.
Ropimo, and Mr, STarx) :

H.R. 6594, A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 with respect to lobby-
ing by certain types of exempt organizations;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SYMMS:

H.R. 6595. A bill to prohiblt the United
States from furnishing any assistance %o
North Vietnam; to the Committee on Foreigm
Affairs.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas:

H.R. 65696. A bill to provide for disclosures
designed to inform Congress and the public
of the identity of persons who for pay or with
funds contributed to them seek to influence
the legislative process, the sources of their
funds, and their areas of legislative activity
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct.

H.R. 65697. A bill to amend Section 203 of
the National Aeronautics and Space Act of
1858, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Science and Astronsutics.

By Mr. WOLFF (for himself, and Mr.
Jones of Tennessee) :

H.R.6588. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an addi-
tional itemized deduction for individuals who
rent their principal residences; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WON PAT o for himself and Mr.
Youna of Alaska) :

H.R.6599. A bill to amend section 5(c) of
the Home Qwners Loan Act of 1933 to author-
ize an increase in the principal amount of
mortgages on properties in Alaska, Guam,
and Hawaii to compensate for higher pre-
valling costs; to the Commitiee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mr. BERGLAND:

H.R.6600. A bill to establish a ceiling on
expenditures for the fiscal year 1874 and to
provide procedures for eongressional approval
of action taken by the President to keep ex-
penditures within the ceiling; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

By Mr. DELLUMS (for himself, Mr,
LecoErT, Mr. MircHeil of Maryland
and Mr. WALDIE) :

April 4, 1973

H.R.6801. A bill to promote public health
and welfare by expanding and improving the
family planning services and population re-
search activities of the Federal Government,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Intersitate and Foreign Commeros,

By Mr. FOLEY:

H.R. 6502. A bill to establish a natlenal pro-
gram for research, developmient, and demon-
stration in fuels and energy and Tor the co-
ordination and financial supplementation of
Federal energy research and development;
to establish development corporations to
demonstrate technologies for shale oil de-
velopment, coal gasification development, ad-
vanced power cycle development, geocthermnl
steam development, and coal llguefaction de-
velopment; to authorize and direct the Sec-
retary of the Interior to make mineral re-
sources of the public lands available for said
development corporations; and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs,

H.R. 6603. A bill to provide for the coopera-
tion beitween the Secretary of the Interlor
and the States with respect to the regulation
of surface mining operations, and the ac-
quisition and reclamation of abandoned
mines, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,

By Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT :

H.R. 6604. A bill to amend title § of the
United States Code with to the ob-
servance of Memorlal Day and Veterans
Day; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho:

H.R. 6605. A bill to establish a Council on
Educational Technology in the Department
of Health, Education, and Weifare; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA (for himself, Mr.
AwpersoN of California, Mr. Creve-
LaND, Mr. Davis of Georgia, Mr. Ep-
waRps of California, Mr. FASCELL,
AIr. HaweiNs, Mr. Hroxs, Mr. Honr-
TON, Mr. Jowes of Oklahoma, Mr.
LmeseTT, Mr. Lowe of Louisiana, Mr.
McSprappEN, Mr. MappeEw, Mr, Mer-
CALFE, Mr. Patrexn, Mr. RoNcario of
Wyoming, Mr. RoveaL, Mr, Sroxzs,
Mr. VAN Dezrmaw, and Mr, CHARLES
H, WiLtsow of California) :

H.R. 6606. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Nayvy to construct and provide shore-
side facilities for the education and con-
venience of wisitors to the U.8.8. Arizona
Memorial at Pearl Harbor snd %o transfer
responsibility for their operation and mainte-
mance to the National Park Service; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. RODINO (for himself and Mr,
HUTCHINSON) :

HLR. 6607. A bill to amend sections 101 and
002 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 and
chapter 2, title 18, United States Code, to
implement the Convention for the Suppres-
sion of Unlawful Acts Against the Safety of
Civil Aviation, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. ROONEY of Penusylvania:

HR. 6608. A bill to require the Secretary
of Agriculture to carry out all rural housing
programs of the Farmers Home Administra-
tion; to the Committes on Banking and Cur-
rency.

HR. 6600. A bill to amend titles 39 and b,
United States Code, to eliminate certain
restrictions on the rights of officers and em-
ployees of the Postal Service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Oflice
and Civil Service.

H.R. 6610. A bill to amend the Federal Em-
ployees Health Benefits Act of 1859 to pro-
vide that the entire cost of health benefits
under such act shall be paid by the Govern-
ment; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.
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HR. 6611. A bill to amend the age and
service requirements for ifmmediate retire-
ment under subchapter III of chapter 83
of title 5, United States Code, and for other
purposes; to the Commitiee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

H.R. 6612, A bill to amend the Postal Re-
organization Act of 1970, title 39, United
States Code, to provide for uniformity In
labor relations; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 6613. A bill to strengthen and lmprove
the private retirement system by establish-
ing minimum standards for participation in
and for vesting of benefits under pension
and profit-sharing retirement plans, by al-
lowing deductions to individuals for personal
savings for retirement, and by increasing
contribution limitations for self-employed
individuals and shareholder-employees of
electing small business corporations; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania (for
himself, Mr. Aspmv, Mr. CULVER, and
Mr. REES) :

H.R. 6614. A bill to amend section 1130 of
the Social Security Act to repeal the provi-
sion presently limiting to 10 percent the por-
tion of the total grants for social services
paid to a State which may be paid with re-
spect to individuals not actually recipient of
or applicants for ald or assistance, and to
amend the public assistance provisions of
such act to specify the minimum periods
within which an individual (not recelving
ald or assistance) must have been or be like-
1y to become an applicant for or recipient of
ald or assistance in order for expenditures
for services provided to him to qualify for
Federal matching; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL:

H.R.68615. A bill to provide for improved
labor-management relations in the Federal
service, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service,

By Mr. STEELE:

H.R. 6616, A bill “The Drug Traffic Deter-
rent Act of 1973"; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin:

H.R.6617. A bill to amend the act of Au-
gust 13, 1946, relating to Federal participa-
tion in the cost of protecting the shores of
the United States, its territories, and pos-
sessions, to include privately owned prop-
erty; to the Committee on Public Works.

H.R. 6618. A blll to authorize a program
to develop and demonstrate low-cost means
of preventing shoreline erosion; to the
Committee on Public Works.

HR. 6619, A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that cer-
tain losses from shoreline erosion shall be
deductible for purposes of the individual
income tax; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. VANDER JAGT:

H.R. 6620. A bill to amend the Disaster
Rellef Act of 1970 for the purpose of making
clear that disaster assistance is available
to those communities affected by extraordi-
nary shoreline erosion damage; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

H.R. 6621. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that certain
losses from shoreline shall be deductible for
purposes of the individual income tax; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WALDIE (for himself, Mr.
Baprnro, Mr. Brown of California,
Mr. BurTOoN, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr,
CronNIN, Mr. DErrums, Mr. EDWARDS
of California, Mr. HarRiNoron, Mr.
LeccerT, Mr. Meeps, Mr. MOAKLEY,
Mr. PeppeER, Mr. Price of Illinois, Mr,
RriecrLE, Mr. Roe, Mr. RooNeY of New
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York, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. ROYBAL,
Mr. SARBANES, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr,
SEBeErLING, Mr, StarRx, Mr, StUupds,
and Mr. THoMPsON of New Jersey) :

H.R. 6622. A bill to extend Migrant Health
Act and increase appropriation; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. ASPIN:

H.J. Res. 479. Joint resolution to create a
select joint committee to conduct an investi-
gation and study into methods of significant-
ly simplifying Federal income tax return
forms; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. BIAGGI:

H.J. Res. 480. Joint resolution to authorize
and request the President of the United
States to issue a proclamation designating
October 14, 1973, as “German Day"; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BLACKBURN:

H.J. Res. 481. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to issue annually a proclama-
tion designating the month of May in each
vear as “National Arthritis Month"; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. GRASSO:

H.J. Res. 482, Joint resolution to authorize
and request the Fresident to proclaim April
29, 1973, as a day of observance of the 30th
anniversary of the Warsaw ghetto uprising;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GROVER:

H.J. Res. 483. Joint resolution to atuhorize
the President to issue annually a proclama-
tion designating the month of May in each
year as “National Arthritis Month"”; to the
Committee on the Judicary.

By Mr. HOGAN:

H.J. Res. 484, Joint resolution to authorize
and request the President of the United
States to issue a proclamation designating
October 14, 1973, as “"German Day"”; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ICHORD:

H.J. Res. 485. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution to permit
the States to regulate or forbid abortion; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McCLOSKEY (for himself, Mr.
ASHLEY, Mr, AspIN, Mr. BADILLO,
Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr. Dicgs, Mr. Fra-
SER, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. JOENSON
of Colorado, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. LEH-
MAN, Mr., MoAxLEY, and Mr. Moor-
HEAD of Pennsylvania) :

H.J. Res. 486. Joint resolution to terminate
American military activity in Laos and Cam-
bodia; to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. McCLOSEEY (for himself, Mr,
MircHeELL of Maryland, Mr. Rees, Mr.
EEeuss, Mr. RiecLE, Mr. RoowEY of
Pennsylvania, Mr., ROSENTHAL, Mrs,
ScHROEDER, Mr. SemeELINg, Mr,
Starx, Mr. Stunps, Mr. THOMPSON Of
New Jersey, Mr. WaLpig, and Mr,
Won Part):

H.J. Res. 487, Joint resolution to terminate
American military activity in Laocs and Cam-
bodia; to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs,

By Mr. WHITEHURST (for himself,
Mr. Aspror, and Mr. CLEVELAND) ©

H.J. Res, 488. Joint resoclution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr, HAWKINS (for himself, Mr.
Price of Illinois, Mr. REeEs, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. RopiNo, Mr. ROSENTHAL,
Mr. Royean, Mr. SarBANES, Mrs,
ScHROEDER, Mr, SisK, Mr. STARKE, Mr.
THOMPSON of New Jersey, Mr. TieR-
NawN, Mr. CHArLEs H. Wmson of
California, Mr. Worr¥, and Mr,
PODELL) :

H. Con. Res. 174. Concurrent resolution, it
the sense of the Congress that the Pres-
ident, in accordance with the policy of the

10961

United States established by law, should
continue the Office of Economic Opportu-
nity, administering and supervising the Ilm-
portant activities entrusted to that Office
under the provisions of the Economie Op-
portunity Act of 1264, and submit a revised
budget request for such activities for fiscal
year 1874; to the Committee. on. Education
and Labor,
By Mr. HAWKINS (for himself, Mr,
StEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr. Apams,
Mr. AspiN, Mr. Bapinto, Mr. BraT-
N1, Mr. Baown of California, Mr.
BurTON, Mrs, CHIsHOLM, Mr, Ciay,
Mr. pE Louco, Mr. Dices, Mr. EDWARDS
of California, Mr. Wiurzam D. Forp,
Mr. GreEx of Pennsylvania, Mr.
HaNNA, Mr., HARRINGTON, Mr, HEINZ,
Mr. HEevLsTosKr, Mr. LeEGGETT, Mr.
LesmanN, Mr. Moaxiey, Mr., Moss,
Mr. Nix, and Mr. O'NEmL) :

H. Con. Pes. 175. Concurrent resolution, it
is the sense of Congress that the President,
in accordance with the policy of the United
States established by law, should continue
the Office of Economic Opportunity, admin-
istering and supervising the important activ-
Ities entrusted to that Office under the pro-
visions of the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964, and submit a revised budget request for
such activities for fiscal year 1974; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin:

H. Con. Res. 176. Concurrent resolution
requesting the President to negotiate with
the Government of Canada to establish
water levels for the Great Lakes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Aflfairs.

By Mr. VANIKE (for himself,
AsHLEY, and Mr. BTOKES) :

H. Con. Res. 177. Concurrent resolution
requesting the President fto negotlate with
the Government of Canada to establish
water levels for the Great Lakes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

Mr.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BRASCO:

H.R, 6623. A bill for the rellef of Marcia

Cohen; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
By Mr, FASCELL:

HR. 6624. A bill for the relief of Alvin V.
Burt, Jr. and the estate of Douglas E. Ken-
nedy, deceased; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. PRICE of Illinoia:

H.R. 6625. A bill for the relief of James E.
Brown and his spouse, Gloria M. Brown, and
Max D. Rogier, and Brown Lathing and
Flastering, Inc., to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WALDIE:

H.R. 6626. A bill for the relief of Donald
C. Talkington; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

127. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Alfred
Pena, Chicago, Ill., and others, relative to
protection for law enforcement officers
against nuisance suits; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

128. Also, petition of the city council,
Norwood, Ohio, relative to the regulation of
imports; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
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