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APRIL 25
9:00 a.m.
Human Resources
Employment, Poverty, and Migratory La-
bor Subcommittee
To continue mark up of S. 2570, to ex-
tend the Comprehensive Employment
Training Act (CETA).
4232 Dirksen Bullding
10:00 a.m,
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
To continue oversight hearings on mone-
tary policy.
5302 Dirksen Building

APRIL 26
9:00 am.
Human Resources
Employment, Poverty, and Migratory Labor
Subcommittee
To continue markup of S. 2570, to ex-
tend the Comprehensive Employment
Training Act (CETA).
4232 Dirksen Building
10:00 a.m.
Appropriations
HUD-Independent Agencies Subcommittee
To hold hearings on budget estimates for
FY 79 for the Federal Home Loan Bank
Board and the Natlonal Institute of
Building Seiences.
1318 Dirksen Building
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Appropriations
Transportation Subcommittee
To hold hearings on budget estimates for
FY 79 for ConRail and the U.S. Rall-
road Assoclation.
1224 Dirksen Building
2:00 p.m.
Appropriations
Transportation Subcommittee
To hold hearings on budget estimates for
FY T9 National Transportation Safety
Board and the ICC.
1224 Dirksen Building
MAY 1
10:00 a.m.
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
To mark up proposed legislation author-
izing funds for those programs which
fall within the committee’s jurisdic-
tion.
5302 Dirksen Building
MAY 2
10:00 a.m.
Appropriations
Transportation Subcommittee
To hold hearings on budget estimates
for FY 79 for the Office of the Secre-
tary, DOT.
1224 Dirksen Building

Banking, Houslng, and Urban Affairs
To continue markup of proposed legis-
lation authorizing funds for those
programs which fall within the com-
mittee’s jurisdiction.
5302 Dirksen Building
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MAY 3
10:00 a.m.
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs

To continue markup of proposed legis-
lation authorizing funds for those
programs which fall within the com-

mittee's jurisdiction.
5302 Dirksen Bullding

MAY 4
10:00 a.m.
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs

To continue markup of proposed legis-
lation authorizing funds for those
programs which fall within the com-

mittee's jurisdiction.
5302 Dirksen Building

MAY 6
10:00 a.m.
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
To continue markup of proposed legis-
lation authorizing funds for those
programs which fall within the com-
mittee’s jurisdiction.
5302 Dirksen Building
MAY 17
10:00 a.m.
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
International Finance Subcommittee
To hold hearings in connection with re-
strictions employed by foreign coun-
tries to hold down imports of U.S.
goods.
5302 Dirksen Building

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, March 2, 1978

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rabbi Herbert A. Opalek, Yeshiva
Bais Isaac Zvi, Brooklyn, N.Y., offered
the following prayer:

We humble ourselves before You,
Adon Ha-Olam, Protector of Israel.

Know that we stand before You in
prayer here in this hall of law. As this
day’s session commences, grant these
legislators herein assembled the wisdom
to act in accordance with Your wishes.
Remind us of our frailties and infuse in
us a spirit of morality. Even as we stand
before You; we beseech You to protect
the leaders of our glorious land. Nation
of peace and prosperity that has been
blessed by You: May it be Thy will that
it continue to flourish.

Do as You have promised to Your
people Israel and vouchsafe that nation
shall not rise against nation. Instill upon
these Congressmen the blessings that
flow from Your countenance. At this
crucial juncture of our history assure
the destiny of our country. Never fail
us as we strive to do justice and walk
humbly in Thy way. Enrich our lives, O
our Father.

Clothe us in wisdom and inner knowl-
edge. Arouse in us the capacity to weigh
our fate with great care. Relying on
Your mercy, we ask Your help. O Lord
hear the prayers of Your people Israel.
Let life, wisdom, and goodness be our
lot in life. Amen.

e ——

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day’s
proceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.
There was no objection.

e —

RABBI HERBERT A. OPALEK

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

Mr. ZEFERETTI. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to welcome today on behalf of
my colleagues, Rabbi Herbert A. Opalek,
executive vice president of Yeshivos Zi-
chron Pinchos for boys and Kesser Malka
for girls. Although still young, Rabbi
Opalek has served the Jewish and gen-
eral community at large as spiritual
leader and university professor. As a
scholar of note the rabbi has contributed
much to the understanding of the Tal-
mudic period, as well as legal studies of
rabbinic jurisprudence.

At present, Rabbi Opalek serves as
executive vice president to one of the
fastest growing Judaic and rabbinic
schools in the Greater New York area.
Under spiritual and active leadership of
my good friend, Rabbi David S. Helberg,
Zichron Pinchos and Kesser Malka
which is located in my district has
achieved a high level of educational ex-
cellence. This school of learning is com-
prised of nursery, elementary, and rab-
binic divisions. Rabbis Opalek and Hel-
berg are active in community affairs and
the yeshiva serves as a center for the
dissemination of social service and com-
munify information.

There can be no doubt that this ye-
shiva is indeed a credit to its community.
I know that my colleagues join me in sa-

luting this outstanding religious and
civic leader on this milestone of his life.
I am enormously proud to count Rabbi
Opalek as both a constituent and a
friend.

BIRTHDAY CELEBRATIONS

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

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I take this
moment to observe that today is the 2d
of March, a date triply and quadruply
sanctified. It is, among other things, the
birthday of the Republic of Texas. It
was on March 2 of 1836 that Texas
declared its independence from Mexico
and began its short-lived career as one
of the sovereign nations of the world.

It also is celebrated by Texans as the
birthday of Sam Houston, who was born
on March 2, 1793.

In commemoration of those two events,
our colleague, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. PickLE), offers Texas chili, free for
all, in the House restaurant today.

In addition to that, this date is sanc-
tified to us in this Chamber in that it is
the birthday of our distinguished major-
ity whip, the gentleman from Indiana,
Mr. JOHN BRADEMAS.

It also is the birthday of our distin-
guished minority whip, the gentleman
from Illinois, Mr. Bop MICHEL.

In addition to all of this, it is the
birthday of the beautiful lady from
Maryland, Mrs. GLADYS SPELLMAN.

So let us commemorate and celebrate
this day for all of these reasons.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Given, Mr. Speaker,
what the University of Notre Dame in
the district I represent did to the Univer-
sity of Texas a few weeks ago on the
football field, I am all the more touched
by the beneficence, the generosity, and
the graciousness of my valued friend, the
distinguished majority leader, the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, for his
having mentioned that unhappy occur-
rence, I am almost tempted to withdraw
and retract and otherwise disavow every
kind word that I said about the gentle-
man from Indiana; but in the benevolent
spirit of the occasion, I shall simply turn
the other jaw and wish for him a bene-
diction in paraphrase of that famous
hymn:

Th: ayes of Texas are upon you, all the
livelong day.

TEXAS INDEPENDENCE DAY

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

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, as the ma-
jority has said, today is the day that we
take pause to remember one of the great
“nations” of the Western Hemisphere—
the Republic of Texas.

On this day, 142 years ago, in a small,
rough building located in my congres-
sional district, brave men, following the
great courage of the American Revolu-
tion, signed a document declaring the
birth of the nation of Texas.

Also, in honor of this day. for 14 years
I have served venison chili (Wick Fowler
style) in the House restaurant. I ask all
my colleagues to join with me in tipping
a bowl of “Red” to remember this day.

I think you will like this chili. It is hot
enough to get your attention, strong
enough to help your sinuses, and good
enough to stay with you all day—in fact.
even to the next morning. Normally I
serve two-alarm chili, but for the dis-
tinguished gentleman from South Bend,
Ind. (Mr. BrabpEmas), I will prepare for
him some four-alarm chili, with hot jala-
pefio peppers.

CONGRATULATIONS TO ORA
BOONE

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

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I am proud
to call the attention of my colleagues to
the honor being paid this week to Ora
Boone, an able and highly respected
leader of the UAW retirees in Michigan.
The Flint area UAW retirees council will
be holding a testimonial dinner for Mr.
Boone on Saturday, March 3, 1978, in
Flint, Mich. Mr. Boone has dedicated
many years of service to the UAW mem-
bers and retirees in the Flint area. I have
always valued his counsel on issues of
importance, particularly those concern-
ing retirees, and have worked with him
on many occasions. Mr. Boone worked
for 41 years at the Chevrolet plant in
Flint, and has played a prominent lead-
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ership role in the activities of his UAW
local there—local 659, the largest UAW
local in General Motors. He serves on
the UAW's National Retirees Advisory
Council, and is chairman of the region
1-C retirees. Mr. Boone has chaired the
Local 659 retirees chapter since he
founded it in 1967, and under his lead-
ership that chapter’s membership is ex-
pected to reach 7,000 next year. He is a
past president and present board mem-
ber of the Westside Auto Employees Fed-
eral Credit Union. Mr. Boone also has
been active in retiree affairs outside the
UAW, as he is a board member of both
the National Council of Senior Citizens
and the Michigan State Council of Sen-
ior Citizens, which he helped organize. I
am honored to have him as a friend, and
to have this opportunity to present to
my colleagues this very brief outline of
his many accomplishments.

CONGRESSIONAL IMMUNITY

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

Mr. HAGEDORN. Mr. Speaker, article
I, section 6 of the Constitution of the
United States provides Members of Con-
gress with immunity “for any speech or
debate in either House,” providing that
“they shall not be questioned in any other
place.”

While this language has traditionally
been thought to include only direct leg-
islative activities such as floor and com-
mittee debate, official reports, and voting,
the Justice Department has now sug-
gested, before the Supreme Court, that
it might also encompass the actions of
congressional staff investigators in bur-
glarizing private homes and offices, pro-
vided, of course, that the burglary was
committed to obtain “information for
a legislative purpose.”

In view of the distance that our Gov-
ernment has traveled from its original
conception as one with strictly limited
and enumerated powers, I would suggest
that the Justice Department’s construc-
tion of article I, section 6 represents a
tremendous threat to the civil liberties
of our citizens. There is virtually no in-
formation, no record, and no document
held by private individuals which does
not today have some conceivable legis-
lative purpose.

Rather than searching for new ways
to legally invade the personal privacy of
the American people, I believe that the
Justice Department can busy itself in
more constructive ways. The fourth
amendment to the Constitution should
not be obliterated by the proponents of
a “flexible” Constitution downtown.

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S
ARROGANCE

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

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, several
months ago I wrote to Attorney General
Griffin Bell raising serious concerns over
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his prosecution of former FBI Special
Agent John Kearney. I have made addi-
tional inquiries.

The Attorney General has refused to
personally answer my concerns although
an assistant did send a much belated re-
buff to my assistant last December 14.

In other words the Attorney General
will be accountable to no one—partic-
ularly not to elected Representatives.

What is our Government coming to,
Mr. Speaker, when an appointed servant
of the public can be so arrogant and
unresponsive?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
REFORM

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

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, we have
taken a tentative first step toward initi-
ating an accurate CONGRESSIONAL REc-
orp. I say first step, because under the
plan approved by the Joint Committee
on Printing, Members will still be able
to submit statements not actually spoken
on the House floor if they read the first
sentence of the statement on the floor.
At this time I am going to attend hear-
ings of the Appropriations Subcommittee
on the Department of Housing and Ur-
ban Development and Independent
Agencies.

The remainder of my statement will be
submitted, but will appear in the REcorp
as if I stood before you and continued to
speak.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure we will all agree
that this is not a wholehearted embrace
of truth and accuracy, but more a flirta-
tion.

The House Republican Task Force on
Congressional Reform, of which I am
honored to serve as chairman, has long
endorsed the establishment of a true and
accurate CoNGREssIONAL RECORD. Mate-
rials used to extend or supplement re-
marks actually delivered by Members
should be distinguished from what is
really spoken. Entire speeches or state-
ments, no part of which are personally
spoken during debate or in special orders,
should appear as such.

I applaud the efforts of the Joint Com-
mittee on Printing and the House and
Senate leadership for taking the first
step in restoring the credibility of the
CONGRESSIONAL REcorD. However, we
should not stop here. The CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp was created to serve as an ac-
curate historical and legal document.
Unfortunately, it seems to have deteri-
orated into an inaccurate and often mis-
leading journal. Members no longer have
to appear on the floor and take part in
debate. Statements are submitted,
printed, and then sent to constituents as
if actually spoken on the House floor.

Public opinion of Congress is at an
alltime low. Continuing accounts of im-
proper and unnatural behavior question
the very integrity of the legislative
branch. It is time we end our compro-
mise of ethical principles and lead the
way in correcting past abuses. Restoring
the ConNcrEssIONAL REcORD to its original
intent is a good place to start.
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REPRE-
SENTATION IN CONGRESS

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the joint reso-
lution (H.J. Res. 554) to amend the Con-
stitution to provide for representation of
the District of Columbia in the Congress.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. EDWARDS) .

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes appear
to have it.

Mr. SYMMS. 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 394, nays 12,
not voting 28, as follows:

[Roll No. 96]
YEAS—394

Cavanaugh
Cederberg
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cay
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Coleman
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corcoran
Corman
Cornell
Cornwell
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Cunningham
D'Amours
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Danielson
Davis
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Derrick
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dicks
Dodd
Dornan
Downey
Drinan
Duncan, Oreg.
Duncan, Tenn.
Early
Eckhardt
Edgar Hollenbeck
Edwards, Ala. Holt
Edwards, Calif. Holtzman
Edwards, Okla. Howard
Eilberg Hubbard
Emery Huckaby
English Hughes
Erlenborn Hyde
Ertel Ichord
Evans, Colo. Ireland
Evans, Del. Jacobs
Evans, Ind. Jeffords
Burlison, Mo. Fary Jenkins
Burton, John  Fascell Jenrette
Burton, Phillip Penwick Johnson, Calif.
Butler Findley Johnson, Colo.
Byron Fish Jones, N.C.
Caputo Fisher Jones, Okla.
Carney Fithian Jones, Tenn.
Carr Flippo Jordan
Carter Flood Kasten

Abdnor
Addabbo
Akaka
Alevander
Allen
Ambro
Ammerman
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Applegate
Archer
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
AuCoin
Badham
Bafalis
Baldus
Barnard
Baucus
Beard, R.I.
Beard, Tenn.
Bedell
Bellenson
Benjamin
Bennett
Bingham
Bevill
Blaggl
Blanchard
Blouin
Boggs

lorio
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fowler
Fraser
Frenzel
Fuqua
Gammage
Garcia
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Glickman
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gore
Gradison
Grass.ey
Green
Gudger
Guyer
Hagedorn
Hall
Hamilton
Hanley
Hannaford
Harkin
Harrington
Harris
Harsha
Hawkins
Heckler
Hefner
Heftel
Hightower
Hillis
Holland

Bo.and
Bolling
Bonior
Bonker
Bowen
Brademas
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brodhead
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
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Skubitz
Slack

Kastenmeier Murphy, Pa.
n Murtha
Kelly Myers, Gary Smith, Iowa
EKemp Myers, John Smith, Nebr.
Ketchum Myers, Michael Snyder
Keys Natcher Bolarz
Ki.dee Nedzi Spellman
Kindness Nichols Spence
Kostmayer Nolan St Germain
Krebs Nowak Staggers
Krueger O'Brien Stangeland
LaFalce Oakar Stanton
Lagomarsino  Oberstar Stark
Latta Obey Steed
Leach Ottinger Steers
Lederer Panetta Steiger
Leggett Patten Stockman
Lehman Patterson Stokes
Lent Pattison Stratton
Levitas Pease Studds
Livingston Pepper Stump
Lloyd, Calif. Ferkins Taylor
Lloyd, Tenn. Pettis Thompson
Pickle Thone
Pike Traxler
Pressler Treen
Preyer Trible
Price Tsongas
Pritchard Tucker
Pursell Udall
Quayle Ullman
Quie Van Deerlin
Quillen Vander Jagt
Rahall Vanik
Vento
Volkmer
Waggonner
Walgren
Walker
Walsh
Wampler
Watkins
Warman
Weaver
Weiss
‘Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Whitiey
Whitten
Wiggins
Wilson, C. H.
Wilson, Tex.
Winn
Wirth
Wolff
Wright
Wydier
Wylie
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Mo.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zeferetti

McCloskey
McCormack
McEwen
McFall
McHugh
McEay
McKinney
Madigan
Maguire
Markey
Marks
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin
Mathis
Mattox
Mazzoli
Meeds
Metcalfe
Meyner
Michel
Mikulski
Mikva
Milford
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio Sarasin
Mineta Sawyer
Minish Scheuer
Mitchell, N.Y. Schroeder
Moakiey Schulze
Moffett Sebelius
Mollohan Seiberling
Montgomery Sharp
Moore Shipley
Moorhead, Pa. Shuster
Moss Sikes
Mottl Simon
Murphy, Ill. Sisk
Murphy, N.¥. Skelton

NAYS—12

Mitchell, Md.

Moorhead,
Calif.

Poage

Rudd

NOT VOTING—28

Frey Mann

Gaydos Neal

Gephardt Nix

Giaimo Risenhoover

Hammer- Roberts
schmidt Ruppe

Horton Russo

Le Fante Teague

Diggs McDade Thornton

Dingell Mahon

So the motion was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 554) with Mr. SmitH of Iowa
in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

Railsback
Rangel
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Richmond
Rinaldo
Robinson
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Rousse.ot
Roybal
Runnels
Ryan
Santini

Satterfield
Symms
Wilson, Bob

Bauman
Broomfield
Evans, Ga.
Hansen
McDonald

Anderson, Ill.
Brinkley
Brooks
Brown, Ohio
Chappell
Chisholm
Collins, 11l.
Dent
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The CHATIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Wednesday,
March 1, 1978, all of the time for gen-
eral debate had expired.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.J. Res. 564

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each
House concurring therein), That the foi-
lowing article is proposed as an amendment
to the Constitution of the United States,
which shall be valid to all intents and pur-
poses as part of the Constitution when
ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths
of the several States within seven years
from the date of its submission by the
Congress;

“ARTICLE —

“SectioNn 1. For purposes of representa-
tion in the Congress, election of the Presi-
dent and Vice President, and article V of
this Constitution, the District constituting
the seat of government of the United States
shall be treated as though it were a State.

“Sec. 2. The exercise of the rights and
powers conferred under this article shall be
by the people of the District constituting
the seat of government, and as shall be
provided by the Congress.

“Sgc. 3. The twenty-third article of
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States is hereby repealed.”.

Mr. EDWARDS of California (during
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the joint res-
olution be considered as read, printed
in the Recorp, and open fo amendment
at any point.

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

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 2, line 12,
strike out the close gquotation mark and the
period which follows, and immediately fol-
lowing line 12, add the following new sec-
tion:

SEc. 4. This article shall be inoperative,
unless it shall have been ratified as an
amendment to the Constitution by the leg-
islatures of three-fourths of the several
States within seven years from the date of its
submission.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

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

Mr. BUTLER. 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
offered by Mr, BuriLer: Strike out all after
the resolving clause and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

That the following article is proposed as

an amendment to the Constitution of the

United States, which shall be valid to all

intents and purposes as part of the Con-

stitution when ratified by the legislatures

of three-fourths of the several States:
“ARTICLE —

“SgcrioN 1. For purposes of representation
in the House of Representatives, the District
constituting the seat of government of the
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United States shall be treated as though
it were a State,

“Sec. 2. This article shall be inoperative,
unless 1t shall have been ratified as an
amendment to the Constitution by the leg-
islatures of three-fourths of the several
States within seven years from the date of
its submission.”.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment in the nature of a substitute.
I believe it is a pretty simvle amendment
to understand; but it also goes to the
heart of the resolution. I hope the Mem-
bers will listen closely to what I have to
say.

Mr, Chairman, this amendment in the
nature of a substitute tracks the lan-
guage of the committee resolution, as
reported. It provides residents of the
District of Columbia the number of
Revresentatives in the House of Repre-
sentatives to which they would be entitled
if the District of Columbia were a State.
It eliminates three provisions in the
pending resolution (H.J. Res. 554).

First, it does not give the District of
Columbia two Senators. Second, it does
not permit the District of Columbia to
ratify constitutional amendments as if
it were a State, and, third, it retains in
force the 23d amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States which deals
with the electoral college.

Proponents of House Joint Resolution
554 have labeled this proposal as a weak-
ening amendment. I believe it is just the
opposite. Indeed, if this amendment in
the nature of a substitute is adopted, it
will strengthen the chances of the Dis-
trict of Columbia of having representa-
tion in the Congress.

The amendment is based on sound legal
and political grounds. The resolution as
Treported by the Committee on the Judi-
ciary would make the District of Colum-
bia look just exactly like a State without
asking the District to accept the respon-
sibilities of statehood.

Revpresentation in the House of Repre-
sentatives as proposed by my amendment
in the nature of a substitute would
preserve the unioue characteristics of the
District of Columbia which was the clear
intent of the framers of our Constitution
when they drafted it.

My amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute eliminates the controversial and
ambiguous language found in section 2
of the resolution. This was a matter of
extensive discussion during the floor de-
bate yesterday.

Provonents tell us that the language
would permit the Congress to pass a
statute authorizing somebody, probably
the City Council, to ratify constitutional
amendments and draw congressional dis-
trict lines.

Several of my colleagues on the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary have pointed
out that this language in House Joint
Resolution 554 is poorly drafted. It may
well not mean what the proponents
would have us believe. I remind my col-
leagues that we are amending the Con-
stitution of the United States—the fun-
damental law of the land; and we should
be very cautious when we propose to add
language to that great document.

Most importantly, the amendment
offers the District of Columbia its best
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chance for representation in the Con-
gress. House Joint Resolution 554 goes
too far. It will be unacceptable to the
other body. It certainly will not be ac-
ceptable to two-thirds of the other body
and three-quarters of the State legisla-
tures. If we pass House Joint Resolution
554 in its present form, we will have
struck a great blow for the Distriet of
Columbia. But, in the end, it will mean
no additional representation, because
this cannot become a part of the Con-
stitution under the present political
situation in this country.

My substitute strikes a compromise
which will insure that the residents of
the District of Columbia will have a vote
in the Congress. I think it is important.

I subscribe to the principle that the
time has come that the District of Co-
lumbia should have representation in
Congress, but what I offer the Members
is a kite that will fly. House Joint Reso-
lution 554 is a kite that will not fly. I
urge the Members’ support of the Butler
substitute.

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

Mr. BUTLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from the District of Columbia.

Mr. FAUNTROY. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

I heard the gentleman on another oc-
casion, and others, state that District
of Columbia residents under his amend-
ment would have to assume responsibili-
ties of citizens of States. I wonder if he
would care to tell us what responsibili-
ties of the citizens of States are there
that District of Columbia residents do
not now assume?

Mr. BUTLER. What responsibilities
are there? Does the gentleman mean
what are the burdens of statehood?

Mr. FAUNTROY. Yes, that we do not
have or assume.

Mr. BUTLER. There are not a whole
lot of them, are there?

Mr. FAUNTROY. I suspect that there
are not.

Mr. BUTLER. I understand the gen-
tleman’s question, and I would yield to
him for his answer.

Mr. FAUNTROY. I submit to the gen-
tleman that the citizens of States pay
Federal taxes. So do we. We pay $1 bil-
lion in Federal taxes a year. We pay $64
per capita in Federal taxes a year, which
is $7 above the national average.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(At the request of Mr. FaunTROY, and
by unanimous consent, Mr, BUTLER was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. FAUNTROY. If the gentleman
will yield further, we pay more in Fed-
eral taxes than do the citizens of all of
the States in the Union except seven.
Certainly we fight and die in our Na-
tion’s wars. I can remember on my own
lot coming up here as a disenfranchised
American citizen and seeing those yellow
stars going up in the windows of
families.

Mr. BUTLER. By “disenfranchised”
does the gentleman mean that he was
ever enfranchised, or was he just
unenfranchised?

Mr. FAUNTROY. The Constitution
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says that if one is born in the United
States, he is a citizen.

Mr. BUTLER. Did the gentleman have
a right to vote? Is that the gentleman’s
point?

Mr, FAUNTROY. I never had a right
to vote.

Mr. BUTLER. So he was not disen-
franchised; he was unenfranchised.

Mr. FAUNTROY. I had a grandparent
who lived in Virginia who was able to
vote.

Mr. BUTLER. We would welcome the
gentleman’s return to the Common-
wealth. He could make substantial con-
tributions to the Government.

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

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

Mr, HALL. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

I have listened with great interest to
the substitute amendment wherein the
gentleman states that he feels that the
District of Columbia should have voting
representation in the House, but he does
not believe that they are entitled to
representation in the Senate. How does
the gentleman draw that distinction of
being eligible in one body but not in the
other?

Mr. BUTLER. I appreciate the ques-
tion, because basically it seems to me
that what we have before us is a basic
policy decision as to what indicia of
State sovereignty the Congress of the
United States and the American people
are willing to bestow upon the District
of Columbia. It is purely a policy judg-
ment as to where we draw the line. The
District of Columbia is not a State. It is
not asking to become a State, but it is
asking for some of the indicia of
sovereignty.

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

(At the request of Mr. Hari, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. BUTLER was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, if I may
continue my answer to the gentleman, it
is purely a question of where are we go-
ing to draw the line. It is a matter of
judgment. There is a distinction in my
mind between the House of Representa-
tives, the people’'s House, which is the
representative of the people, and the
Senate of the United States where rep-
resentation is apportioned on the basis
of statehood.

So perhaps there are some reasonable
places to draw the line. It is basically
policy decision. One of the major and
practical implications is why ask for
more than you know the States will
bring? I think three-fourths of the
States will give the District of Columbia
representation in the House of Repre-
sentatives, but I am convinced they will
not ratify House Joint Resolution 554.

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

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman take the same position by
stating if the gentleman makes the ob-
servation that they would be entitled to
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representation in the Senate, but not in
the House. could the gentleman draw
the same policy conclusion?

Mr. BUTLER. I could draw the same
policy conclusion, but I do not think I
will ever be burdened with making that
decision. There is just no possibility that
the Senate of the United States would
put that proposal forward. I do not know
of anybody that is going to advance that
in this House; but there is just as much
logic to that approach as there is to the
approach that I take.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield further is it not rather
illogical to take an approach that the
District is entitled to representation in
one place, but not in the other?

Mr. BUTLER. There is a lot to what
the gentleman says, but the problem is
that it is a policy decision. We have a
unique entity here. What are we going
to do to alter its representation? It is a
basic policy decision.

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

Mr. BUTLER. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr, LEVITAS. Mr. Chairman, I am
somewhat disturbed by the question
asked by the gentleman from Texas and
even more disturbed by the response of
the gentleman from Virginia, because I
support the concept of voting representa-
tion in the Congress for the citizens of
the District.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Virginia has again expired.

(At the request of Mr, LeviTas, and
by unanimous consent, Mr. BUTLER was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr, LEVITAS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. BUTLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Chairman, I have
not decided in my own mind yet this
issue. That is why I am listening intent-
ly to the debate; but it seems to me there
is a difference between the Senate and
the House of Representatives in regard
to representation. The Senate exists as
a body in which the States are repre-
sented, regardless of their population.
It is the Federal aspect of the Congress.
It represents the States. The State of
Vermont has one Representative, because
of its population, but two Senators. The
same is true of Nevada and I believe
Wyoming as well, States are represented
in the Senate without regard to pop-
ulation. That is where the States are
represented under our Federal system.

The House of Representatives, on the
other hand, represents the people, where
the population through apportionment
among the States are represented by
Representatives in this body; so logically,
there seems to me to be a difference; but
if the gentleman from Virginia repre-
sents to the voters for that reason there
is no lozical difference, then I think the
gentleman's amendment is inappro-
priate. If there is no difference, certain-
1y there should be representation in both
bodies. If there is a difference, then I
think we need to address that difference.

Mr. BUTLER. The gentleman is quite
correct in making a distinction between
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the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives. As I understood the question of the
gentleman from Texas, he asked why not
start just with the Senate. That is all
right if we are going to permit the Dis-
trict of Columbia to participate in the
Senate as if it were a State. We could
start from there, but the logical distine-
tion that I was trying to make for the
gentleman is that this Fouse is the peo-
ple’s body, and this is the appropriate
place in which to start. If we are going
to take a different approach and begin
with statehood as the criteria to deter-
mine representation in the Congress,
we could work backward from either
starting point. There are basic differ-
ences between the two but it is still basi-
cally a policy decision which the Congress
has to make.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BUTLER)
has expired.

(On request of Mr. VoLKMER and by
unanimous consent, Mr. BUTLER was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

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

Mr. BUTLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. VOLEMER. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to pursue the questioning that
started with the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. HALL).

From what I have heard here, I am
led to believe that perhaps down the
road, in the event the gentleman’s pro-
posal would be adopted and would be
ratified by three-fourths of the States,
if we see that this does work and there
is some representation provided, there
would be reason to believe at that time
we would come along with a constitu-
tional amendment for the Senate and for
the addition of two Senators.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, to be
perfectly candid with the gentleman,
I think farther along down the road, as
we have greater experience with this
coneept, it will become more universally
acceptable to the States. Then the next
question will be before us.

Mr. VOLEMER. Mr. Chairman, we
would also have the question then of
ratification of proposed constitutional
amendments. Would that not also come
as a separate issue somewhere down the
line?

Mr. BUTLER. If I understand the
gentleman's question, yes, further con-
stitutional amendments dealing with
representation of the District will come
later.

If I may continue with my answer
to the question, I think we also must
recognize that in adopting any kind of
resolution for District representation, we
are going to have before us later the
question of representation for the ter-
ritories, and I refer to voting representa-
tion in the House. These issues may be
farther down the road.

This substitute amendment I offer is
a compromise. I also would remind the
gentleman that the 23d amendment,
which is the electoral college amend-
ment, was adopted as a compromise.
There were stronger proposals than that
for District representation. I think at
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one time there were even guestions of
Senate representation, but the proposal
was watered down into a form that would
be acceptable.

Mr. VOLKEMER. The gentleman's posi-
tion then is really that he is not inher-
ently against the District of Columbia
having representation in the U.S. Sen-
ate, but that at this time it is basically
a point that we should compromise and
in this way give them a part of the Con-
gress, representation in the House but
not in the Senate?

Mr. BUTLER. The gentleman is cor-
rect. This is winere we start.

If we really want to do something for
the District and not just have an issue
that we can run around and brag about,
then this is the way to do it.

Mr. VOLKMER. Well, I reject that.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I did not
yield to the gentleman so he could re-
ject it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BUTLER)
has again expired.

(On request of Mr. HEFNER and by
unanimous consent, Mr. BuTLER was al-
lowed to proceed for 1 additional min-
ute.)

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

Mr. BUTLER. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina,

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I would
just like to ask a questicn for my own
clarification.

I read somewhere that many of the
peorlez of the United States do not know
the difference between the House and the
Senate, and that many people do not
realize the Senate is a part of the Con-
gress.

I believe what we are seeing with this
amendment is this: We know what the
Senate is going to say. They are never
going to go along with two more Sena-
tors, and it seems to me what the gentle-
man is saying with this amendment is
that we will pass it here and send it to
the Senate and let them make the deci-
sion. Then, if they go along with this, we
will let the States by a three-fourths vote
make their decision as to whether or not
they want full representation for the
District.

It seems to me what the gentleman is
saying is that if we take this, we are
willing to go along with the membership
in the House, and then if the Senate
wants to take a crack at this, that is fine,
but we do not want two more Senators.
We surmise that is what the Senate is
going to say, too. We are saying that first
we should let them take a whack at it.
Then if both parties pass it, it goes down
the line, and then we let the people have
a whack at it and see whether they want
representation for the District.

Mr. Chairman, the people should
speak, and it seems to me that is the way
we should go.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his contribution. We
do not fall out over this; we simply do
not agree.

Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

Mr. Chairman, this is a big amend-
ment. It is really, of course, a substitute.
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The substitute offered by the gentle-
man from Virginia (Mr. BuTLER) would
only allow voting representation in the
House and would not provide for Senate
representation or for District of Colum-
bia ratification of proposed amendments
to the Constitution. In addition, it would
not provide for a repeal of the 23d
amendment, so District participation in
the electoral college would continue to
be limited.

Mr. Chairman, the rights conferred by
House Joint Resolution 554 enable
the District to make its voice heard on
national matters affecting all citizens in
this country. The time has come to do
what is normally and constitutionally
right, to bring this issue to our colleagues
in the Senate and ultimately to the
States for ratification.

Our national legislature is not com-
posed of one House: it is composed of
two Houses, and each has a series of
unique powers. The House originates all
bills for raising revenue and has the sole
power to impeach. The Senate has the
sole power to ratify treaties and to con-
firm Cabinet members, Ambassadorial
appointees, and other officers of the
United States, including Federal judges.
Furthermore, the legislative process re-
quires action by both bodies.

Therefore, as our colleague, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. WIGGINS),
and other members of the Committee on
the Judiciary noted in their views, once
House representation is deemed accepta-
ble, then there is no basis for denying
representation in the Senate.

If we embrace the idea—and I should
think that this concept would be un-

assailable—that each American citizen
is entitled to express his views on mat-
ters of national concern, and that the

fundamental tenet of participatory
democracy is the right to vote, then we
must permit the District to particivate
fully in the amendment process to our
Constitution and to elect persons to the
offices of President and Vice President.

The granting of such rights is not
the indicia of statehood. It is a mecha-
nism set forth in the Constitution to
allow the people to express the national
will, The proposal by the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BUTLER) is a very
serious substitute. It really should be
rejected. I urge a vote against the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. BUTLER).

Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman vield?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I yield
to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. LEVITAS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding, and I am very much per-
suaded by some of the gentleman's re-
marks, because this is the point that has
troubled me. As I said earlier in the col-
loquy with the gentleman from Virginia,
basically the Senate represents States as
part of our Federal system; the House
represents the people as part of the
popular voice in Government.

On the other hand, it seems to me
that the gentleman from California has
made the point that at this point, when
we are deciding whether people who live
in the District of Columbia are entitled

to have their voice heard in the Con-
gress of the United States, it would al-
most be an arbitrary and absurd distine-
tion to say, “You can be heard on cer-
tain issues, but not on issues involving
ratification of treaties, not on issues re-
volving around the confirmation of
Presidential appointees and those other
matters which are confined to the other
body’s sole jurisdiction.”

So once we have said that the issue is
whether these people should be repre-
sented in the Congress, having made
that decision, the gentleman’s point, I
take it, is that it then becomes both
arbitrary and discriminatory to say,
“You can be represented on some issues,
but not on others.”

Is that the point of the gentleman?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. That is
exactly the point I was making. I ap-
preciate the observations of the gentle-
man from Georgia. I would also point
out that historically the Senate has been
moving to becoming a people’s body. Un-
der the provisions of our Constitution,
originally the State legislators elected
the Senators. But now, under the 17th
amendment to the Constitution, the peo-
ple at large do.

Yes, of course, the Senate has cer-
tain duties that are different from ours,
and we have certain duties that are dif-
ferent from theirs. But full representa-
tion must include both Houses.

Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman.

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

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, we have,
though, distinguished, it seems to me, in
the past between the House and the Sen-
ate in matters of this type, and I wonder
if the gentleman can explain to me why,
when we made the decision along the
way that there would be nonvoting dele-
gates in this body, that we did not also
assign a nonvoting delegate to the United
States Senate so that their voice could be
heard over a period of time. There was
a distinction made here in the past, and
it seems to me that, with regard to that,
the distinction made in the amendment
in the nature of a substitute offered by
the gentleman from Virginia would fall
into the same category. Why, if we did
not do this in the past, would it not
be acceptable now?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. There
has been a growing realization that this
second-class representation such as en-
joyed or not enjoyed by the District of
Columbia is not good enough. The people
are getting short-changed. And now, I
really believe that this afternoon, when
the final vote is taken, that two-thirds
of this great legislative body will indi-
cate that we have moved along to the
firm decision that it is not right for
three-quarters of a million peovnle not
to be represented in both bodies and that
no half way measure will be satisfactory.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California (Mr. Eb-
WARDS) has expired.

(On request of Mr. WALKER, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. Epwarps of
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California was allowed to proceed for 3
additional minutes.)

Mr. WALKER. My point to the gentle-
man was that there was some logical
reason as to why when we decided that
the nonvoting Delegate status should
be granted to certain territories and cer-
tain entities, that was decided only by
the House and not by the Senate. In
other words, there must have been some
logical reason for that.

Why would this situation not follow
the same logic? Can the gentleman ex-
plain to me what that logic was and why
it should not be followed here?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I think
the logic was that there were not enough
votes at the time to do it.

Mr. WALKER. That goes directly,
then, to the argument of the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BuTLER) that there
are not enough votes to pass what we are
talking about here. If that logic follows
and if that has been the evolutionary
process, then it seems that the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Virginia is
entirely in order, and the gentleman has
just made precisely the case which the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BUTLER)
was making at the podium a few minutes
ago.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. No. We
think we have the votes here: and when
the Senate thinks about this debate and
realizes how unfair the present situation
is, we think that there is a very good
chance that the Senate will move in the
right direction.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman.

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

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Chairman, if I may
followup on the logic of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WALKER), the
territories do not pay taxes in the same
way in which the District of Columbia
pay taxes.

We sav today that taxation without
representation is wrong. The gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BuTLER) would say
that taxation with 50 percent represen-
tation is all right.

However, Mr. Chairman, I think there
is a fundamental distinction between the
territories; and furthermore, that they
are by nature in a transition stage, and
that the District of Columbia is unique.

Now is the time to say that the Dis-
trict of Columbia absolutely has to
have 100 percent representation if we
want a just result.

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

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman. I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me, in con-
sidering the substitute amendment of-
fered by my colleague, the gentleman
from Virginia, Mr. CALDWELL BUTLER,
that we should consider today what is
the right thing for us to do. The right
thing for us to do, it seems to me, as the
distinguished delegate from the District
of Columbia said earlier, is to provide full
voting representation for the citizens of
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the District of Columbia consistent with
the voting representation that is ac-
corded to other Americans within the
continental United States.

Mr. Chairman, I have not taken any
poll of whether the American people
might want their State legislatures to
ratify, nor have I taken any poll of how
many of the Members of the Senate will
support this joint resolution when it
leaves here and goes over there; but I
tend to agree with my colleague, the
gentleman from California (Mr. Eb-
wARDS), who says that the problem will
be up to them after we adopt the joint
resolution here. At that time I think the
pressures and the influences and the
voices of the American people will be
brought to bear on the Members of the
other body so that they, too, will recog-
nize that in fairness and equity the peo-
ple of the District are entitled to repre-
sentation and a voice in the Congress of
the United States on both sides of the
rotunda equal to that of other Ameri-
cans.

Mr. Chairman, we are not bestowing
anything on the residents of the District
of Columbia, it would seem to me, as sug-
gested by my colleague, the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BuTrLER). Instead, it
seems to me that until we adopt this
joint resolution and until it is ratified,
we are denying rights and prerogatives
of American citizens to which they are
lawfully and constitutionally, in my
opinion, entitled or to which they should
be entitled.

Mr. Chairman, both the Subcommit-
tee on Civil and Constitutional Rights
and the full Committee on the Judiciary
considered a similar amendment. The
merits of the amendment were deliber-
ated in detail by the committees; and the
substitute was resoundingly rejected.

Onece it is agreed that the residents of
the District of Columbia should share
with their fellow citizens residing in the
United States voting representation in
the Congress, it escapes me how anyone
can support anything less than full rep-
resentation.

Mr. Chairman, may I say, too, that 2
yvears ago when we considered this same
subject, a similar amendment was of-
fered as is being offered now; and it was
rejected by a vote of 67 to 388. Therefore,
I see no reason for us to cover that
same ground today.

Mr. Chairman, it is said that there is
going to be difficulty in mustering the
approval of two-thirds of the other body
for this constitutional amendment. How-
ever, if the other body wants to deny the
residents of the District of Columbia
membership in the U.S. Senate, then I
say it should be up to them; and we
should not assist them, particularly when
rights of U.S. citizens are concerned.

The question before us is not whether
this proposed amendment will be ac-
ceptable to the other body and ratified
by the State legislatures. These are de-
cisions which they are going to have to
make, but, the question is rather, wheth-
er the House of Representatives will act
responsibly today to accord, once and for
all, to District residents their constitu-
tional right and privilege to have voting
representation in the Congress.
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I urge my colleagues to express their
votes with a resounding nay on this sub-
stitute, and thereafter to support over-
whelmingly the constitutional amend-
ment which the committee has recom-
mended to this body.

Mr. HANNAFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the substitute amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I most reluctantly rise
in support of this amendment, but I feel
impelled to explain for the record and
for the Members here the reason that I
favor it. I would like to see two new Sen-
ators elected from this District. They
would almost certainly be black Senators
in a body that has only one black Mem-
ber in a hundred, and I would like to see
full representation in the House with two
voting Members, but it just is not right in
my interpretation of the Constitution. I
would like to see the effect that this res-
olution would have for today, but doing
for today is not the way we write con-
stitutions, because the Constitution is for
tomorrow and forever.

Equal representation is precluded by
our Constitution. Today the District of
Columbia has four times as much weight
in electing the President of the United
States as I have as a Californian. If we
could turn that around and give Califor-
nia four times as much weight in electing
the President as we in California now
have, we could virtually select the Presi-
dent. I would not like the job we would
have done in California for the past few
elections, but we would have 180 electors
out of the present number of electors. In
that situation I would not say that Cali-
fornia was not represented in this Gov-
ernment, even if we had no vote in the
Congress.

The jackrabbits in Wyoming have
more power in electing the President
than I have as a Californian—or virtually
so—and over in the Senate of the United
States the people in the District of Co-
lumbia would have not four times as
much strength but 30 times as much
strength as I have as a Californian, for
they would have two votes for two-thirds
of a million people while we have the
same weight for 22 million people.

So we are not talking about equal rep-
resentation in the Congress. It does not
exist. It never has existed. It is locked-in
and unamendable that it does not exist
in the Senate.

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

Mr. HANNAFORD. Mr. Chairman, in
just a moment I will be glad to yield, just
as soon as I have finished my statement.

Now we have a situation in which 15
percent of the people of this country who
reside in the 25 least populous States
control the votes in the U.S. Senate that
can veto the actions of this, the people’s
House. This legislation, if passed, is going
to compound that injustice. Out of my
respect and my affection for the gentle-
men who are leading this legislation and
respect for the fact that I know how long
and diligently they have fought on this
subject, whether this amendment passes
or not, I am going to vote for the res-
olution. I am going to do that, but I
wanted to explain why I support Mr.
BurLeEr's amendment and why I have
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these reservations about this resolution
as it is presented on the floor. It com-
pounds one injustice while attempting to
treat another,

Now I will be glad to yield to the Dele-
gate from the District of Columbia.

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Chairman, since
the gentleman is going to support the res-
olution, I do not wish to have him yield
to me.

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

Mr. HANNAFORD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, can
the gentleman explain to me why he
comes up with this ratio on the Sen-
ators? As I understand it, the Senate is
not established on a proportional rep-
resentation. As I understand it, each
State has two representatives in the
Senate. If the gentleman wishes to
change that, he can offer that amend-
ment. He could do so.

Mr. HANNAFORD. If I could do that,
I would be glad to do so. It was an ar-
rangement arrived at out of a stark ne-
cessity to get a Union. If we would have
to do that again to get a Union, I would
be glad to do it for that noble purpose.
But this is the one provision in the Con-
stitution that specifically cannot be
amended out, and I am not really ready
to abolish the Senate today anyway. The
point is that it is not representative of
people and that is the subject to which
this resolution speaks. Neither is the
electoral college,

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

Mr, HANNAFORD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wyoming.

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Chairman,
speaking as a jackrabbit out of Wyo-
ming, I would like the gentleman to know
how much I respect his conclusions, so
I will vote against the joint resolution.

We have had two U.S. Senators for
some T4 years around here and it is time
to do justice. But to state that we are
trying to establish equality and have
one-man, one-vote, that is a fiction.

Mr. HANNAFORD. I thank the gentle-
man from Wyoming, and I did not mean
to disparage the jackrabbits of Wyoming.

Mr. HUBEBARD. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise to speak in opposition to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. BUTLER) .

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support
of House Joint Resolution 554, and urge
my colleagues to join me in passing this
measure, without amendments on this
substitute, in the name of fundamental
fairness and democratic equality.

It is unthinkable that the Congress, to
whom the people of this Nation have en-
trusted the principles of democratic rep-
resentation, would condone for 1 more
day the disenfranchisement of three-
quarters of a million District of Colum-
bia residents. These people have borne
the full burdens of American citizenship,
yet they are without a voice in the Sen-
ate, and without a vote in the House of
Representatives. They contribute more
than a billion dollars annually to the
Federal Treasury, and struggle with a
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par capita tax burden exceeded only by
seven States. District residents have
given their lives in every war since the
Revolution; only three States suffered
more casualties in the Vietnam conflict
than the District of Columbia.

The States of Alaska, Delaware, Idaho,
Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire,
North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont,
and Wyoming all have smaller popula-
tions than the District of Columbia. All
have had full voting representation,
while the District of Columbia has not.

These forceful arguments have fallen
upon deaf ears 0 many times that I fear
they may have lost their forcefulness.
Let me leave my House colleagues with
one final consideration, perhaps one
which has not been raised before.

The current Senate debate on the new
Panama Canal Treaties serves as an
example in which these people have
been denied the opportunity to be heard
on an issue of pressing national and in-
ternational importance.

This should not be. With the support
of my colleagues for the passagze of
House Joint Resolution 554, without
amendment, it will not be in the future.

House Joint Resolution 554 is the most
important civil rights issue before this
95th Congress.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
substitute offered by my colleague and
friend Mr. BUTLER.

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

Mr. HUBBARD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. BUTLER. Is it the gentleman’s
intention to vote for the resolution if
my amendment is defeated?

Mr. HUBBARD, Yes, it is.

Mr. BUTLER. The gentleman realizes
I am sure that his State has not ratified
the 23d amendment. What does the gen-
tleman think the odds of his State pass-
ing the constitutional amendment pro-
posed under House Joint Resolution 554
are?

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Chairman, I am
sorry but I did not fully understand the
inguiry of the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. BUTLER. I am asking the gentle-
man to speculate on this constitutional
amendment, in whatever form it will be,
as to whether it will be rejected or
adopted by your State, since the 23d
amendment was not adopted by the gen-
tleman’s State.

Mr. HUBBARD. The gentleman is re-
ferring to the 23d amendment to the
Constitution?

Mr. BUTLER. I am not talking now
about the 23d amendment, I am talking
about the proposed constitutional
amendment in the resolution now before
us.
Mr. HUBBARD. I believe my State of
Kentucky would ratify that. I might say
that we did ratify ERA in 1972 which
has not been ratified by the gentleman's
State of Virginia, and we just might
ratify this one and I predict we will. I
will be among those from the Congress
to speak to my own home legislature in
which I served for 8 years in the State
senate and I will ask them to support
this particular constitutional amend-
ment.
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Mr. BUTLER. Was the gentleman
there in the Kentucky State Legislature
when they were taking up the 23d
amendment? The constitutional amend-
ment that expanded the Electoral Col-
lege to permit District of Columbia rep-
resentation in the Electoral College.

Mr. HUBBARD. No; I was not there
for that one.

Mr. BUTLER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. HUBBARD. I might ask the gen-
tleman in what year was that passed?

Mr. BUTLER. 1961.

Mr. HUBBARD. In 1961?

Mr. BUTLER. That is correct.

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Chairman, I have
to state that I was a 23-year-old and a
junior in law school in 1961.

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

Mr. HUBBARD. I yield to the Delegate
from the District of Columbia.

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Chairman, let
me thank the gentleman from Kentucky
for his great leadership in supporting
full representation for the District of
Columbia.

Let me also say that the 23d amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States did correct the situation where
nearly three-quarters of a million people
who were governed by the laws of this
country had no right to vote for its Pres-
ident. The Congress in its wisdom de-
cided that the American people ought to
have the opportunity to make a decision
as to whether they should continue to
deny the right of franchise to the resi-
dents of our Federal District.

The gentleman should know that
within 9 months the people of this coun-
try through their State legislatures did
the right thing, did the fair thing, did
the responsible thing. They said, we can-
not ourselves claim to be true to our
Constitution and deny to the citizens of
our Nation's Capital the right to vote for
President. Within 9 months 38 States
ratified that, so I think the gentleman is
on good grounds for supporting this full
voting representation resolution. I am
confident that following the kind of
leadership that he gives, the State of
Kentucky will be as fair on this issue as
38 States were on the question of the
right to vote for President.

Mr. HUBBARD. I would add to the re-
marks of my friend and colleague, the
gentleman from the District of Colum-
bia, that, indeed, it is my belief that
Kentucky would ratify this and would be
glad to see 750,000 people in the District
of Columbia given the same voting rights
that the people in my congressional dis-
trict have—and we have only 480,000
people in my district.

I would add further that my esteem
for and confidence in the gentleman
from the District of Columbia (Mr.
FauntroY) are two of the many reasons
I support this House Joint Resolution
554.

I might say to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. BuTLeEr) that to have this
Baptist minister from the District of
Columbia speak to our Kentucky Legis-
lature would probably make this issue
unanimous in our State’s genersl
assembly.
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. BUTLER).

The gquestion was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. BUTLER)
there were—ayes 7, noes 11,

£o0 the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments?

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

Mr. Chairman, I am not entirely sat-
isfied that a colloquy between the Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives for
the purpose of establishing legislative
history is of much value in the case of
constitutional amendments. The reason,
of course, is that we are only one small
part of the total process by which an
amendment becomes a part of the Con-
stitution. Our views of the meaning of
language may not represent the views
embraced by State legislators as they
ratify the words of the proposed amend-
ment. However imperfect as it may be,
I should like to engage in a colloquy with
the gentleman from California (Mr, Ep-
waRDps) with respect to certain language
in the amendment.

Section 1 of the amendment provides
that for purposes of representation in
the Congress, election of the President
and Vice President, and for purposes of
article V—that is the amending article—
the District of Columbia shall be treated
as though it were a State.

In section 2 we read that the exercise
of the rights and powers conferred—and
I take that to mean those rights and
powers specified in section 1—shall be
by the people of the District of Columbia
and as provided by the Congress.

My first question: Since one of the
rights and powers conferred in section
1 is the election of a President, does the
language in section 2 “by the people of
the District” entitle the people to vote
directly for the President of the United
States?

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

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

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I am pleased that we can have this
dialog on this particular issue. This is
the same issue that we discussed at some
length in the markup in the full Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. I respect the
gentleman’s concern. The gentleman
from California (Mr. Wiceins) is known
as one of the best constitutional lawyers
certainly in the Congress and perhaps in
the United States. However, I might dis-
agree with his concern on this issue. This
issue is not of such concern to me, as I
pointed out as we marked up the bill.

A couple of years ago the bill was dif-
ferent. The resolution for full voting
representation for the District of Co-
lumbia was written differently than
House Joint Resolution 554. We changed
it on purpose to the language that the
gentleman is asking about for what we
think, and what the Legislative Counsel
thought, was a very good reason.
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The last time the bill was before us in
the last Congress, it was House Joint Re-
solution 280. That resolution contained
this kind of language:

The Congress shall have power to enforce
this article by appropriate legislation.

This boiler-plate language caused
concern among some committee mem-
bers as to whether the Congress, con-
sistent with its power and exclusive leg-
islation over the District, as set forth in
article I, section 8, clause 17, would de-
termine on behalf of the District such
things as election of electors in the elec-
toral college and ratification of constitu-
tional amendments.

It is the intent of paragraph 2 of
House Joint Resolution 554 that it is up
to the Congress to provide the mecha-
nism, after this becomes a part of the
Constitution, under which these deter-
minations would be made by the District.

So we want to make our intent very
clear. That is why this dialog is impor-
tant. The intent of the resolution in its
present form would show that while
Congress has this residual power, it will
have to grant that power to the District
of Columbia.

Mr. WIGGINS. I appreciate the dis-
tinguished Member’s comments. I wish
to restate them more succinctly, so there
will be no ambiguity in the legislative
history. I understand the gentleman to
mean, if the resolution is adopted, the
intent of Congress in using the words
“exercise of the rights and powers by the
people”—clear and unambiguous as it
may seem—does not mean that the peo-
ple shall directly elect the President of
the United States in the District of Co-
lumbia.

Mr.

EDWARDS of California.
gentleman is exactly correct.

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

The

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Wic-
cINs was allowed to proceed for an addi-
tional 5 minutes.)

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, is the
same answer true with respect to the
ratification of constitutional amend-
ments under article V?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. That is
correct.

Mr. WIGGINS. I wish to call my col-
league’s attention to the fact that this
legislative history may contradict the
literal words of the amendment; but it is
clear that Congress does not mean that
ambiguity. It means that the power to
ratify constitutional amendments which
is now granted to the legislatures of the
States may by Congress be granted to
some legislative forum within the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. If there
is any ambiguity, which I am not sure
there is, the gentleman is 100 percent
correct.

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, let us
go on fo section 2. I previously said that
the language there indicates that the
rights and powers conferred under arti-
cle I shall be exercised by the people of
the District “and as shall be provided by
the Congress.”

Does the use of the word “and” in sec-
tion 2, that is on page 2, line 9 of the
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resolution, require the concurrence of the
Congress in the exercise of the powers
granted to the people of the District of
Columbia?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. No.
What the gentleman is asking is that
when the District acts after authoriza-
tion by Congress, after the machinery is
set up by Congress, then would Congress
have to confirm what the District, or
whatever unitgof Government was oper-
ating; no, the answer is “no.”

Mr. WIGGINS. It clearly implies joint
action, but the explanation is that joint
action is not required.

Mr, Chairman, let me give a slight
reverse twist to that. Does the use of the
word, “and,” in section 2 imply that the
people of the District must concur in
actions taken by the Congress in respect
to the exercise of those powers granted
in the first section of the amendment?

I am just looking at the other side of
the coin. I have told the gentleman be-
fore in committee that I am troubled by
the use of the word, “and,” since it
rather clearly suggests to me that it re-
quires concurrent action by the Congress
and by the people. The gentleman has
said that the Congress can act absent
concurrence by the people, and now I
am taking the other side of the coin:
Can the people act absent concurrence by
the Congress?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. No, the
people would have no such power under
this provision.

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, article
I, section 8, clause 17 of the Constitution,
to which the gentleman has previously
referred, grants to the Congress exclu-
sive jurisdiction over the District.

To what extent if any does the pro-
posed amendment modify the power
granted to the Congress in article I, sec-
tion 8?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. It does
not amend it at all. Congress retains the
constitutional power over the District of
Columbia.

Mr. WIGGINS. Particularly with re-
spect to the creation of congressional dis-
tricts, which is part of the congressional
representation process and which power
is apparently granted to the people of
the District, does Congress or the people
of the District have the power to estab-
lish congressional districts within the
Distriet of Columbia?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Congress
would have that power today within the
several States to establish congressional
districts.

Mr. WIGGINS. I believe the gentleman
is correct.

Mr. Chairman, I want to turn to the
matter of the filling of vacancies in the
Senate if the Distri-t is granted status
as though it were a State and two Sen-
ators were elected to represent the Dis-
trict in the Senate.

If a vacancy occurs in the Senate, the
present constitutional language indfcates
that vacancies may be filled by the exec-
utive authority of the State. For pur-
poses of this constitutional amendment,
who constitutes the executive authority
of the District of Columbia?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. That
would be taken care of in the provisions
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of House Joint Resolution 554, and Con-
gress would make that decision as to what
entity within the District of Columbia
or what person would have that appoint-
ive power.

Mr. WIGGINS. May we exercise that
power directly and appoint a Senator to
fill a vazancy?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I think we ought to make a
record on that matter right now and say
that the answer would be no.

Mr. WIGGINS. One would hope that
the answer would be no. But once again,
if article I, section 8, clause 17, means
what it says and it is unaffected, it may
be possible that a subsequent Congress
would disagree.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. WiccINs)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WIGGINS
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, to re-
peat, it may be possible that a subse-
quent Congress would disagree and
would in fact appoint a Senator of the
United States.

Is that not a possibility?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I would hope that it is not.
I believe that would not take place, and
I do not think it could under House Joint
Resolution 554, especially after this
dialog on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives between the author of the
amendment and my distinguished friend,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
WIGGINS) .

Certainly House Joint Resolution 554
does not contemplate such a procedure.
It would be highly improper.

Mr. WIGGINS. I agree that it would be
improper, but I am not altogether
sanguine that it might not occur if cer-
tain political pressures were present. If
the political balance in the Senate were
to turn upon one man, I think the po-
litical pressures at that time might dic-
tate that a contrary result would in fact
occur, although I would hope rot.

Mr. Chairman, I want to turn now to
a final observation and simply request
that the gentleman from California (Mr.
Epwarps) repeat on the floor what is
stated in the committee report: that the
language of section 4 would preclude a
subsequent Congress from extending the
period for ratification of this amend-
ment.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Yes;
that is the amendment that was offered
by the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
Burrer) and accepted by the full
committee.

Let me just proceed further on this
subject relative to this section. It would
by its terms preclude the Senate or the
House or Congress acting jointly from
appointing or filling a vacancy directly,
without regard to the wishes of the peo-
ple of the District, because it says that
it shall be done by the people.

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, I was
hoping the gentleman would say that be-
cause now he is in the position of admit-
ting that the people of the District do
have a veto over congressional actions
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and that is directly contrary to what he
said a moment ago.

I was, frankly, putting the hardest case
to the gentleman, a case in which it
would be most unseemly that the Con-
gress act unilaterally.

If the gentleman means that the people
of the District have a veto over the Con-
gress, then we are implicitly eroding the
power in article I, section 8.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California (Mr. Wic-
GINS) has again expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WIGGINS
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will yield
further, and in further answer to the
gentleman, I would certainly disagree
with what the gentleman thinks I said.
There would certainly be no veto over
the power of Congress by the people of
the District of Columbia, regarding the
machinery to implement this article of
amendment.

But section 2 makes it very clear that
the people of the District would have a
veto or in effect, the final say over their
own actions relating to the exercise of
the powers granted to the District in
section 1.

Mr. WIGGINS. The issue will not be
resolved by this debate. I want only to
point out to my colleagues that there is
trouble in this amendment in the use of
the word “and” in section 2. I hope my
colleagues will read it carefully because
it is a source of trouble down the road,
in my opinion.

I am going to leave the gentleman with
one final puzzle, without suggesting an
answer. The amendment repeals the 23d
amendment to the Constitution dealing
with electors of the District of Columbia.
What is the consequence of the ratifica-
tion by the last State between the period
following the election of a President and
the counting of the ballots in January?
Reflect on that question, and we will talk
about it privately.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I will
look forward to it.

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

Mr. Chairman, I previously drafted an
amendment to this resolution, but I wish
to explain to the Members that I do not
plan to offer that amendment, after dis-
cussing the issue with the chairman of
the subcommittee, with whom I serve, in
regard to rescinding ratification by the
States. I would like to briefly state that
it is my position, after having reviewed
the processes of ratification over the
period of this country, that the States
should not have a right to rescind any
ratification; that once there is a ratifica-
tion or a consent to a constitutional
amendment, that that ratification should
stand; that the Constitution, of course,
is the inherent basic principle bv which
this country and this Government oper-
ates. And because of the esteem in which
we held that consent, it cannot be given
lightly but must be given with the full
knowledge that, once given, it cannot be
withdrawn.

Mr. Chairman, I do believe. however,
that the matter of the ratification proc-
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ess and the fifth amendment should be
pursued.

I would also like to say that I, of
course, support the resolution before us.
I believe that it is time that this great
Nation give to the people of the District
of Columbia the right to be represented,
not only in this body, but also in the
U.S. Senate.

I believe that the idea of retrocession to
the State of Maryland is not workable
at all. As one who came here just re-
cently and saw this and looked at this
proposal for the first time last year, I
took the time to thoroughly study the
problem of retrocession and the problem
of what I call piecemeal representation.
Neither one of them is workable. I be-
lieve that the only thing that is possible
is the type of representation that is em-
bodied in this resolution, and that any
other approach inherently is not a valid
approach: that it then comes down to
the guestion as to whether we believe
that the District of Columbia should be
represented or not. I personally believe
that they should; and, therefore, I sup-
port the constitutional amendment being
offered here.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to commend the
chairman of the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. EpWARDS)
for the great deal of time and work he
has put in on this matter.
® Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, there is
a definite need to change the present
status of the District of Columbia as
every U.S. citizen should be able to vote
and be represented. The District, or part
of a metropolitan area, should not be-
come a State to achieve this, however,
as this resolution, in effect, does. We
have a very real problem, but a very
WIong answer.

We should accomplish recognition of a
universal franchise. Participation in the
Federal process must not be selective. It
must include all responsibilities that go
along with rights conveyed. For this rea-
son, I find that history and precedent
does provide the only fair and equitable
treatment for the District of Columbia
as well as for the citizens of each State.

A portion of the original 10-square-
mile District of Columbia, which had
been a part of Virginia, is now again a
part of Virginia as Arlington County. It
was retroceded to Virginia in 1847 and
today the citizens of this area are citizens
of Virginia and have the same privileges
and responsibilities of any citizen of that
State. We should do the same today with
all areas now outside the Federal enclave
in the District and retrocede it to the
State of Maryland from whence it orig-
inally came. This would provide the cit-
izens of the District of Columbia with the
same House and Senate representation
as any other citizen and would provide
them full participation in the Federal
system. Since the rule on this resolution
did *not provide for such a proposition
to be able to be offered, it was not
possible to support such during consid-
eration of House Joint Resolution 554.
Therefore, I will vote against this resolu-
tion but gladly support a subsequent ret-
rocession measure.®
® Mr FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, even
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though I will vote for it, I don't like this
resolution.

I believe each State should have two
Senators. But when we start passing out
Senators to non-State entities, I believe
we are setting a bad precedent.

I have said facetiously that I would
vote for two Senators for the District of
Columbia as soon as Hennepin County,
Minn., which is much larger, gets its two
Senators. My home county has not, in-
sofar as I am aware, asked for more rep-
resentation. Some folks think we have
too much now.

But the point is that there are a num-
ber of groups of Americans who have re-
stricted voting rights. Washington is not
the only exception to the rule that every
person should have a Senator. American
citizens in Puerto Rico, 3 million of
them, have no Senators. Americans
abroad. another 3 million, despite our
best efforts to make voting easier, are
restricted by fears of State income tax-
ation. Most of them feel their franchise
is limited, and few of them vote.

Other Americans, in the Virgin Is-
lands, Guam, and the Pacific Trust
Territories, or whatever they are now
called, have no Senators, nor any voting
representatives in Congress.

The situation of all these Americans
should be considered. I think the over-
all American franchise would be well
protected, and well extended if we al-
lowed everv jurisdiction. with a popula-
tion equal to or exceeding that of the
smallest State, to be a State if its peo-
ple wished. Washington, or Puerto Rico,
could then get their two Senators if the
peovble wanted them.

The process of aquiring statehood, al-
though it may be painful for some
jurisdictions, does not seem more diffi-
cult that the process that House Joint
Resolution 554 presents.

I have no objection to voting for a
voting representative in the Congress for
any jurisdiction, equal or larger in pop-
ulation to the smallest representative
district. It is not a final solution to the
Washington problem, but it helps other
jurisdictions and represents an improve-
ment for Washington.

Having explained why I think House
Joint Resolution 554 is not the best ap-
proach. and why it sets a bad precedent,
I ought to sav why I will vote for it. Even
though it is the wrong wav to get sen-
atorial representation, it is the only way
that will be presented to this House this
year.

For a person who believes in repre-
sentative government. it is just too hard
to vote against another American's
rieht to representation. We should have
had a better alternative. I hope this
vote does not encourage corner cutting
in the future. It is not a sign I will al-
ways vote for this proposition. It means
onlv that I could not vote against this
one todav.e®
® Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairmsan. I rise
in support of House Joint Resolution 554.
to extend full voting representation in
the Congress to the District of Columbia.
As I see it. this is clearly a matter of
equity and it is high time that we rectify
what is indeed a flaw in our system of
representative government.
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The population of the District of Co-
lumbia is about 700,000. That far exceeds
the size of any of our congressional dis-
tricts and surpasses 10 States in popula-
tion. But since the District was ceded to
the Federal Government in 1800, its resi-
dents have been deprived of what the
rest of us accept as a right of citizenship:
full voting representation in the
Congress.

Over the last few years progress has
been made in extending the rights of
political participation te D.C. residents.
In 1961, the 23d amendment to the Con-
stitution provided for limited D.C. par-
ticipation in the Presidential electoral
college. In 1971, a nonvoting delegate
was authorized to represent the District
in Congress. And earlier this week, the
House passed legislation to enhance po-
litical rights of D.C. residents by approv-
ing City Council actions, previously rati-
fied by the residents, to extend the rights
of initiative, referendum, and recall.

But the absence of voting representa-
tion in the House and Senate and the
District’s inability to participate in the
process of amending the Constitution
means only one thing to me: The citizens
ot the Nation's Capital are being de-
prived of their full rights.

I urge my colleagues to support the
resolution before us as the only sure way
tc fully provide 700,000 Americans the
opportunity to exercise what has been
often called more than a right, but an
obligation, to participate fully in our
political process.®
® Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
glad the party of Linceln was prominent
in the success of the constitutional

amendment here today, and I particu-

larly congratulate the distinguished
gentleman from the land of Lincoln (Mr.
McCrory) for his elogquent and inspiring
leadership.

I view this vote as a milestone in that
great line of civil rights decisions which
began in 1965, and which have all had
strong support from Republican Mem-
bers as well as those from the other side
of the aisle.®
€ Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of House Joint Resolution 554,
a resolution proposing a constitutional
amendment providing full voting repre-
sentation in Congress for the District
of Columbia.

I believe there is no reason that the
700,000 residents of the District of
Columbia should be disenfranchised in
Congress. As U.S. citizens, District resi-
dents have been denied the fundamental
right to hold accountable those who make
decisions with national, international,
and local impact on them.

I believe the most important argument
in favor of District representation is the
constitutional one. This resolution was
reported by the Subcommittee on Consti-
tutional and Civil Rights by a unanimous
vote after a thorough study and approval
by all of the constitutional experts who
were heard. The Judiciary Committee’s
overwhelming bipartisan endorsement of
this resolution should dispel any doubts
that the resolution does not meet
the requirements or the spirit of the
Constitution.
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After all, residents of the District of
Columbia pay Federal taxes. Taxation
without representation violates a funda-
mental principle of democracy. And yet
we are still forcing upon District resi-
dents the distorted principle that District
residents are equal to other citizens for
the purposes of taxation, but not for the
purposes of representation.

Residents of the District have also
fought and died in war for our country.
But we continue to deny full voting
representation to them. Congress passes
legislation affecting the District as well
as the States. However, only the District
lacks a respectable share of input into
enactment of the very laws which affect
its residents. This is an abridgement of
rights of the residents of the District and
is illogical since Congress has ultimate
control over District decisions.

Mr. Chairman, we continue to talk
about human rights and voting rights
abroad. What about human rights and
voting rights in this the continental
borders of the United States. How can
we continue to deny 700,000 American
citizens the right to full representation
because they live in the Nation's Capital?
Let's face it, the District’s residents are
being denied a basic constitutional right.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to
join me in supporting this legislation.
Full voting representation in Congress
for the District of Columbia would fur-
ther the principles of democracy which
the framers of the Constitution intended
for all eitizens by giving District residents
a deserved voice in the laws that govern
our Nation.e
® Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of House Joint Resolution 554
and urge my colleagues to do the same.
This resolution provides for a constitu-
tional amendment which would entitle
the citizens of the District of Columbia
to full voting representation in Congress.

The resolution under consideration to-
day would give substance to a doctrine
long advocated by Members dating back
to the formal establishment of the Dis-
trict of Columbia. Speaking of the Dis-
trict, in 1803, Representative Huger of
South Carolina said the following:

I look forward to the period when the in-
habitants, from their numbers and riches,
;lvlll be entitled to a representative on this

oor.

It was not until the 1880’s, however,
that resolutions to give District citizens
voting representation were introduced
with any passion or frequency. On
April 4, 1888, there was introduced in the
U.S. Senate a resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution provid-
ing for voting representation in Congress
for the District of Columbia. The Senate
Judiciary Committee allowed the resolu-
tion to die with the adjournment of Con-
gress. Subsequent Congresses saw similar
resolutions introduced.

In 1922, 1925, and 1949, the Senate
Judiciary Committee approved such res-
olutions only to have them fail in either
the full House or Senate. In 1940, the
House Judiciary Committee reported out
legislation providing for District of Co-
lumbia representation, but the measure
was not voted on the floor of the House
before the adjournment of Congress. So,
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at various times since 1888, the Houses
of Congress have had before them resolu-
tions similar to the ones being considered
this morning.

Since the 1880's the population of the
District of Columbia has increased from
about 225,000 to 750,000 and the District
of Columbia now has a population larger
than that of 10 of the States. Never-
theless, the District remains without vot-
ing representation in Congress. District
citizens are subject to taxation and the
entire body of Federal law without the
privilege, through elected representa-
tives, of influencing the enactment or al-
teration of those laws.

The United States, the paramount
leader of the Western democracies, finds
it is the exception and not the rule re-
garding the representation status of the
citizens living in its Capital City. Various
countries of Latin America have federal
districts similar to the District of Co-
lumbia, but all provide for some voting
representation in the national legislature.
The District of Columbia is indeed a “col-
ony” within the Continental United
States almost 200 years after our people
dissolved its ties with Great Britain over
the cry of “taxation without representa-
tion.”

While the Congress moved in the right
direction in 1970 in providing for a
nenvoting District delegate to the
House, this act was only a down pay-
ment toward correcting a grave inequity
to the citizens of the Nation's Capital.
We took a second step in 1974 by grant-
ing home rule to the District of Colum-
bia. The home rule grant is a recognition
of the right of the people of the District
of Columbia to govern their own affairs
and exercise the same rights as the peo-
ple of the 50 States. The principle of
universal franchise is so fundamental
to our democratic government that it
amazes and frustrates me that so many
of my colleagues still do not recognize
the injustice imposed upon the residents
of the District of Columbia.

In my position as a member of the
Committee on International Relations,
I have actively pursued human rights
for all people throughout the world. I
would consider it a grave oversight on
my part if I did not speak out about the
denial of rights to the people of the
District of Columbia.

Wkile, in my own personal judgment,
there cannot be equitable representa-
tion in a bicameral legislature unless
there is representation in both bodies
of that legislature, I offered a compro-
mise amendment last year to at least
provide some mechanism whereby Con-
gress could enact or provide for full rep-
resentation as it saw fit. That amend-
ment provided that the people of the
District of Columbia would elect at least
one Representative in Congress, and,
as may be provided by law, one or more
additional Representatives or Senators
or both, up to the number to which the
District would be entitled, if it were a
State, and that Congress would have
the power to enforce the article by ap-
propriate legislation.

This proposal was originally authored
by a very distinguished former Mem-
ber, a chairman of the Committee on
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the Judiciary, the Honorable Emmanuel
Celler. This proposal also bore the en-
dorsement of former President Nixon
while he was President, and a series of
witnesses for the Justice Department,
including the Honorable William Rehn-
quist, then Assistant Attorney General
and now an Associate Justice of the Su-
preme Court.

Mr. Chairman, taxation without rep-
resentation is as wrong in the 1970’s as
it was in the 1770’s. The basic justice to
the citizens of the District of Columbia
is almost 200 years late in coming. It
should surely come now.

There is nothing wrong with the great
American dream—the challenge of our
time is to fulfill that dream for all this
Nation's people. There is nothing wrong
with the American system of govern-
ment. It is the responsibility, however,
of the Congress to make certain that the
system furnishes equity for the good of
all the people of this Republic.

Two years ago, during the Bicenten-
nial Year, many of our colleagues spoke
eloquently of the virtues of the Found-
ing Fathers and the principles they
espoused. Yet many of these same Mem-
bers voted to deny 750,000 citizens voting
representation in the legislative branch
of our Federal Government. This con-
tinued denial is nothing less than a
scandal.

History and justice cry out together
that this inequity must be corrected now.
I urge the Members to right this wrong
by their vote of approval of this resolu-
tion. Such action will mean basic justice
for the American citizens who live in
this city, and will be at least one step
toward creation in Washington, D.C., of
an alabaster city undimmed by human
tears.®

The CHAIRMAN., Are there further
amendments? If not, under the rule the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the Chair,
Mr. SmrteH of Iowa, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consid-
eration the joint resolution (H.J. Res.
554) to amend the Constitution to pro-
vide for representation of the District of
Columbia in the Congress, pursuant to
House Resolution 1048, he reported the
joint resolution back to the House with
an amendment adopted by the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

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

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

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

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. WIGGINS

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the joint resolution?

Mr. WIGGINS. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Wiccins of California moves to recom-
mit the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 554) to
the Committee on the Judiciary with in-
structions that it consider a resolution to
retrocede the populated portions of the Dis-
trict of Columbia to the State of Maryland.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, do not
motions to recommit have to be germane
to the legislation before us?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will advise
the gentleman that he is correct.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I make a
point of order against the motion to
recommit.

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

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I make a
point of order against the motion to re-
commit on the ground that it is not ger-
mane to the legislation before us because
it suggests retrocession of the territory
of the District of Columbia to the State
of Maryland, which is not at any point
encompassed in this legislation. The bill
deals only with the creation of the of-
fices of two Senators and of Members
of Congress for the District of Colum-
bia. Since this proposition would not have
been germane to the bill as an amend-
ment, it is not now germane.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
from California (Mr. Wiccins) desire to
be heard on the point of order?

Mr. WIGGINS. I do, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I am trodding on what is
virgin ground for me. I am not sure what
the rules of germaneness are with re-
spect to a motion to recommit with in-
structions, the focus of which is to in-
struct the Committee on the Judiciary,
from whence the joint resolution came,
to reconsider an alternative means of
achieving the objective of the legislation.

It would strike me, as a matter of first
blush, that an alternative means of
achieving a common result is, of course,
quite germane; but I have no doubt that
the precedents of the House have previ-
ously considered this measure, and I will
vield to those precedents.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. BaAuMAN) desire to
be heard further?

Mr. BAUMAN. I do, Mr. Speaker.

Upon that subject, Mr. Speaker, I ques-
tion the appropriateness of the instruc-
tions in view of the fact that the retro-
cession, as I understand it, would not
require a constitutional amendment, but,
in fact, a simple statutory act by the
Congress.

Mr, WIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, if I may
be heard just a few moments longer to
clarify the situation, I am advised by my
parliamentary experts on either side that
the rules of the House require that
amendments be germane. This motion to
recommit is, of course, not an amend-
ment.

Secondly, it is my view, contrary to the
position taken by the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. Bauvman), that a retro-
cession procedure, which I personally
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favor, would require a constitutional
amendment and may not be achieved
solely by reason of legislation.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is ready to
rule.

With regard to germaneness, an
amendment of a similar type would not
have been germane to the joint resolu-
tion. Furthermore, the principle of
germaneness is applicable to the extent
that the House cannot direct a commit-
tee to consider another unrelated subject
under the guise of a motion to recommit,
whether or not the motion is in the form
of a direct amendment to the bill (Can-
non's VIII, 2704).

Therefore, the gentleman's point of
order is sustained.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. HYDE

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the joint resolution?

Mr. HYDE. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. HYDE moves to recommit House Joint

Resolution 554 to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered on the
motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, may I have
five minutes to debate the motion?

The SPEAKER. On a straight motion
to recommit, the gentleman is not en-
titled to time.

The question is on the motion to re-
commit.

The motion to recommit was rejected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the joint resolution.

The question was taken.

Mr. BUTLER. 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 289, nays 127,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 97]
YEAS—280

Burke, Callf.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Byron
Caputo
Carney

Carr

Carter
Cavanaugh
Chisholm
Clay

Cohen
Coleman
Collins, 111.
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corcoran
Corman
Cornell
Cornwell
Cotter
Coughlin
D'Amours
Danielson
Davis
Delaney
Dellums

Addabbo
Akaka
Allen
Ammerman
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Applegate
Aspin
AuCoin
Baldus
Barnard
Baucus
Beard, R.I.
Bedell
Beilenson
Benjamin
Bennett
Bevill
Biagel
Bingham
Blanchard
Blouin
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bonior
Bonker
Brademas
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brodhead
Brown, Calif.
Broyhill
Buchanan

Downey
Drinan
Duncan, Oreg.
Early
Erkhardt
Edgar
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Emery
Erlenborn
Ertel

Evans, Colo.
Evans, Del.
Evans, Ga.
Evans, Ind.
Fary

Fascell
Findley
Fish

Pisher
Fithian
Flood

Florio
Flowers
Flynt

Foley

Ford, Tenn.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fowler
Fraser
Frenzel
Fuqua

Derrick
Dicks
Diggs
Dodd
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Gammage
Garcla
Gaydos
Gephardt
Giaimo
Gilman
Ginn
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gore
Gradison
Green
Gudger
Guyer

Hall
Hamilton
Hanley
Hannaford
Harkin
Harrington
Harris
Hawkins
Heckler
Hefner
Heftel
Hillis
Holland
Hollenbeck
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Ireland
Jacobs
Jenrette
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Kasten
Kastenmeier
Kemp
Keys
Kildee
Eostmayer
Krebs
Erueger
LaFalce
Leach
Lederer
Lezeett
Lehman
Lent
Levitas
Lloyd, Calif.
Lloyd, Tenn.
Long, La.
Luken
Lundine

Abdnor
Alexander
Ambro
Anderson,

Calif.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Ashley
Badham
Bafalls
Bauman
Beard, Tenn.
Bowen
Breaux
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown, Mich.
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler
Cederberg
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Collins, Tex.
Crane
Cunningham
Daniel, Dan
Danlel, R. W.
de la Garza
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell

1978

MeClory
McCloskey
McEwen
McHugh
McKinney
Madigan
Maguire
Mann
Markey
Marks
Marlenee
Mathis
Mattox
Mazzoll
Meeds
Metcalfe
Meyner
Mikulski
Miller, Calif.
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
MofTett
Moorhead, Pa.
Moss

Mottl
Murphy, IIl.
Murphy, N.Y.
Murphy, Pa.
Murtha
Mpyers, John
Mvers, Michael
Natcher
Neal

Nedzi
Nolan
Nowak
O’'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey
Ottinger
Panetta
Patten
Patterson
Pattison
Pease
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle
Preyer
Price
Pritchard
Pursell
Quayle
Quie

Rahall
Railsback
Rangel
Regula
Reuss

NAYS—127

Duncan, Tenn.
Edwards, Okla.
English
Fenwick
Flippo

Ford, Mich.
Gibbons
Goldwater
Grassley
Hagedorn
Hansen
Harsha
Hightower
Holt

Hyde

Ichord
Jeffords
Jenkins
Johnson, Colo.
Kazen

Kelly
Ketchum
Kindness
Lagomarsino
Latta
Livingston
Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan
McDonald
McFall
McKay
Marriott
Martin
Michel
Milford
Miller, Ohio
Mollohan
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Richmond
Rinaido
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roybal
Sarasin
Sawyer
Scheuer
Schroeder
Seiberling
Sharp
Simon
Skelton
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Solarz
Spellman
St Germain
Staggers
Stanton
Stark
Steers
Steiger
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Thompson
Thone
Traxler
Trible
Tsongas
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vento
Volkmer
Walgren
Walsh
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
Whalen
Whitley
Wilson, Bob
Wilson, C. H.
Winn
Wirth
Wolfl
Wright
Wylle
Yates
Yatron
Zablocki
Zeferetti

Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead,
Calif.
Myers, Gary
Nichols
Pettis
Pike
Poage
Pressler
Quillen
Rhodes
Robinson
Rousselot
Rudd
Runnels
Ruppe
Ryan
Santini
Satterfield
Schulze
Sebelius
Shipley
Shuster
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Smith, Nebr.
Snyder
Spence
Stangeland
Steed
Stratton
Stump
Symms
Taylor
Teague
Treen

Tucker
Vander Jagt
Waggonner
Walker
Wampler
Watkins

White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Wiggins
Wilson, Tex.
Wydler
NOT VOTING—I18
Frey Mikva
Hammer- Nix
schmidt Risenhoover
Le Fante Roberts
McCormack Russo
Dent McDade Thornton
Dornan Mahon

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. McDade and Mr. Russo for, with Mr.
Roberts against.

Mr. McCormack and Mr. Mikva for, with
Mr. Frey against.

Mr. Anderson of Illinois and Mr. Le Fante
for, with Mr. Dornan against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Dent with Mr. Mahon.

Mr. Chappell with Mr. Thornton.

Mr. Risenhoover with Mr, Nix.

Mr. Brown of Ohio with Mr. Hammer-
schmidt.

Messrs. MATTOX, HUCKABY, PIC-
KLE, and MARLENEE changed their
vote from “nay” to “yea.”

So, two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof, the joint resolution was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:
“Joint reseclution proposing an amend-
ment to the Constitution to provide for
representation of the District of Colum-
bia in the Congress.”.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Mo.
Young, Tex.

Anderson, Ill.
Brown, Ohio
Chappeil
Clausen,

Don H.

A GREAT DAY FOR THE DISTRICT

(Mr. WRIGHT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr, WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, this is a
great day for the District of Columbia,
regardless of what may occur in the
other body with respect to the measure
just passed.

I believe it also is a great day in the
history of human freedom. This reas-
serts the belief of our Nation that there
is no such thing as a second-class citi-
zen in America.

Mr. Speaker, I should like to yield
under this recognition to the gentleman
from the District of Columbia (Mr.
FaunTROY), Who has endeared himself
to all of us and has proven himself a
mighty warrior.

CONGRATULATIONS ON PASSAGE
OF PROPOSAL FOR DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA REPRESENTATION

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

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
join in expressing congratulations to the
distinguished Delegate from the District
of Columbia (Mr. FaunTROY) and to all
who worked in support of this constitu-
tional proposal. I am proud indeed to
have been one of the sponsors of this
measure and to have worked for its adop-
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tion here today. I think this is a great
day for the District of Columbia and for
the Nation.

May I say in behalf of those on my side
of the aisle who supported this joint
resolution—and there was a substantial
number of them—I am hopeful that when
we get representation in the House of
Representatives and in the Senate as a
result of the adoption and ratification of
this constitutional amendment, we will
have some Members from the District
serving on this side of the aisle as well as
the other side of the aisle.

FULL REPRESENTATION FOR THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA

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

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, without
taking up too much time of this House,
I merely want to express on behalf of the
members of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary and all of the people of America our
thanks to those of you who participated
in this great effort. I have been a Mem-
ber of this House for a number of years.
Through all those years and for years
before that, attempts have been made to
correct this major flaw and oversight in
the constitutional exercise of the great
franchise, attempts to complete the effort
toward full participation in the demo-
cratic process.

Today we reaffirmed our faith and the
people’s faith in the great precepts of the
Constitution of the United States and in
the processes of our institutions.

I particularly want to point to the ef-
fort of the nonvoting Delegate from the
District of Columbia, WALTER FAUNTROY.
His was the driving force and abiding
faith which showed the way. To Dox Ep-
WARDS, ROBERT McCLorY, and all the
members of the Subcommittee on Civil
and Constitutional Rights, I offer my
congratulations for your dedicated,
thoughtful, and scholarly work.

Today, make no mistake about it, is an
important day in the history of voting
rights for all our citizens and a day for
all of us to be proud.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. JOHN T. MYERS. Mr. Speaker,
I have asked for this time for the purpose
of asking the distinguished majority
leader what the program is for the re-
mainder of today and for the week.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. WricHT), the distin-
guished majority leader, for that
purpose.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, it had
been the hope of the leadership, when
we discovered that the resolution re-
cently under discussion would be con-
cluded at this hour, to take up the com-
mittee funding resolutions which have
been scheduled for tomorrow.

Unfortunately, the Committee on
House Administration, lacking advance
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notice of that intention, has not com-
pleted the paperwork necessary to bring
those resolutions today. Therefore, those
resolutions together with the other bill
scheduled for tomorrow, will come
tomorrow.

. Mr. JOHN T. MYERS. Mr. Speaker,
It seems to me that the resolutions fund-
ing the committees were on the schedule
last week and they were dropped. The two
bills that were scheduled for tomorrow,
could they not be considered today?

On Monday we adjourned shortly
after 1 o’clock. Today we came in at 11
o'clock, and we will be out by 1 o’clock. It
sevms to me that the time of the Mem-
ber's could be used more wisely by working
today, finishing the scheduled legisla-
tion, and giving the committees an op-
portunity to meet tomorrow.

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

Mr. JOHN T. MYERS. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ex-
plained earlier that we had hoped to be
able to bring at least some of those com-
mittee funding resolutions today. Un-
fortunately, the committee, not antici-
pating this contingency, is not ready:
and therefore they cannot be brought.
The appropriation bill cannot be
brought today because under the rules
it is not eligible for consideration
today.

With respect to having a session to-
morrow, there already have been several
colloquies on the floor. It is the inten-
t.io_n of the leadership that we will have
Friday sessions from now until the time
of the budget resolution. One purpose of
that, quite frankly, is to assist in having
quorums for the legislative committees
on Fridays in order that their work may
be completed as required by budget law
and the rule of the House concerning
th_e budget resolution. Last week, the
minority whip, the gentleman from II-
linois (Mr. MicHEL) expressed public
agreement with this general plan.

The gentleman from Indiana asked
about next week. Does the gentleman
wish me to respond to that?

NE. JOHN T. MYERS. No. Just for this
week.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that we
come in at 3 o'clock on Wednesdays to
allow the committees more time to work.
Here we could have a full Friday for the
Members to work, and we have legisla-
tion on the floor for tomorrow when we
could have it for today.

Mr. WRIGHT. I think the gentleman
may be correct in that; and if there is
blame, perhaps the blame lies with me
in that I had not accurately anticipated
how much time would be required on the
resolution just adopted and had not
taken the precaution of talking with the
Committee on House Administration yes-
terday so that they could have been
ready today.

Mr. JOHN T. MYERS. This is the first
week this year that certain legislation
for Thursday and Friday was scheduled.
If we followed that schedule, we would
be complying with the rules of the
House.

Why cannot that be done in the fu-
ture?
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Mr. WRIGHT. The gentleman may
have a good point.

The difficulty, of course, is twofold.
First, the appropriations bill, under the
rules, cannot be considered today. Sec-
ond, the funding resolutions cannot be
considered for the simple reason that the
committee of their jurisdiction is not
prepared to bring them up. Therefore,
there is no alternative than to have them
tomorrow, as scheduled now.

With respect to the gentleman’s other
commentary, we are neither clairvoyant
nor infallible. We do make errors, and if
there is an error in scheduling this week,
I should like to assume the responsibility
for that error.

Mr. JOHN T. MYERS. Obviously, I am
getting no place with my argument. We
are going to be in session tomorrow; but
I think I speak not only for the minority
but for the majority of the majority.

The majority of this House I hope in
the future will give more attention to
the conservation of Members’ time so
that if we do get a day off when it might
not be necessary, at least we can devote
our time to committee work without in-
terruption.

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

Mr. JOHN T. MYERS. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, since
it is the stated purpose of the leadership
to make sure that the Members are here
tomorrow and since the minority would
like to have some input, let me just an-
nounce that the minority will help make
tomorrow a meaningful day.

CONGRESSMEN AND CAMERAS

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

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, we are well
aware of the orchestrated efforts on the
part of a small group in Congress to
cloud the issue of televising the proceed-
ings in this body.

Through it all, our distinguished
Speaker has displayed outstanding ma-
turity and judgment in striving for the
best interest of the American public and
the Congress while risking temporary,
but voluble disapproval by certain ele-
ments of the media. His willingness to
withstand the ofttimes unreasonable
criticism of our Members and a few
members of the gallery have worked for
the benefit of the House of Representa-
tives.

This example of his outstanding lead-
ership was recognized recently in an in-
telligent and perceptive editorial which
appeared in the Washington Star on
February 25, 1978.

This editorial, a copy of which follows,
supports the judgment of this body when
we passed House Resolution 866 assign-
ing the authority and discretion to im-
plement a television system to Speaker
O’NEILL,

[From the Washington Star, Feb. 25, 1978]
CONGRESSMEN AND CAMERAS

The delay in televising regular sessions of
the House of Representatives is disappoint-
ing. When the practice was approved by the
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House last year, the prospect was for the
cameras to start recording House proceedings
this month, with the live signal or tapes
available for broadcast. Technical and legal
problems now are blamed for postponing the
operation, apparently for the rest of this year.

We do not share further disappointment
that the House plans to do its own camera
and viedeotape work instead of inviting in
the commercial and public networks. The
in-house policy championed by Speaker
O'Neill was affirmed recently by a 9-5 vote
of the Rules Committee, touching off fur-
ther comment that congressmen fear to be
televised in hard-headed news style.

The delay is due in part to the unsatisfac-
tory quality of tests that have been run in
the House chamber using unobtrusive cam-
eras and the regular lighting. Members com-
plain of unflattering, recognizable pictures,
including a “raccoon effect” around the eyes.
More experimentation is needed with differ-
ent kinds of equipment and lighting to pro-
duce high-quality pictures without disrupt-
ing House procedures. The technical difficulty
should be soluble.

The House also wants to devise rules for
the distribution of tapes, perhaps prohibit-
ing political and commercial use, and settling
the question of the tapes' legal standiag—
whether they will constitute an official rec-
ord paralleling the Congressional Record.

The congressmen have put themselves in
for continued suspicion that, in keeping out
the network cameras, they just want to
avold being caught napping. A semi-auto-
matic system operated by friendly House
employees and limited to shots of congress-
men speaking is safer than a free-ranging
network show emphasizing colorful (em-
barrassing?) sidelights. Citing the printed
Congressional Record as a precedent for gov-
erning the video record as unfortunate—it
reminds everyone of how much fakery goes
into “editing” and “extending remarks" in
that official journal. The viedotapes will be
harder to tamper with.

But the desire of the House majority to
keep control of the cameras also reflects a
sensible desire to keep the system as un-
obtrusive as possible and reduce the tempta-
tions for showboating by the more flamboy-
ant members. Anyone who has watched net-
werk television crews dominate a hearing
or press conference, push aside the less
presumptuous journalists and change the
nature of the event being covered, can under-
stand the reluctance of Tip O'Neill to coun-
tenance such mayhem in the House on a
regular basis.

Give the House-run television system a
reasonable trial before concluding that only
the network boys, with their partiality for
dramatic action and blonde spectators, can
do the job.

INTRODUCTION OF NATIONAL IN-
TELLIGENCE AND REFORM ACT
OF 1978

(Mr. BOLAND asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, today I
introduce legislation entitled the Na-
tional Intelligence and Reform Act of
1978.

This bill is identical to S. 2525, intro-
duced on February 9 by Senator Hup-
pLESTON and 20 other Members of the
Senate. It represents the culmination of
3 years of hard work by the members
and staffs of the Church committee and
the now permanent Senate Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence. At the same time
it is also, as Senator HUppLESTON put it
in his remarks upon filing this legisla-
tion, “the beginning of a new process.”
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Much administrative and public com-
ment has gone into the bill that I intro-
duce today, but much more must be
done before it will represent a useful and
coherent delineation of powers and limi-
tations for the intelligence community.

I will not go into the details of this
bill at this time. That, indeed, is one of
the problems I see in the bill. It goes too
far into the actual management of the
intelligence function.

I do call to the attention of Members,
a detailed description of S. 2525 given
by Senator HuppLEsTON along with the
remarks of all his cosponsors which was
printed in the ConGRrREssioNaL RECORD of
February 9.

It is sufficient to say that this bill
would authorize activities of the intelli-
gence community as a whole and of the
CIA, FBI, and the NSA in particular. It
establishes across-the-board limitations
and prohibitions for all intelligence
agencies and creates criminal sanctions
for cases of misuse or noncompliance
with the act.

Mr. Speaker, I am truly pleased to in-
troduce this legislation today because it
represents an invaluable contribution
and an important beginning to the char-
ter drafting process.

The Senate committee has worked
long and very hard. Its contribution is
significant.

I and the committee I chair are
pledged to use this legislation as a ve-
hicle for our deliberations as we seek to
reach our own recommendations on
omnibus intelligence legislation. That
process will be a long one.

It is, however, an extremely important
one. It can end, I believe, in a workable
statute that insures the successful func-
tioning of our Nation's intelligence
apparatus fettered only by provisions
necessary to protect the individual rights
of our citizens, I can promise the House
that the permanent select committee on
intelligence will work as hard and as
long as is necessary to bring workable,
useful legislation to the floor of this
Chamber.

This is a task on which we are already
embarked and one in which we recog-
nize we must provide leadership. I
firmly believe that it is a goal that can
be reached in the 96th Congress if all
the participants approach it in the same
spirit in which this legislation was
drafted.

MEDICARE SHOULD BE EXPANDED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. WoLFF) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.
® Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, the time
has come to relieve the intolerable bur-
den medical expenses imposes on mil-
lions of older Americans. Our senior
citizens, forced to eke out an existence
from social security, their life-time
earnings, or fixed incomes, are often left
in dire straits when illness or ill-fate in
the form of accidents, strike.

Horror stories abound, to which I am
sure my colleagues will attest, when the
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elderly seek medical care, medical care
which has rapidly outpaced their in-
comes. Few options for adequate health
care, at prices the aging and disabled
can afford, are available to this neglected
segment of our society. Our senior cit-
izens should have the right to live their
autumn years with a sense of dignity and
security, not deprivation and fear.

In the past, the stringent requirements
imposed by medicare has contributed to
the breakdown of the American family
by forcing our elderly into institutional
settings in order to satisfy eligibility cri-
teria. These criteria have been partially
responsible for creating an American
caste system, segregating the old from
the young. They have forced the elderly
to be considered a *“‘people apart” in a
country they helped put together. They
are the foundation of our society, and we
would reap benefits from their company,
learning from their experiences and
wisdom.

Medicare must be expanded to improve
essential health care assistance for the
chronically -ill, aged, and those striken
with a catastrophic illness. This expan-
sion should not be a rigid one, dictating
the types of services available to older
citizens. Rather, the expansion should
be flexible, providing freedom of choice
in the provision of medical services.
Medicare should be expanded to provide
low-cost alternatives to institutionali-
zation.

It is this concern which led me to es-
tablish a Citizens Health Advisory Com-
mittee in my Sixth Congressional Dis-
trict, compromised of leading New York
area health field specialists. This com-
mittee of dedicated men and women
served as a valuable resource in helping
me analyze the complex problems of
health care delivery in terms of new leg-
islative proposals.

It is with great pride, then, that I have
presented to the House of Represent-
atives, in bill form, the culmination of
the efforts and work of the Citizens
Health Advisory Committee. This bill,
H.R. 11139, will provide for medicare sub-
sidies of low-cost home health care. The
bill amends title XVIII of the Social Se-
curity Act by removing all limits on the
number of home health visits for which
payment may be made, includes addi-
tional types of services as home health
care, and provides coverage for services
furnished in outpatient rehabilitation
facilities and elderly day care centers.

One of the most important aspects of
this legislation is to permit payment by
medicare for services rendered by certi-
fied voluntary nonprofit home health
agencies. Not only will this extension per-
mit our senior citizens to stay in their
homes with their loved ones, receiving
proper medical attention, but it will also
have of decreasing the costs of deliver-
ing medical services. However, for a dis-
cussion of the benefits of the bill, I wish
to include the final position statement
of the Citizens Health Advisory Commit-
tee in the CoNGrESsIONAL REecorp. This
committee has served ably and well, and
I remain in great debt to them for their
expertise and insightful advice. Their
statement follows:
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SixTH CONGRESSIONAL DisTtRICT'S CITIZEN'S
HEALTH ADVISORY COMMITTEE STATEMENT
(Proposed changes in medicare regulations
to broaden and expand home health care
as a brake on increasing cost of the health
delivery system and as an alternative to

institutionalization)

1. Home health care as a cost-containment
Jactor—

Up to the present time only about 1 per-
cent of Medicare, Medicaid and health in-
surance funds have been expended for home
care. Inappropriate utilization of long-term
care facilities could be minimized by con-
sideration of home care as the first alter-
native before hospitals and nursing homes
in meeting the patient's needs. Education
of the public and the medical profession,
as well as Congress, concerning the availabil-
ity and the benefits of quality home care is
a necessity in any efforts to reduce the na-
tion's expenditure for health care.

The Visiting Nurse Service of New York
recently completed a federally funded 2 year
study of total cost of health service to pa-
tients who are homebound and chronically
ill. A summary of this study is attached. The
patients were provided with all needed serv-
ices, those routinely provided by the Visiting
Nurse Service of New York and those pro-
vided by other types of health care provid-
ers, including physician visits, housekeeping
assistance, health-related transportation,
medication, medical supplies, ete.

The results show that the average daily
cost of home care for the homebound is less
than $16 per day. When housing and food
costs are included the cost averaged about
$29 per day. This contrasts with nursing
home costs in New York City of $40 to 850
per day and hospital costs in excess of 8200
per day. The services provided in this study
were based on patients’ needs without regard
to avallable means of reimbursement. The
above figures refer to 1975 costs.

2. Proposals fer expansion of Home Health
Services—Present Medicare regulations pro-
vide reilmbursement for home care visits only
for patients requiring “skilled nursing care”,
following at least 3 days of hospitalization.
This severely limits home care for the chron-
ically ill and disabled (i.e. stroke victims)
and because of the complexity of the reim-
bursement system, encourages them to enter
institutions unnecessarily.

A change in Medicare regulations to fund
home care, including homemaker home health
ald services, prescription drugs and medical
supplies, to the non-acutely ill could elim-
inate such costly resort to institutionaliza-
tion with its resulting human deterioration.

Expansion of home care funding under new
Medicare and Medicaid regulations should be
limited, as it is now, to certified, non-profit
Home Health Agencies, under strict controls
and regular cost and quality audits by HEW
or State Health Departments. To open up
Medicare and Medicaid reimbursement for
profit making home health companies, which
are really only employment agencies, could
lead to obvious abuses and unnecessary au-
diting expenditures.

Home Health care as offered by non-profit
community supported agencies such as the
Visiting Home Health Services of Nassau and
Visiting Nurse Service of New York (operat-
ing in Queens) is broad and inclusive. Serv-
ices provided may include bedside nursing,
physical, speech and occupational therapies,
homemaker home health aide services, soclal
service visits, psychiatric nursing, nutritional
guidance, loans of hospital equipment, med-
ically related transportation and meals-on-
wheels.

All these services are provided under the
orders of the patient's physician, and are
regularly co-ordinated and assessed by quali-
fied nursing supervisors. Through referrals
from Hospital Home Care Departments, and
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now from Nursing Homes, the Home Health
Agency provides continuity of service from
the institution to the home, giving the pa-
tient a much needed sense of security.
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

1. We urge Congressional initiative to em-
phasize home health care as a first alterna-
tive by extending Medicare’'s Home Health
Benefits to the chronically ill and disabled;
by eliminating the requirement for 3 days
prior hospitalization and the skilled nursing
component under Medicare parts A and B.

2. We urge Congressional action to
broaden definitlon of reimbursable Medi-
care home health services to include pre-
scription drugs and medical supplies which
are reimbursable upon institutionalization.

3. We urge scrutiny of National Health In-
surance bills to be certain of inclusion of
broad home health care for both acute and
long term illness by the non-profit sector as a
cost containment factor.

4. We urge you to ask Secretary Califano
to maximize his administrative discretion to
increase and promote comprehensive home
care by the non-profit sector. This will result
in cost containment and also the humanity
of permitting the terminally and chroni-
cally i1l to remain with their families while
recelving necessary health care.@

THE DEATH OF MANGALISO
SOBUKWE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. Dices) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.
® Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, with pro-
found regret, I announce that Mangaliso
Sobukwe, president of the Pan Africanist
Congress of Azania, passed away at 6:30
p.m., South African time, on Sunday,
February 26, 1978, while receiving treat-
ment in a hospital in Kimberly, South
Africa, the city where he has been living
under house arrest and several restric-
tions ever since May 1969, when he was
transferred from 6 years of detention
without trial and solitary confinement in
the notorious maximum security prison
on Robben Island.

The South African Fascist-apartheid
regime totally refused to remove the
house arrest order and other restrictions
on the Honorable Mr. Sobukwe so that
he could receive treatment abroad for
cancer and other illnesses which began
to take a heavy toll on his life, because
of unhealthy environmental circum-
stances. The Fascist regime did this in
spite of appeals from Sobukwe's family
and a host of heads of state and govern-
ments from Africa and abroad. The Pan
Africanist Congress lays the blame for
President Sobukwe’s untimely death
squarely on the South African apartheid
regime and has vowed to avenge the great
leader of the Azanian people.

The Pan African Congress has called
on the world community to condemn the
South African apartheid regime for mur-
dering President Sobukwe by proxy, and
has asked the governments of the world,
freedom-loving organizations and people
and supporters of the Azanian people
just cause to solemnly mark President
Sobukwe’s passing away and to intensify
their support for the national liberation
struggle in Azania.

Mangaliso Sobukwe was born in Graaf
Reinet, a small country town in the
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Eastern Cape Frovince of South Africa,
on Decembter 5, 1925. He grew up toiling
along side his peasant family and at-
tended a local primary school. His high
school education was at the famed Cape
Province’s Healdtown High School,
where his brilliant pass in matric (the
final year) won him a scholarship to fur-
ther his studies at Fort Hare University.
Sobukwe graduated with a bachelor of
arts (honors) degree and won a union
education diploma. During his years at
Fort Hare, he was elected president of
the Students’ Representative Council,
and also served as secretary of the
African National Congress Youth
League, universally acclaimed as the
league's most dynamic branch at the
time. Sobukwe was instrumental in the
drawing and adoption of the 1949 Pro-
gramme of Action by the ANC in Bloem-
fontein. Among his colleagues at Fort
Hare were such outstanding African
leaders as Foreign Minister M. Waiyaki
of Kenya; Herbet Chitepo, the late chair-
man of ZANU; and Central Committee
Member of UNIP and former Prime Min-
ister of Zambia, Elijah Mudenda.

Sobukwe started his working career
as a school teacher in Standerton, Trans-
vaal, and was dismissed from his post
for leading the Defiance Campaign of
1952 in that area. Later he moved to the
University of the Witwatersrand, in
Johannesburg, where he won a post as
a lecturer in African languages. This
earned him the name of “Prof.” among
his friends, the name he was to become
affectionately known by throughout
Azania and abroad.

Sobukwe emerged as the foremost ex-
ponent of Pan Africanism in the 1950’s
and, when the Pan African Congress was
formed in 1959, he was unanimously
elected as its president.

In 1960, he became a household name
not only in Azania but all over the world,
when he brilliantly led the first “Posi-
tive Action Campaign” of the Pan Afri-
canist Congress, on March 21. The cold-
blooded massacre of 69 of Sobukwe’s and
the PAC's followers at Sharpeville and
several others at Langa, Nyange, Vand-
erbijl Park, and other parts of South
Africa raised the fury of the Azanian
people who came out en masse to join the
campaign against South Africa’s hated
“pass laws.”

The international community was
moved by the courage of the unarmed
African demonstrators and appalled by
the callous mass murders perpetrated by
the police of the apartheid regime. The
internal crisis led to the first nationwide
state of emergency to be declared in
South Africa, and overseas it raised the
strongest and sharpest criticism against
apartheid tyranny. The Positive Action
Campaign launched by President Sobu-
kwe and the PAC in 1960 focused world
attention on South Africa as never be-
fore, and ushered in the militant strug-
gle which is now growing into revolu-
tionary armed struggle. The Daily
Graphic in Acecra, Ghana, said in a ban-
ner headline on March 22, 1960: “Sobu-
kwe leads Africans into Chivalry,” and
Canon Burgess Carr of the All-African
Council of Churches said at a Sharpe-
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ville Day rally several years later that
“Sharpeville was the watershed" of in-
tensified national liberation struggles all
over southern Africa.

For his role in this historic campaign,
Sobukwe was to remain a prisoner of the
South African apartheid regime for the
rest of his life.

The details of his torture are clear:

On May 24, 1960, he and his colleagues
in the National Executive Committee,
among them Potlako Leballo, the na-
tional secretary (now acting president),
and Zeph Mothopeng, the secretary for
Jjudicial affairs, at present on trial for his
life under the Terrorism Act in Bethal,
South Africa, were sentenced to 3 years
of prison.

On May 24, 1963, under a hurriedly
passed special law, known as the “Sobu-
kwe clause’ of the Sabotage Act of South
Africa, Sobukwe was taken from his 3-
year hard labor term of imprisonment
and locked up on Robben Island for 6
additional years without trial.

In April, 1969, he was transferred from
Robben Island and placed under house
arrest and a maze of restrictions in Kim-
berly (300 miles away from his home in
Mofolo, Johannesburg) and remained a
virtual prisoner of the apartheid regime,
in this dusty mining town, until his
death.

Mangaliso Sobukwe is survived by his
courageous comrade-in-arms and wife,
Zodwa Veronica, four children: Miliswa,
Dinilesizwe, and twin brothers, Dedani
and Dalinyebo. The Azanian nation and
its allies joins them in mourning a wor-
thy father and totally selfless champion
of the people’s cause.

This tragic death also reminds us of
Steve Biko, who was killed by the South
African fascist police on September 12,
1977. On that same day Sobukwe was op-
erated on, and had one lung removed, at
the Groote Schuur Hospital in Cape
Town. When he recovered sufficient
strength, the news of the assassination of
his good friend was told to him. Mr. So-
bukwe responded with these words:

They alm to finish us off one after the
other. . . . We must turn our grief into
strength.

A freedom fighter to the end, Mangal-
iso Sobukwe dies as the No. 1 coconspira-
tor in the largest Terrorism Act trial now
underway in South Africa—the case of
Mothopeng and the Bethal 18.

President Sobukwe’s last wish was that
he be buried at his place of birth in Graaf
Reinet. It will be on the even of the
launching of the International Year
Against Apartheid on March 21, 1978, the
anniversary of Sharoeville day, an epoch
event the world community owes to the
genius and courage of Azania's greatest
son of the century—the first political
prisoner of Robben Island in the 20th
centuryv—Mangaliso Robert Sobukwe.
Hamba kahle Qhawe lama Qhawe—"Go
well Hero of Heroes.”" @ v

SUMMARY OF FHOSPTTAL COST
CONTAINMENT LEGISLATION AP-
PROVED BY WAYS AND MEANS
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous uvrder of the House, the gentle-
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man from Illinois (Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI)
is recognized for 10 minutes.
® Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker,
I have taken this opportunity to place in
the REcorp a summary of the adminis-
tration’s hospital cost containment pro-
posal as amended and approved by the
Subcommittee on Health of the House
Committee on Ways and Means. I hope
that my colleagues will take the time to
review this most important legislation as
the congressional debate on hospital cost
containment legislation continues:
Summary oF H.R, 6575 As APPROVED BY THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH oOF THE ComM-
MITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS ON FEBRUARY
28, 1978
VOLUNTARY HOSPITAL COST CONTAINMENT ACT
OF 1878

The amended bill is divided into two parts.
Part I specifies the cost containment objec-
tives of the voluntary program, the criteria
on the basis of which determinations would
be made as to the success of the program in
achieving specified reductions in the rate of
increase in total hospital expenses, the data
collection and monitoring system to be uti-
lized in measuring the program's perform-
ance, and the steps to be taken in the event
the voluntary program fails to achieve its
objectives.

Part II establishes the transitional fall-
back Federal cost containment program that
would be implemented should this program
be needed. This four-year transitional Fed-
eral program would constrain the rate of
increase in hospital costs by limiting the
amount of inpatient revenues which indi-
vidual hospitals could receive from each
source of payment for patient care.

PART I—VOLUNTARY COST CONTAINMENT
PROGRAM

1. Goals of voluntary program

The objective of the voluntary cost con-
talnment program is to reduce the rate of
increase in total hospital expenses for com-
munity, short-term hospitals. The maximum
allowable rate of increase in total hospital
expenses for 1978 would be 2 percent less
than the rate of increase In 1977; for 1979,
and each succeeding calendar year, the al-
lowable rate of increase would be 4 percent
less than the rate of increase for 1977. How-
ever, the maximum allowable rate of in-
crease In total hospital expenses for any
calendar year could not be less than 114
times the percentage increase in the GNP
deflator—a measure of inflation in the gen-
eral economy. In the event the targeted re-
duction is not achieved in any given calen-
dar year, the Federal fallback program
would become effective with the first day
of the calendar year immediately succeeding
the calendar year in which the voluntary
program failed to achieve the requisite rate.

2. Base for calculating rate of increase in
hospital expenses

The base for calculating the reductions
in the rate of increase in expenses would be
the rate of increase in total hospital ex-
penses experienced In calendar year 1877. In
order to establish this base, as well as to
monitor the performance of the voluntary
program, a hospital expense reporting mech-
anism would be established. Data on
actual expenses for calendar years 1976 and
1977 and periodically thereafter would be
obtained through the use of this reporting
mechanism,

The Secretary would be required to report
at least quarterly to the appropriate Com-
mittees of the Congress as to the progress
of the voluntary program as reflected in the
data submitted. In addition, the Secretary
would be required to publish, within 60 days
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after the close of each calendar year, the
actual rate of increase experienced for that
calendar year.

A hospital which fails to submit timely re-
ports would be limited, for purposes of medi-
care reimbursement, to a rate of increase not
to exceed the applicable goal specified under
the voluntary program; and a hospltal which
understates its expenses would be held to
that understatement for purposes of medi-
care reilmbursement. There would be no pen-
alty, however, for submission of data which
turn out to be Incorrect, unless the hospital
knew or should have known its actual ex-
pense data.

3. Report on permanent reform in delivery
and financing of health care

The Secretary would be required to submit

to the Congress, no later than March 1, 1879,

his recommendations for permanent reforms

in the delivery and financing of health care.

FART II—FEDERAL FALLBACK COST CONTAINMENT
FROGRAM

1. Effective date for individual hospitals

If the mandatory program is triggered into
effect, it would be applicable to an individual
hospital for its first accounting year begin-
ning after the calendar year in which the
hospital industry failed to meet the specified
cost containment goal.

2. Percentage limitation on hospital inpatient
revenues

The mandatory program would impose a
limit on the percentage increase that is
allowed in each hospital’s inpatient reve-
nues, and the calculation would be on a per
admission basis. The percentage limit would
be equal to 114 times the percentage increase
in the GNP deflator. The Secretary would be
required to develop an economic index which
more accurately reflects the prices for items
hospitals must purchase and to report to
Congress no later than September 30, 1979,
whether this index should replace the one
described above.

3. Application of the limit

The percentage increase in inpatient reve-
nues allowed a hospital under the mandatory
program would be calculated with reference
to the hospital’'s base accounting year. This
base year would be the hospital’s account-
ing year two years prior to the accounting
year in which mandatory constraints are
applicable. In bringing this base year figure
up-to-date, the hospital's actual revenues for
the accounting year immediately preceding
the accounting year in which the mandatory
limit applies would be used (but the mini-
mum rate of increase used in the calculation
for that year would be 6 percent, and the
maximum rate used would be the rate that
served as the total expense goal of the volun-
tary cost containment effort).

If a hospital has not been in operation
for three full accounting years, or has had
a substantiai disruption In its operation dur-
ing its base accounting year due to circum-
stances beyond its control, or has undergone
a total replacement of its physical plant
(completed within the two-year period end-
ing July 1, 1977), the Secretary would pro-
vide appropriate adjustments in the hospi-
tal’s average reimbursement per admission
for its base accounting year.

The limits would not apply to psychiatric
hospitals, hospitals substantlally serving
HMO's small hospitals that are sole com-
munity providers and Shriners hospitals.

4. Adjustments and modifications

Adjustments would be made for changes
in a hospital's patient load only if admis-
sions since the base accounting year had
increased by more than 2 percent or de-
creased by more than 6 percent (10 percent
in the case of small hospitals—those with
fewer than 4,000 admissions per year). In-
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creases or decreases in admissions outside
these limits would result in allowable rev-
enue increases or decreases, respectively, at
the rate of one-half of average revenue per
admission. For large hospitals, an additional
allowance for admission increases or de-
creases in excess of 15 percent would require
an exception.

The revenue limit could also be adjusted
to offset changes resulting from a signifi-
cant increase in coverage by a third-party
payor, or from shifts among payors that re-
sult in a sizable revenue loss.

Adjustments in admissions during the base
accounting year would be made to provide
special recognition of unique situations fac-
ing small hospitals; for problems that might
arise because a hospital enters into approved
shared services arrangements or because of
the closing of another hospital in the com-
munity; and for unique situations facing
hospitals that contract with health mainte-
nance organizations, such as changes in ad-
missions because of increasing enrollments
or reduced access to the hospital for health
maintenance organization members.

Hospitals could elect to pass through:
wage increases for nonsupervisory workers;
payments for fuel; and payments for mal-
practice insurance that reflect a percentage
increase higher than that allowed by the
revenue limit. If a hospital elects to pass
through any of these costs, the pass-through
must also apply to future years. The Secre-
tary is required to study each of these pass-
throughs and to make separate reports to
Congress no later than March 31, 1980, as
to whether the pass-throughs should con-
tinue after September 30, 1980.

5. Exceptions to the limit

The Secretary could grant exceptions to
the revenue limit where costs have increased
because (a) a hospital’s volume load has
increased or decreased by more than 15 per-
cent; or (b) where a substantial change in
a hospital's capacity has occurred because
of the closing of another hospital facility
in the area; or (c¢) where a hospital has
undertaken major approved changes In
facilities or services which increase costs per
admission more than 3 percent above the
previous year, Except for exception (¢), the
hospital must demonstrate a current ratio
of @ssets to liabilities of no more than
2 to 1 (excluding restricted and designated
grants, gifts and income and depreciation
funds required to be held in reserve as a
condition of a loan). Exceptions would also
be allowed for (I) increased coverage by
cost payors; (II) differences In the source
or basis of reimbursement from the base
accounting year; and (III) hospitals which
are sole community providers. The Secretary
must either approve or deny a request for
an exception within 90 days of the filing of
the exception.

6. Enforcement

Reimbursement above the cost contain-
ment limits would be disallowed under medi-
care and medicaid. Excess revenues paid by
any other cost payer or received by a hospital
would be subject to a 100 percent tax. The tax
on excess hospital revenues would be a non-
deductible expense for tax purposes. The tax
would not be imposed on a hospital that
placed the excess revenue in escrow until it
incurred a shortfall in allowable charge rev-
enue equal to the amount of excess previ-
ously acquired.

7. Disclosure of fiscal and other information

Each hospital subject to the mandatory
program would be required to provide certain
cost and charge data to its health systems
agency. Hospitals exempt under the manda-
tory program (those with fewer than 4,000
admissions, which are sole community pro-
viders and are located in rural areas) must
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publicly report any annual increases in aver-
age inpatient relmbursement or charges per
admission in excess of 120 percent of the
annual increase limit. Hospitals falling to
report the above data would be excluded from
participation in the medicare, medicaid, and
maternal and child health programs.

8. Review of certain determinations

Hospitals or payors dissatisfied with deter-
minations made by the Secretary may obtain
a hearing before the Provider Relmbursement
Review Board if the amount is $10,000 or
more and the hearing request is filed within
180 days after notice of the determination.
Decisions of the Provider Reimbursement Re-
view Board must be made within 60 days.

9. Consolidated treatment of hospitals with
common ownership

Organizations that totally own, in an HEW
region, more than one hospital subject to the
Federal controls could have limits computed
and applied in the aggregate for all such hos-
pitals if the organization requests such treat-
ment and provides, on a timely basis, the
data necessary to determine the limits and
consolidates only those hospitals employing
the same accounting year.

10. Exemptions for hospitals in certain States

The Secretary would exempt hospitals in
States that have an effective program of hos-
pital cost containment. The mandatory State
program would need to apply to at least the
hospitals covered by the Federal program and
would need to demonstrate a capacity to con-
taln inpatient revenue increases at a rate not
to exceed 120 percent of the basic inpatient
hospital revenue increase limit.

The Secretary may not disapprove a State
program solely on the ground that the State
has had no previous experience in the opera-
tion of a cost containment program or on the
ground that implementation of the State
program was conditional on the triggering of
the mandated Federal program.

The Secretary may walve certain restric-
tions on the methods of reimbursement un-
der titles V, XVIII, and XIX of the Bocial
Security Act when he exempts a State from
the mandatory Federal controls.

Federal support would be available for ap-
proved State cost containment programs, not
to exceed 80 percent of the reasonable
amounts expended by the State in the de-
velopment and administration of its program,
for a period of not more than 3 years. The
State must submit, and have approved, a
State plan for its cost containment program.

11. Definition of covered hospital

A hospital covered under this program is
one which (a) satisfies paragraphs (1) and
(7) of section 1861(e) of the Social Security
Act; (b) is not a psychiatric hospital; (c)
imposes charges or accepts payments for
services provided to patients; and (d) had
an average duration of stay of 30 days or less
In the preceding accounting year. A hospi-
tal is not subject to the mandatory program
If it (I) has met the conditions described
above for less than 3 accounting years; (II)
derived more than 75 percent of its inpa-
tient care revenues from health maintenance
organizations; or (III) has had, in the 2 pre-
ceding accounting years, average annual ad-
missions of Jess than 4,000, is a sole com-
munity provider, and is located in a rural
area, including an area that is not an ur-
banized area, as defined by the Bureau of
the Census.

12. Cost constraint provisions relating to the
medicare, medicaid, and other programs
(a) Percentage Arrangements of Hospital-
Based Physicians

Costs incurred by a hospital to compen-
sate a physician for professional services
performed in the hospital where the pay-
ment is based on a percentage of the hos-
pital's charges for the services would not be
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reimbursed under titles V, XVII, and XIX
of the Social Security Act to the extent they
exceed the sum of (1) the reasonable com-
pensation which would have been paid the
physician if he were In an employment re-
lationship with the hospital, and (2) the
cost of other reasonable expenses incurred
by the physician. In addition, where a phy-
sician furnishes services to hospital patients
under a lease arrangement and the amount
paid to the hospital under the arrangement
Is based on a percentage of the physician’s
total charges, the hospital’s allowable costs
under titles V, XVIII, and XIX of the Social
SBecurity Act would be offset by the greater
of: (A) the actual amount paid under the
lease (the ambunt which is ordinarily offset
against costs), or (B) the difference be-
tween the total charges of the physician and
what it would have cost the hospital to fur-
nish the services through individuals em-
ployed by the hospital.

(b) Hospital Providers of Long-Term Care

Services (“Swing-Beds')

Subject to certain requirements, a hospi-
tal could enter into an agreement with the
Secretary to use acute care hospital beds as
long-term care beds. If the hospital does so,
it must meet the applicable medicare re-
quirements for skilled nursing facility care
to the extent the Secretary determines ap-
propriate.

(c) Coordinated Audits Under the Social

Security Act

In order to receive payment for audits un-
der titles V or XIX of the Social SBecurity
Act, a State must coordinate these audits
with audits under title XVIII of the Social
Security Act.

(d) Special Reports and Studies

The Secretary is required to review and
report to Congress on (1) all Federal regu-
latlons affecting hospital facilities and op-
erations. and (2) the standards and gulde-
lines used to determine reasonable costs
under title XVTII of the Social Security Act,
and the application of such standards by in-
termediaries.@

———
URBAN LENDING ACT OF 1978

® The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Rhode Island (Mr. St GER-
MAIN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr, Speaker, today
I am pleased to sponsor the Urban Lend-
ing Act of 1978. I am joined in cospon-
sorship by my colleague, the distin-
fuished chairman of the House Commit-
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs, HENRY REUSS.

We wish to commend the leadership
displayed by Federal Home Loan Bank
Board Chairman, Robert H. McKinney
in requesting our immediate considera-
tion of this bill urgently needed to build
a framework which will stimulate this
Nation's savings and loan associations
into full participation with all levels of
government, neighborhood groups, and
individual citizens in the enormous task
of rebuilding or revitalizing urban
America.

Most of the fools are now in place—
our resolve to do the job that can and
must be done grows in intensity at long
last. The growing significance of com-
munity development plans with empha-
sis directed to neighborhood revitaliza-
tion, have now reached the point where,
by working together, we can anticipate
that an increasingly favorable private
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mvestment lending climate will be the
result.

Private capital diminishes almost into
insignificance anything built by Federal
dollars, no matter how well such Federal
programs are structured and adminis-
tered. We have made mistakes in the
past—hopefully we have learned from
those mistakes. Hopes of those Americans
living in our deteriorating central citles
have been cruelly raised in the past only
to be dashed by the forces of indiffer-
ence, at times incompetence, and most
importantly by the lack of national
commitment.

Publicly funded programs and finan-
cial institution delivery systems cannot
exist in a vacuum, This bill represents a
significant first step in the establishment
of a cohesive coordinated framework,
permitting independent governmental
and private investment decisions, con-
sistent with major community develop-
ment goals and objectives.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SECTION S5(C) OF
THE HOMEOWNERS' LOAN ACT

Pirst. Authority for savings and loans
associations to invest in urban areas par-
ticipating in community development
block grant or other Federal dollars city
aid programs;

Second. Substantial increased author-
ity for savings and loan associations to
invest in rehabilitation and home im-
provement loans; and

Third. Limited authority for savings
and loan associations to invest in State
and local sponsored housing finance
agencies.®

OHIO SUPPORT FOR ALASKA NA-
TIONAL INTEREST LANDS CON-
SERVATION ACT

(Mr. SEIBERLING asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)
® Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker,
Tuesday the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs commenced markup of
H.R. 39, the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act, as reported by
the Subcommittee on General Oversight
and Alaska Lands.

Throughout the 1st session of this
95th Congress, and extending through
the subcommittee markup, this measure
attracted a great deal of public support
from people in every part of the country,
and from many of our leading news-
papers. I have already included many
of these editorials and articles in the
REecorp. I was particularly gratified by
the strong support for this erucial con-
servation legislation which came from
the Akron Beacon Journal, as expressed
in its well-reasoned editorial of Sep-
tember 6, 1977.

The editorial points out that as Alaska
becomes more accessible to “the Lower
48, more and more Americans will
travel there to experience its wild, spec-
tacular beauty. It goes on to say:

When that time comes, when a trip to
Alaska is undertaken with no more difficulty
or hesitation than a trip to Yellowstone or
the Grand Canyon, Americans won't want
to discover that many of the magnificent




March 2, 1978

sights have been despoiled by greedy people
concerned only with quick personal or cor-
porate profits.

In that regard, Alaska's greatest riches
must be thought of as national possessions,
which should be surrendered to the state's
developers and businessmen only for the
most compelling reasons.

Land set aside as a federal wilderness area
now can always be tapped in the future for
its mineral treasures if the need develops.
But once explolted, it can never again be
returned to the splendor and grandeur of
its original state.

Mr. Speaker, the full text of the
Beacon Journal editorial follows these
remarks:

Avasga’'s RicHEs AR ITts "BURDENS"

“ALASKA,” says its governor, Jay Ham-
mond, “has always been a land burdened by
her own riches.,"” The burden Is becoming
much heavier these days.

The riches Hammond had in mind fall into
two categories: mineral treasures and visual
treasures. Each exists in abundance, because
many parts of the state have yet to be tra-
versed or corrupted by man.

Most Americans would like to make maxi-
mum use of both the state’s chief assets. But,
as Hammond obviously had in mind, that is
not easily accomplished.

To mine the copper, to tap the molyb-
denum deposits, to generate hydroelectric
power, to harvest the timber, it is necessary
to alter the landscope.

Alaska is so large (365 million acres, nearly
14 times the size of Ohio) that it ought to
be able to accommodate both those who want
to develop the state and those who want to
preserve its natural wonders. The problem
is to achieve an agreement on what areas
are suitable for exploitation and what should
be off-limits.

Congress s now trying to decide where
to draw the lines. Much of the state, whose
land was purchased by the United States
from Russia in 1867 for $7.2 million, still lies
in federal hands. The House Interior sub-
committee on oversight and Alaskan lands,
chaired by Rep. John Seiberling (D-Akron),
is considering legislation to designate what
lands will remain in protective custody under
federal management and off-limits to inten-
sive mineral or commercial development.

Not surprisingly, private business inter-
ests, as well as many of the state's political
and union leaders, prefer to keep the door
open as wide as possible for future develop-
ment of resources. They would rather see as
little as 25 million acres placed under federal
stewardship now, with another 57 million
acres set aside for disposition later.

Arrayed agains: them are the conservation-
Ists, whose allies include Seiberling and Rep.
Morris Udall (D-Ariz.), Interior Committee
chairman. The two congressmen are spon-
sors of a bill that would withdraw 115 million
acres—spread throughout the state—from
development and keep the land in its wilder-
ness state.

Under terms of a 1971 law, Congress set
a deadline of December 1978 for determin-
ing those areas of the state to be preserved
a3 pa:ks and protected land. Congress asked
the interior secretary to recommend up to
80 million acres—an area about the size of
New York, New Jersey and all of New Eng-
land—to be set aside. The specific recom-
mendations are due later this month.

Without an intimate knowledge of Alas-
ka, it is impossible from this vantage point
to make an informed judgment about how
much land should be withheld, and where.
But we do belleve that several key considera-
ticns should guide Congress in its work on
the measure:

Alaska ought to have enough land flex-
ibility to develop a strong local economy and
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become less dependent upon the federal gov-
ernment. However, to a large extent, that
has already been assured for many years
to come.

Under terms of the 19590 statehood act
Alaska was given the right to select 104.5
million acres to do with as it wishes. Alaskan
natives—Eskimos, Aleuts and Indians—were
given the chance to choose an additional 44
million acres to manage as they please. Com-
bined, that means that Alaskans will be
able to exercise unlimited rights to develop
an area more than five times Ohio's size
without federal interference.

That becomes even more impressive when
you consider that Alaska's current popula-
tion is but about 400,000, compared with
Summit County's 535,300.

Because many areas that the state and
natives are choosing are those that have
the most development potential, it is difficult
to accept the arguments of some opponents
of the Udall-Seiberling bill that the state
is being short-changed. Many areas scheduled
for protection reportedly would be the most
difficult and least economical to extract tim-
ber and minerals from.

The huge federal holdings ought not to
preclude any form of travel through those
areas or access to neighboring state and
native lands. Technically speaking, federal
wilderness lands are supposed to be virtual-
ly off-limits to everyone, even natives hunt-
ing for game to feed their families. That in-
terpretation should be relaxed as it applies
to Alaska. Seiberling has said it will be.

Where national shortages exist of certain
minerals that can be recovered economically
from federally protected Alaskan lands, pro-
cedures ought to be available to unlock those
lands for limited exploration. Seiberling says
he favors such a provision.

As Alaska becomes more accessible to those
of us in the “Lower 48, many Americans will
travel to the nation's last frontier to experi-
ence for themselves what Selberling de-
scribes as the “most beautiful place in the
world . . . probably the only place in North
America where you can see the land as it
came to us from the hands of the Creator.”

When that time comes, when a trip to
Alaska is undertaken with no more dif-
ficulty or hesitation than a trip to Yellow-
stone or the Grand Canyon, Americans won't
want to be disappointed. They won't want
to discover that many of the magnificent
sights have been despoiled by greedy people
concerned only with quick personal or cor-
porate profits.

In that regard, Alaska’s greatest riches
must be thought of as national possessions,
which should be surrendered to the state's
developers and businessmen only for the
most compelling reasons.

Land set aside as a federal wilderness
area now can always be tapped in the future
for its mineral treasures if the need develops.
But once exploited, it can never again be
returned to the splendor and grandeur of its
original state.@

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, HaGEDORN) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous material:)

Mr. MitcHELL of New York, for 15
minutes, March 3, 1978.

Mr. BucHANAN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DErwiInNsKI, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. CorNwWELL) to revise and
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extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. ANNUNzIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzAaLEZ, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr, WoLrrr, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. DrinaN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. D1ces, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. BorLanp, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. RosTENKOWSKI, for 10 minutes,
today.

Mr. St Germaln, for 5 minutes, today.

—————

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Haceporn) and to include
extraneous material:)

Myi. COUGHLIN.

Mr. FINDLEY.

Mr. DErwINSKI in two instances.

Mr. MOORE.

Mr. LacoMarsINoO in three instances.

Mr. Symms in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, CornwEeLL) and to include
extraneous material:)

Mr. AnpeErsoN of California in three
instances.

Mr. GonzaLEz in three instances.

Mr. HUBBARD.

Mr. WoLFF in two instances.

Mr. HIGHTOWER.

Mr. WRIGHT.

Mr. HAMILTON.

Mr. McDonraLp in three instances.

Mr. RoE.

Mr. FARY.

Myr. EILBERG.

Mr. CONYERS.

Mr. HAWKINS.

M. BRODHEAD.

Mr. Smvon in four instances.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN,

e —
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. THOMPSON, 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. 9851. An act to amend the Federal

Aviation Act of 1958 to improve cargo air
service

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMPSON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on February 28, 1978,
present to the President, for his anproval,
bills of the House of the following titles:

H.R. 8638. To provide for more efficient and
effective control over thé proliferation of nu-
clear explosive capability; and

H.R. 10368. To amend the Federal Aviation
Act of 1958 relating to eligibility for registra-
tion of aircraft.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. CORNWELL. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 1 o'clock and 20 minutes p.m.) the
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House adjourned until tomorrow, Friday,
March 3, 1978, at 11 o'clock a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

3430. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Comptroller), transmitting a re-
port on the value of property, supplies, and
commodities provided by the Berlin Magis-
trate, and under the German Offset Agree-
ment for the quarter ended December 31,
1977, pursuant to section 819 of Public Law
95-111; to the Committee on Appropriations.

3431. A letter from the Administrator of
General Services, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to authorize the disposal of
aluminum oxide crude from the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

3432. A letter from the Administrator of
General Services, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to authorize the disposal of
asbestos chrysotile from the national stock-
plle and the supplemental stockpile; to the
Committee on Armed Services,

3433. A letter from the Administrator of
General Services, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to authorize the disposal
of bismuth from the national stockpile and
the supplemental stockpile; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

3434. A letter from the Administrator of
General Services, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to authorize the disposal
of castor oil-sebacic acid from the national
stockpile; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

3435. A letter from the Administrator of
General Services, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to authorize the disposal
of diamond dies from the national stockpile
and the supplemental stockpile; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

3436, A letter from the Administrator of
General Services, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to authorize the disposal
of industrial diamond stones from the na-
tional stockpile and the supplemental stock-
pile; to the Committee on Armed Services.

3437. A letter from the Administrator of
General Services, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to authorize the disposal
of lodine from the national stockpile and the
supplemental stockpile; to the Committee on
Armed Services,

3438. A letter from the Administrator of
General Services, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to authorize the disposal
of mica, muscovite film from the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

3439. A letter from the Administrator of
General Services, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to authorize the disposal
of silver from the national stockpile: to the
Committee on Armed Services.

3440. A letter from the Administrator of
General Services, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to authorize the disposal
of tin from the national stockpile and the
supplemental stockpile; to the Committee on
Armed Services. .

3441. A letter from the Secretary of the
Treasury and the Acting Director, Office of
Management and Budget, Executive Office
of the President, transmitting the fourth
annual report on fiscal and budgetary in-
formation and controls, pursuant to section
202(f) of the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1970, as amended (88 Stat. 328): to the
Committee on Government Operations.

3442. A letter from the Deputy Secretary
of Defense, transmitting a report on the De-
partment’s activities under the Freedom of
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Information Act during calendar year 1977,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 5562(d); to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

3443. A letter from the Director, Commu-
nity Services Administration, transmitting
a report on the agency's activities under the
Freedom of Information Act during calendar
year 1977, pursuant to 5 U.8.C. 562(d); to the
Committee on Government Operations.

3444 A letter from the Administrator, Na-
tional Credit Union Administration, trans-
mitting a report on the agency's activities
under the Freedom of Information Act dur-
ing calendar year 1977, pursuant to 5§ U.S.C.
552(d); to the Committee on Government
Operations.

3445. A letter from the Acting Director,
Selective Service System, transmitting a re-
port on the agency's activities under the
Freedom of Information Act during calendar
year 1977, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. §52(d); to
the Committee on Government Operations.

3446. A letter from the Assistant Legal
Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered into
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C.
112b; to the Committee on International
Relaticns.

3447 A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on the implementation of the In-
dian Self-Determination Act (HRD-78-59,
March 1, 1978; jointly, to the Committees on
Government Operations, Education and La-
bor, and Interior and Insular Affairs.

e —
PUEBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred
as follows:

By Mr. BOLAND:

H.R. 11245. A bill to improve the intelli-
gence system of the United States by the
establishment of a statutory basis for the
national intelligence activities of the United
States, and for other purposes; to the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence.

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts (for
himself, Mr. ANDERSON of California,
Mr. CorrADA, Mr. Dicks, Mr. FRASER,
Mr. Kress, Mrs. MEYNER, Mr. MiL-
LER of California, Mr. MmvisH, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Mr. QuUILLEN, Mr. STEED,
Mr. Venrto, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. MiI-
CHAEL O. MyEers, Mr. DowNEY, Mr.
RAHALL, Mr. Ryan, Mr. JENRETTE,
and Mr. HARSHA) :

H.R. 11246. A bill to amend the Soclal
Security Act and the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 to provide for Federal participation
in the costs of the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance program and the medi-
care program, with appropriate reductions
in social security taxes to reflect such par-
ticipation, and with a substantial increase
in the amount of an Individual’s annual
earnings which may be counted for benefit
and tax purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. CEDERBERG:

H.R. 11247. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a board which will establish
and administer agricultural production and
marketing programs, and for other purposes;
jointly, to the Committees on Agriculture,
International Relations, Interstate and For-
eign Commerce, and Ways and Means.

By Mr. pE LA GARZA:

H.R. 11248. A bill to Impose quotas on the
importation of beef, including processed beef
and beef quantities in the form of live cattle,
when the domestic market price of cattle
is less than 110 percent of parity and to
impose custom duties on such articles when
the domestic market price of cattle is less
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than 80 percent of parity; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HAGEDORN:

H.R. 11249. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Act of 1954 to allow an individual
to take a deduction for charitable contribu-
tions whether or not such individual item-
izes his or her deductions; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HIGHTOWER:

H.R. 11250. A bill to amend the Farm Labor
Contractor Registration Act of 1963, as
amended, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. HUGHES (for himself and Mr
DOWNEY) :

HR. 11251. A bill to amend the Tariff
Schedules of the United States by repealing
item 807 of schedule 8, part 1, subpart B;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KINDNESS (for himself, Mr.
BurLER, Mr. DeL CLAWSON, Mr.
CocHrAN of Mississippi, Mr. COLLINS
of Texas, Mr. DeviNg, Mr. DICKIN-
sonN, Mr. Eowarps of Oklahoma, Mr.
(GOODLING, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr.
GuYeEr, Mrs. Hovr, Mr. Hype, Mr.
KrLLy, Mr. KETCHUM, Mr, LATTA, Mr.
MarrioTT, Mr. McDowALD, Mr.
MicHEL, Mr. MoorHEAD of California,
Mr. Rovusseror, Mr. Rupp, Mr. Se-
BELIUS, Mr. Symms, and Mr. YoUNG
of Florida) :

H.R. 11252. A bill to amend section 6(d) (1)
of the Food Stamp Act of 1977, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. LEHMAN:

H.R. 11253. A bill to amend title 13, United
States Code, to provide for the review of
Federal authority for the collection of sta-
tistical information, to require certain in-
formation to be included in committee re-
ports accompanying legislation in which
there is provided Federal authority for the
collection of information, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. MONTGOMERY (for himself
Ms. HorrzmanN, Ms. MIikuLskI, Mr.
HoLranp, Mr. SoLaArz, Mr. AMMER-
MAN, Mrs. SmiTH of Nebraska, Mr.
GrickMaN, and Mr. MooORE) :

H.R. 11254. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to improve the pension pro-
grams for veterans, and survivors of veterans,
of the Mexican border period, World War I,
World War II, the Korean confiict, and the
Vietnam era, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Veterans' Aflairs.

By Mr. NICHOLS (for himself, Mr.
AppNor, Mr. BaLous, Mr. BeviLL, Mr.
CAVANAUGH, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. CoRr-
RADA, Mr. Day Dawnier, Mr. EILBERG,
Mr. FITHIAN, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. Lac-
oMARsINO, Mr. LenT, Mr. Lroyp of
Tennessee, Mr, Lott, Mr. MANN, Ms.
MigvLskr, Mr. MrrcHELL of New
York, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. Rog, Mr. RON-
cALIo, Mr. SoLarz, and Mr. WHITE-
HURST) :

H.R. 11255. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to grant survivors of Reserves
who retire for nonregular service and die be-
fore becoming entitled to retired pay eli-
gibility for certain survivor benefits; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN (for himself and
Mr. REUsS) ;

H.R. 11256. A bill to expand and facilitate
urban lending investment by Federal savings
and loan associations; to the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. SEIBERLING:

H.R. 11257. A bill to amend title 39, Unlted
States Code to permit individuals to return
congressional questionnaires, and to mall
Federal income tax returns, free of post-
age: to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.
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H.R. 11258. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that a tax-
payer may, with respect to any pollution
control facility used in connection with a
plant or other property in operation before
January 1, 1969, elect a 12-month amortiza-
tion of such facility or a 20 percent invest-
ment tax credit; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. SIMON (for himself and Mr.
FRASER) :

H.R. 11259. A bill to extend and modify the
WIC program; jointly, to the Committees on
Agriculture, and Education and Labor.

By Mr. SYMMS:

H.R. 11260. A bill to remove all acreage
limitations and resldency requirements from
lands eligible to receive irrigation water un-
der the Federal reclamation laws, to grant
frrigation districts the right to impose such
limitations and requirements, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. SYMMS (for himself and Mr.
Younc of Florida) :
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H.R. 11261. A bill to expand the medical
freedom of choice of consumers by amend-
ing the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act to provide that drugs will be regulated
under that act solely to assure their safety;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. THORNTON:

H.R. 11262. A bill to provide price and Iin-
come protection for agricultural producers
by assuring such producers a price for their
agricultural commodities of not less than
the cost of producing such commodities; to
assure consumers an adequate supply of food
and fiber at reasonable prices; and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia (for himself, Mr. GuyEer, Mr.
HANSEN, Mrs. Lroyp of Tennessee,
Mr. MaTH1s, Mr. McDoNALD, and Mr.
SPENCE) :

H.R. 11263. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act and the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to provide that any indi-
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vidual may elect (on an annual basls) to
contribute to a private retirement plan
rather than participating in the social se-
curity program; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.
By Mr. WYDLER (for himself and Mr.
STOCKMAN) :

H.R. 11264. A bill to amend section 112 of
title 28 of the United States Code to divide
the eastern judicial district of New York
into two divisions; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. McCORMACK:

H.J. Res. 772. Joint resolution designating
the square dance as the national folk dance
of the United States of America; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN (for himself,
Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. D'AmMours, and
Mr. MOAKLEY) :

H. Res. 1054. Resolution expressing the
sense of the House with respect to a re-
organization of the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

SENATE—Thursday, March 2, 1978

(Legislative day of Monday, February 6, 1978)

The Senate metf at 9 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, in executive ses-
sion, and was called to order by Hon.
JoHN C. STENNIS, a Senator from the
State of Mississippi.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

O God, our Creator and our Father,
who hast given unto us the gift of life
and brought us to the beginning of a new
day, bless us as we undertake the tasks of
this day. Help us always to remember
that we labor not for ourselves but for
our country and Thy kingdom. At our
work make us diligent workmen who
need not be ashamed. In our dealing with
one another keep us ever courteous,
kindly, and magnanimous. In dealing
with ourselves keep us honest and pure
in thought and word and deed. In our
homes keep us loving, considerate, and
loyal. In our prayers help us to be sin-
cere and trustful. At evening may we
feel the embrace of Thy everlasting arms
and be at peace with Thee; through Jesus
Christ our Lord. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. EASTLAND) .

The assistant legislative clerk read the
following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., March 2, 1978.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable Jouw C. STENNIS, a

Senator from the State of Mississippl, to
perform the dutles of the Chair,
JAMES O. EASTLAND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. STENNIS thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

RECOGNITION OF LEADERSHIP

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. All right, let us have the Senate
in order, please.

The Senator from West Virginia is
recognized.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
as in legislative session, I ask unanimous
consent that the Journal of the proceed-
ings of yesterday, Wednesday, March 1,
1978, be approved.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered.

What is the pleasure of the Senate?
Under the previous order, the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. Bumpers) was to
be recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
we are trying to resolve the situation.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. All right. The Chair suggests the
absence of a quorum. Call the roll, please,
Mr. Clerk.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the first
two special orders be reversed, and that
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
WATER) be recognized.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Very well. I withdraw the request.
Under the previous order, the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER) is ree-
ognized, as in legislative session, for
not to exceed 15 minutes.

NECESSITY FOR IMPLEMENTING
LEGISLATION BY BOTH HOUSES
OF CONGRESS TO TRANSFER THE
PANAMA CANAL

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, last
Thursday I addressed myself to a very
basic constitutional question: Whether
we should even be here deliberating on
the Panama Canal treaties without pro-
viding in those treaties that they shall
be subject to enabling legislation by both
Houses of Congress. As yet I have not
heard or seen any challenge to the points
made in my statement.

This is a subject which should be raised
over and over in the Senate, however, be-
cause due consideration has certainly not
been given to it up to now. Therefore,
as a supplement to my original speech,
I will add further specific reason today
why I believe the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee has not considered the
subject thoroughly enough in its report.

As exhibit 1, I point to the sloppy list
of so-called precedents which the State
Department has prepared for the com-
mittee, and which the committee has seen
fit to include in its report. This list is
claimed to demonstrate that self-execut-
ing treaty agreements that have become
effective without the further action of
Congress have been ratified in the past to
dispose of U.S. property.

Yet this list is so carelessly tossed to-
gether that three of the nine treaties
with foreign countries included in the list
contain specific language requiring im-
plementing authority from Congress be-
fore any transfer of lands will occur.
These are the three Mexican boundary
treaties cited in the State Department
list. In addition, a fourth treaty on the
list, the 1955 treaty with Panama, was
recognized by the State Department it-
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