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tory. We are told we must change even if
for the worst—Jjust to change from our pres-
ent system.

One such plan receiving much publicity is
the Nixon Administration plan known as
“National Health Insurance Partnership
Act” introduced in the Senate on April 22,
The estimated cost is about 5.5 billion dol-
lars a year to the federal taxpayers plus far
larger but still unestimated costs by con-
tributions from employers and workers. The
government's payments for health care would
be on graduated basis—covering all or nearly
all of the bill for poor people and paying a
lessening portion of the bill as people move
into higher income brackets, The more taxes
you pay, the less you'd get back on medical
expenses,

Another plan known as the “Health Se-
curity Act” was introduced in the BSenate.
Exverybody would be covered from cradle to
grave. The estimated cost of this plan is con-
servatively placed at from 44 to 77 billlon
dollars a year. Half of the costs would come
from general revenue of the government and
half from social security taxes. In other
words, the working people would pay the
doctor bills of the non-workers. The federal
bureaucrats would operate the entire pro-
gram through a Health BSecurity Board,
which would set standard charges and pre-
pay the bills. Performance of doctors, hospl-
tals, and others would be checked by im-
partial professionals such as we have ex-
perienced by Equal Employment Opportu-
nity and Civil Rights experts.

A look at the quality of health care in
countries which have undertaken equal med-
ical care—soclialized medicine—should raise
serious questions as to abandoning Sur pres-
ent workable system for an inferior program
in the U.S.

When England embarked on socialized
medical care in 1944, the estimated cost was
$500 million per year. In the first year the
cost was double that and is now seven times
what its promoters thought it would be,
Discounting inflation the cost is still about
three times its original estimate. And peo-
ple complain about waiting lines and imper-
sonal attention more than before.

Doctor Lloyd Dawe, one of the many Brit-
ish physicians who have in recent years im-
migrated to the U.S., commented as follows
on his experience with the National Health
Service:

“As an intern in a London hospital and
later in general practice there, I witnessed
an unbelievable waste, Interference, and bu-
reaucratic regimentation that have accom-
panied Britain’s unwieldly soclial experi-
ment. I paid government imposed fines for
prescribing the best medicine for my pa-
tients. I spent anxious hours in search of
hospital space for the critically ill. I saw
hospital grants frivously spent.... Practice
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under the National Health Service soon be-
came intolerable for me, as it has for thou-
sands of British and European doctors who
have left their countries to practice in
America....”

In England which has had socialized
medicine since 1944, it is reported that the
average walt for non-urgent operations is
22 weeks, and the waliting period may stretch
to years. People have to wait up to seven
years for treatment of hernias or varicose
veins. But in jolly old England you have
equal medical treatment for all—equal wait-
ing.

The August 10, 1970 issue of U.8. News &
World Report comments on the cost of the
French system, where the average worker
now pays 38 %—1/3—of his wages for health
services by the government. It supports a lot
of dead head doctors who otherwise couldn’t
make a living practicing:

“In France, where the government pays
about 80% of the fees of physicians co-
operating in the national health plan, deficits
are getting out of hand. The social security
system's health fund will be about 165 mil-
lion dollars in the red this year. If present
trends continue, the deficit would rise to
1.8 billion by 1875.”

Commenting on soclalized medicine in
Sweden, a U.S. News & World Report for
Jan. 24, 1966 states:

“The average patient here finds his situ-
ation has worsened rather than improved.
It is more difficult for him to get a doctor.
He must wait longer to get into a hospital,
and he may be forced to leave the hospital
before he is medically ready for discharge ...
Overburdened doctors must turn away
thousands of patients annually—many of
them old people who badly need medical
care . ., Waiting periods for special treatment
are sometimes so long that patients become
incurably 111, even dle, before they can get
adequate care.

“Gravely 111 patients, in need of immediate
treatment, had to be turned away from
hospital emergency rooms, There were not
encugh medical personnel on hand to take
care of them."

In Quebec province of Canada, the system
of socialized medicine grew so bad that an
estimated 3,000 medical specialists deserted—
left—moving mainly to Ontario and to the
U.8. Whereupon, the government of Quebec
In October of last year, passed a law requir-
ing all medical specialists to return to work
on minimum notice. Those not returning
were liable to a fine of $200 to $500 per day
plus possibility of a one month jail sentence.

he Canadian’s emergency policy Included
doctors who had, during the previous three
months, moved to other provinces or to other
countries. They could be fined even though
they were permanently practicing in other
provinces or nations. Penalty could include
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confiscation of any property they might still
own in Quebec. That's what liberty under law
has deteriorated to In socialist Canada.

The experience of other nations with
socialized medicine should serve as a stark
warning to the U.S. to beware on embarking
on such a course for polltical promises to
get the votes of the poor and disgruntled.

The enactment into law of a national
health plan would necessitate payrolling a
whole new layer of bureaucrats to admin-
ister the program—to draft guldelines and
to spy on doctors. The administrative cosi
of Medicare and Medicald is estimated to be
greater than the doctor cost, whereas the
administrative cost of private insurance pro-
grams is only about 30% of the premium.
So the current propaganda about the high
cost of medicine as an argument for nation-
alizing health services simply doesn't hold
water. Under socialized medicine the costs
would go up and the quallty of service would
go down.

A minor factor never mentioned by the
leadership of either of the two major poli-
tical parties is that any national health
care program is clearly unconstitutional. The
sovereign states did not delegate the power
of providing health care to the federal gov-
ernment. This power belongs therefore to
the States and the people thereof in accord-
ance with the 9th and 10th amendments—
that is if the States and the people think
they can improve medical treatment by
hurting doctors and providing inferior treat-
ment at higher cost.

In Louisiana health services are provided
by doctors In a free enterprise system. The
doctors themselves, as well as patients, fam-
ilies, relatives, friends, some churches, and
other charitable groups, help the less for-
tunate. In addition, our state of Louisiana
has for many years operated charity hos-
itals to provide medical aid to the indigent,
Our system may not be perfect, but it's
superior and far ahead of any example sug-
gested.

If the Nixon Administration really wants
to return power to the people, why not allow
the States and local governments to retain
a certain percentage of the income taxes their
citizens pay to Washington, say about 20%
or 30% or even more. The State and local
governments could then provide more and
better services, including health care if their
people prefer it that way.

When you want a doctor, you want one.
You want him to be your doctor and not
working for the Washington crowd. You
know the man who pays the bills is always
the one who is sought to be satisfied. And
when it comes to you and your family and
your doctor, you don't want Uncle Sam,
federal judges, HEW., the Justice Depart-
ment the U.N,, or even the President look-
ing over his shoulder.
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The House met at 10 o'clock a.m.

Rabbi Israel O. Goldberg, Ahavas
Sholom Agudas Achim Anshe Sphard,
Randallstown Synagogue Center, Ran-
dallstown, Md., offered the following
prayer:

Almighty G-d, Sovereign of the Uni-
verse, we invoke Thy blessings upon this
convention of Representatives of the
U.S. Congress.

We pray to Thee, to grant our chosen
Representatives the wisdom and guid-
ance, so that they may ever pursue the
paths of justice, democracy, and brother-
hood.

Enable them to be the instruments in
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eradicating intolerance, prejudice, and
malice from the midst of our great Na-
tion.

Guard our beloved country from every
enemy, pestilence, and sorrow; from dis-
tress, anguish, and gloom. Secure our
borders to be free from totalitarian ideol-
ogies, pagan philosophies, and the anti-
democratic principles.

Grant that cur country may forever
serve as a beacon light for liberty-loving
people throughout the world.

May we in eoncert with all peoples who
cherish freedom, achieve speedily the
triumph of Thy kingdom of peace and
good will on earth. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

RABBI ISRAEL O. GOLDBERG

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

Mr. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased that Rabbi Israel O. Goldberg
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could be with us today to offer the pray-
er. Rabbi Goldberg is a distinguished reli-
gious and community leader in Randalls-
town, Md., and he has a background
of interesting and challenging positions.

Rabbi Goldberg was born in New
York City and received his ordination in
1960 from the Jacob Joseph Theological
Seminary. He received his bachelor of
arts degree from Brooklyn College and
his master’s from Yeshiva University
where he is currently working on his doc-
torate.

He has served as rabbi of the Young
Israel of New Rochelle, N.Y., for 4 years
where he originated the Hebrew Heritage
program. Rabbi Goldberg was also one
of the founders of the Ohr Hameir Theo-
logical Seminary of New Rochelle.

In 1965 Rabbi Goldberg moved to Bos-
ton to become leader of Congregation
Agudath Israel, Boston’s largest ortho-
dox synagogue. While there, Rabbi
Goldberg served as treasurer of the rab-
binical council of Massachusetts, a per-
manent member of the Bet Din of the
Hawa’'ad Harabbanim of Massachusetts,
a member of the advisory committee to
the Boston Housing Authority, and chap-
lain of two hospitals as well as Boston’s
penal institutions.

Rabbi Goldberg became the spiritual
leader of the Randallstown Synagogue
Center in the summer of 1970. He is the
secretary of the Rabbinical Council of
America, Maryland Region and liaison
rabbi to the Council of Orthodox Syna-
gogues of Baltimore.

I again want to thank Rabbi Goldberg
for being here today and hope he can re-
turn again.

UNDERSTANDING, GOOD WILL JOIN
BETHLEHEM, PA,, AND TANDABA-
YASHI, JAPAN—SISTER “CHRIST-
MAS CITIES”

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

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I feel privileged and proud to
call the attention of my colleagues to
an act of international understanding
and good will which has evolved from
the “sister city’ relationship which links
the people of Bethlehem, Pa,, with the
people of Tandabayashi, Japan.

In 1959, moving to participate in the
sister city program which had been initi-
ated 3 years earlier by the late President
Dwight D. Eisenhower, the city of
Bethlehem, known as the “Christmas
City of the United States,” extended an
invitation to the city of Tandabayashi,
known as the “Christmas City of Japan,”
to become “sister cities.”

Through the years, the bonds of inter-
national friendship between the citizens
of the two cities have strengthened as
the communities themselves, public offi-
cials, private citizens, and civic organi-
zations participated in exchange of gifts,
visits, and information about their re-
spective history, industries, government,
and culture.

Then, last fall, in an extraordinary
gesture of good will, Yoshinage Sakon,
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a landscape artist from Tandabayashi,
flew to Bethlehem at his own expense
to design and develop the “Japanese
Garden of Serenity” for the new Bethle-
hem City Center, a complex of city gov-
ernment office buildings, town hall and
public library.

On May 15, the garden of serenity
was dedicated in the presence of Mr.
Sakon with the Japanese Ambassador to
the United States, His Excellency H. E.
Nobuhiko Ushiba, as guest and principal
speaker. The final touch to the garden, a
delicately shaped Japanese lantern, was
presented as a gift from the mayor of
Tandabayashi.

Mayor H. Gordon Payrow, Jr., of
Bethlehem, expressing the city's grati-
tude, told the Japanese guests:

This has meant more to the people of
Bethlehem in understanding the customs
and people of Japan than anything that
could be gotten from books.

The international good will is con-
tinuing as the people of Bethlehem re-
ciprocate with a shipment of exhibits
and complete furnishings for a “Bethle-
hem Room” to be established in Tanda-
bayashi.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to invite
the attention of my colleagues, to the
remarks which I will insert in the Ex-
tensions of Remarks, of Ambassador
Ushiba and to several articles which de-
seribe more fully the great good which
is emerging from the sister city relation-
ship which links Bethlehem and Tanda-
bayashi.

MORATORIUM SHOULD BE DE-
CLARED ON CONSTRUCTION OF
FURTHER BUILDINGS IN THE DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA

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

AND NOW SKYSCRAPERS

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Speaker, I note
by the papers that balloons will be
floated from the top of the buildings in
downtown Washington this weekend so
that we can see how high the skyscrapers
will be in the future. Also I note that
legislation has been introduced relating
to the Antietam battlefield, to preserve
that most significant battleground from
commercial or residential development.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I see that we want
to build additional buildings on Capitol
Hill as recommended by the leadership
on both sides of the rotunda.

Mr. Speaker, if this keeps up the Dis-
trict of Columbia will be an uninhabit-
able place for a seat of government with-
in a matter of a few years.

I believe it is time that the leadership
ask a moratorium on the planning and
construction of any Federal public build-
ings in the District of Columbia if not
for 75 years for at least 10 years. There
is no more obvious, pressing national
need in Washington today. Poverty,
schools, crime, pollution, all of it hinges
on the need for order out of disorder
in this building mania.
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ELECTION OF MEMBER TO
COMMITTEE

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I offer a privileged resolution (H. Res.
464) and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The Clerk read the resolution as
follows:

H. REs. 464

Resolved, That Willlam O. Mills of Mary-
land be, and he is hereby, elected a member
of the standing committees of the House
of Representatives on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries and on Post Office and Civil
Service.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1972

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House resolve
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 8825) making
appropriations for the legislative branch
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972,
and for other purposes; and pending that
motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that general debate be limited
to 2 hours, the time to be equally divided
and controlled by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. Bow) and myself.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Alabama.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 8825, with Mr.
MurepHY of New York in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first
reading of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani-
mous-consent agreement, the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. ANDREWS) will be
recognized for 1 hour, and the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. Bow) will be recognized
for 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this is the usual annual
appropriation bill for the legislative
branch of the Government for the next
fiscal year. It includes funds for the
operation of the House, various joint
activities of the Congress, as well as
related activities such as the Library of
Congress, the Government Printing
Office, and the General Accounting
Office.

Conforming to long practice, the funds
for the operation of the Senate are not
included but are left for the decision and
insertion by that body.

I will give the Members a few high-
lights of the bill. We had extensive hear-
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ings, and made a pretty complete record
Copies of the hearings are available if
you. are interested. We recommend a
total of $449,739,605. The budget request
considered a total of $455,744,595. The
reduction recommended is $6.004,990.
The net increase over the 1971 appro-
priation is $79,836,710 due mainly to the
following:

Included in the bill is $71,090,000 for
the Library of Congress James Madison
Memorial Building, a net increase of
$55,480,000 over 1971, The cost of Federal
pay increases is over $12 million. The
impact of the Legislative Reorganization
Act accounts for over $4 million. The
cost of wvarious House resolutions ap-
proved by the House for special and
select committees and additional allow-
ances for Members of the House is over
$3 million. In connection with increased
workload there is an increase of over $3
million for official mail costs due to addi-
tional costs and an increase in the vol-
ume of mail handled. This includes out-
going mail for both the House and Sen-
ate. An additional $6 million is to cover
increased cost and volume of the con-
gressional printing and binding. Four
million dollars is in the bill for additional
workload at the Library of Congress.

Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, some of these increases are
for money-making activities such as the
Copyright Office and the distribution of
catalog card program in the Library of
Congress, and the sale of books and
publications by the Superintendent of
Documents. Estimated revenues from
these and other special activities are ex-
pected to total almost $21 million in
1972.

There is nothing too special to note as
to the appropriations for the House. One
million dollars is included for the instal-
lation of the electronic voting systems in
the House Chamber. This comes under
the direction of the Committee on House
Administration. No specific amount has
been earmarked for the operation of the
House restaurants. The House has ap-
proved the transfer of the overall juris-
diction from the Architect of the Capitol
to the Committee on House Administra-
tion, and I feel it is in good hands.

An announcement was made yester-
day for the first time, I believe, in his-
tory, at least in recent years, that a
profit was realized from the operation of
the two cafeterias on Capitol Hill.

An increase has been included for the
Office of the Legislative Counsel.

The Legislative Reorganization Act in-
cluded provisions to strengthen that of-
fice. The committee did not approve cer-
tain technical amendments to the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act requested in-
formally by the Legislative Counsel feel-
ing that they should be presented to the
legislative committee having jurisdiction.

However, I understand amendments
will be offered today to incorporate them
in this bill. I have discussed the matter
with the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
Bow) and we are prepared to accept
those technical amendments.

As to the joint items, I would point out

only three.
Four hundred twenty-five thousand
dollars has been provided for the new
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Joint Committee on Congressional Oper-
ations which was created by the Legisla-
tive Reorganization Act. No funds are in-
cluded for the expanded police force or
for overtime.

The House acted on the resolution ex-
panding the police force the day before
yvesterday and that resolution provides
for the use of the contingent fund until
otherwise provided by law. No doubt a
supplemental request will be submitted
for our consideration at a later date,

Three hundred twenty-eight thousand
dollars has been provided for the new
Capitol guide force with a limitation of
24 personnel.

The major item under the Architect of
the Capitol is, of course, the appropria-
tion of $71,090,000 for the construction
of the superstructure of the Library of
Congress James Madison Memorial
Building. An architectural rendering of
how this new building will look when it
is completed is available in our com-
mittee room which is just outside the
Chamber.

This building is badly needed and has
been needed for a number of years.
Rental costs alone have risen to over $2.2
million a year to house those various ac-
tivities which cannot be accommodated
in the present building. The plans for
the new building have been approved by
the various commissions and committees
vested by law with control over the proj-
ect.

Other items for the Architect of the
Capitol are for routine maintenance and
operation of the various buildings. Funds
are included for cleaning, caulking,
pointing, and birdproofing the Cannon
Office Building and also to replace the
old elevators in the Longworth House
Office Building, which we are told are in
an almost dangerous condition at this
time. They are so old that replacement
parts are not available.

An increase of over $14 million has
been allowed for the operation of the
Library of Congress—primarily to cover
the costs of the general pay increases
and to meet the increased workloads.

The Legislative Reorganization Act re-
named the old Legislative Reference
Service as the Congressional Research
Service as well as authorized a consid-
erable expansion.

The budget proposed 209 additional
positions and the committee recommends
37 which will provide the CRS with a
total of 400 positions for the fiscal year
1972.

As to congressional printing and bind-
ing, this item continues to grow and, as I
mentioned earlier, an increase of $6 mil-
lion has been provided for the Govern-
ment Printing Office to cover the in-
creased cost of the volume of printing,
generally, for the Congress. An example
of the increased cost of congressional
printing is the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

In 1965, the cost per page was $108.50.
In 1971, it is $128 per page. For 1972, it is
estimated to cost $140 per page.

When I say “per page' I mean one side
of the sheet in the REcorD.

The Legislative Reorganization Act
added to the workload of the General
Accounting Office. The committee has
provided an increase of over $6 million
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to fund this impact, as well as other in-
creases in workload, and also the cost of
the overall Federal pay increase.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I have
tried to touch the most significant mat-
ters in the bill. The report covers them
in more detail, as do the printed hear-
ings. We will try to answer any questions
Members might have.

Mr. Chairman, before closing, I want
to note the excellent cooperation from
all concerned during the conduct of the
hearings and in developing information
on the various items in this bill. I have
in mind the Clerk of the House, Mr. Jen-
nings; and other House officers and offi-
cials; Mr. White, the new Architect of
the Capitol; Dr. Mumford, the Librarian
of Congress; Mr. Spence, the new Public
Printer; and the Comptroller General,
Mr. Staats. They and their staffs have
cooperated fully in every way. I believe
the record of the committee hearings
bears witness that the various items were
generally well documented and well pre-
sented. We always appreciate full coop-
eration and in securing orderly consid-
eration and dispatch of the many items
dealt with. I mentioned staff. Many of
the staff on Capitol Hill have served for
long periods of time.

Mr. Chairman, I want to pay a person-
al tribute to one of them, an old friend,
Tom Clancy, who retired from the Archi-
tect’s Office on May 31, 1971, after nearly
35 years of service to the Congress.

Mr. Clancy began his service with the
Architect in 1935, and, at the time of his
retirement, he was serving as Supervising
Engineer of the Capitol, in which capac-
ity he had been serving since 1951. He
appeared before the legislative subcom-
mittee for a number of years as a wit-
ness on the varied and complex prob-
lems dealing with the structural and me-
chanical care of the Capitol Building and
his extensive knowledge about this great
building was invaluable to the Appropria-
tions Committee, and to the Congress.

It has been a pleasure for me to work
with an individual as dedicated to his
work as Tom Clancy was, and I wish for
him the best of everything in his retire-
ment years.

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

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I yield to
my friend from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Do I correctly understand that this
proposed appropriation bill calls for
the spending of $80 million more than
last year or a total of $449 million for
the same general purposes?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. The gen-
tleman is approximately correct.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman a few
moments ago mentioned some added ex-
penditures to come later through a sup-
plemental appropriation bill. Would he
have any estimate of the extent of the
supplemental appropriations?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. The only
item I had in mind was the resolution
adopted a few days ago increasing the
number of policemen on the Capitol
Police Force and also providing for the
payment of overtime. That will cost a
little over $2 million.
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Mr. GROSS. I would say to the gentle-
man, if he will permit an observation
that it is becoming interesting to see
appropriation bills brought to the floor
of the House with a claim of economy
for them, and then to get, as we did a
week or so ago, a $7 billion supplemental
appropriation bill.

I wonder when this farce of pretended
economy will end? This is not attribut-
able exclusively to the Appropriations
Committee, but when are we going to
end this farce of $7 billion supplementals
that are add-ons to bills that were sup-
posed to be holding the line on expendi-
tures?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. The gen-
tleman’s guess as to when that time will
come is just about as good as mine, or
better.

I will say this to my friend: So long as
this Congress continues to authorize
more and more programs the money will
have to be appropriated. I am sure the
gentleman has not been a party to the
exceeding of the budgets of the past.

Mr. GROSS. But that scarcely corrects
the situation in which we find ourselves
around here these days.

As the gentleman well knows, the
deficit in the first 10 months of this
fiscal year is $21.6 billion. That is the
deficit. I do not know what it will be at
the end of the next 2 or 3 weeks, which
will be the end of the fiscal year, but it
will be somewhere in the neighborhood
of $20 billion. Yet Congress continues to
spend in the billions as though money
was going out of style in this counfry.
Perhaps it is.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. The gen-
tleman may be right.

Mr. GROSS. Here we have a bill that
is up $80 million for housekeeping pur-
poses on the part of Members of Con-
gress.

Of course, one of the big items is the
new library building. The gentleman’s
committee has voted to continue that,
rather than to turn to a House office
building, as I understand the situation?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. The gen-
tleman is correct. Money is in the bill
that will exhaust the present authoriza-
tion of the James Madison Library. The
original authorization was $75 million
which was later increased to $90 mil-
lion. I am frank to say to the gentleman
that in my opinion it will be necessary
to have another increase in the authori-
zation.

Mr. GROSS. I was afraid of that.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. If such
happens there will be need for an in-
creased appropriation. This committee
feels very strongly that we need this Li-
brary building, and this committee has
funded that Library program over a
period of the past 4 or § years.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
yield further, I see the hole is being dug
for the purpose of construction of the
Library. I would suggest that some of
those who are voting for these tremen-
dous expenditures; who are voting to
continue committee staffs that are blown
up out of all proportion—and I can name
a couple, because I serve on them—are
going to welcome a hole in the ground
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that they can pull in after them when
they appear before their taxpayers.

I hope that before action on this bill
is completed that someone will offer an
amendment to strike out the library. I
do not think we have any business build-
ing that $100 million structure at this
time, with the Treasury of the United
States in the condition that it is.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. If the
gentleman will permit me to make an
observation, I think it is economically
sound to build or finish the annex. The
Library of Congress continues to grow
and it will always grow if it continues
to be, as it is today, the greatest library
in the world. They are having to rent
space in the city of Washington or in
the suburbs at 11 different places at a
yearly cost of $2.2 million just to meet
the needs today. We are told that this
new building will serve the needs of the
Library of Congress for the next quar-
ter of a century.

Mr. GROSS. How would that compare
with the interest on the $100 million or
$120 million that is going to be ex-
pended on the library?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I do not
know. I have not figured that out. But
the need for space is increasing every
year.

Mr. GROSS. Of course it is increasing
because, as I just said, we have subcom-
mittees and committees that we do not
need. There was a reorganization just
before I came to the Congress which was
supposed to reduce the number of com-
mittees and the payroll of the Congress.
Now it has ballooned out of all propor-
tion again. Space is at a premium around
here. The Periodical Gallery was taken
away from the press. I do not know who
has the space now or where the former
occupants went. I am not carrying a
torch for the press, but someone took
over that space, and it is being taken
over all over Capitol Hill.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Well, I
do not want to argue with the gentleman
about the need for space around here. I
agree with you that there are too many
subcommittees and select committees,
but this Congress creates every one of
them. I did not want to say this to my
friend, but since you brought up the sub-
jeet, I will say to you that there is mon-
ey in this bill to freshen up and refurbish
the room for your Committee on the Ga-
rage—the Select Committee on Parking.

Mr. GROSS. To refurbish it?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. To do
something to it.

Mr. GROSS. I do not know what you
are going to refurbish down there other
than to change the location of the office
for the manager of the garage,

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I under-
stand the Parking Committee has quar-
ters or headquarters and money is being
used to do some kind of work on them.

Mr. GROSS. I do not have any quar-
ters, I will say to the gentleman.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Your
committee does not have any? Your
Garage or Parking Committee?

Mr. GROSS. I said I do not have any.
There are quarters for the manager, of
course.
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Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. We were
told it was the Garage Committee.

Mr. GROSS. So far as I know, that is
the only headquarters for the committee.

Mr, ANDREWS of Alabama. They told
us it was the Garage Commitiee, and we
did not object to the use of the money,
because we knew the gentleman would
not make a request unless it was needed.

Mr. GROSS. How much did you give
the committee?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I will say
it was not much. If I remember correctly,
it was about $3,600.

Mr. GROSS. About $3,600?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Yes.

Mr, SISK. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. SISK. Due to the fact that this dis-
cussion came up in connection with the
Garage Committee, let me say that we

. operated for 4 or 5 years, as my good

friend well knows, without any quarters
whatsoever and without an office for the
manager or for anyone else.

We did ask for and I might say I be-
lieve we received either $3,600 or $3,700
to provide for office space for the garage
superintendent and for a very small office
I might say in connection with that for
the committee.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Our com-
mittee felt that your Garage Committee
needed good quarters.

Mr. SISK. We appreciate it and as I
said, I think the amount was about $3,600
or $3,700—$3,700 I am told not to pro-
vide elaborate quarters but for quarters
where there is room for the three of us
to meet together.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. It is not
plush, but we did not object to the $3,700,
because we did want the gentleman from
Iowa and the members on the committee
to have adequate quarters.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, if I under-
stand what the gentleman is talking
about it is a garage waiting room that
never should have been built. There are
four or five waiting rooms that no one
ever uses in the garage.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. If your
Committee on the Garage wants to give
up its space, that is all right with me.

Mr. GROSS. Well, I am operating out
of my own office as I have for 23 years
and will continue to do so. I want others
to do the same thing.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Alabama has certainly adequately de-
seribed this bill. The subcommittee mem-
bers on this side of the aisle are in full
agreement with the gentleman from
Alabama. I think it is a good bill and
I think the bill should pass as it is sub-
mitted here to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.
I shall not impose upon the time of the
Members by repeating some of the state-
ments made by our distinguished sub-
committee chairman.

Mr. Chairman, at this time I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
GRoOsS) .
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I wonder
about this item of $222,350 for the Speak-
er's office.

As I understand it, $187,350 was made
available to the Speaker last year. This
appears to be an increase of about
$40,000.

Can the gentleman give me some rea-
son for this kind of an increase?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I am glad to yield.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. The
Speaker requested it and said he needed
it, that he needed more of an office force,
and we agreed to it.

Mr. GROSS. Is there authorization for
this increase?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. No, there
is no authorization for this additional
amount.

Mr. GROSS. On pages 6 and 7, for in-
stance, telephone and telegraph allow-
ances, line 19, there is stated that the
provisions of House Resolution 418, 92d
Congress, shall be the permanent law
with respect thereto.

I take it that is legislation on an ap-
propriation bill and the same thing would
be true in all similar instances in which
that language is used.

By permitting this language to be ap-
proved by the House would it apply in
any way in any instance to provide for
economy in the Federal Government or
any more efficiency in the House of
Representatives?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Will the
gentleman from Iowa restate his ques-
tion?

Mr. GROSS. Yes. Would this language
to which I have referred lend itself to
any more economy, efficiency, or any
benefit to the House of Representatives if
it is left in the bill?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. It de-
pends upon the use that Members make
of their telephone and telegraph allow-
ance. The House passed a resolution in-
creasing the units available to Members.
Many Members use more than their units
and many Members do not use half of
them.

Mr. GROSS. The question is whether
making it permanent by way of legisla-
tion brought to the floor of the House by
the Appropriations Committee, which
can only properly apply limitations on
appropriation bills, adds anything by way
of economy or efficiency in operating the
House?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. We did it
at the request of the House Administra-
tion Committee and we have done it
through the years and I assume will con-
tinue to do it.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I notice
in this rather plush housekeeping bill
that there are automobiles for the lead-
ership at a price tag of $17,930 a copy.
What does this entail, may I ask the
gentleman?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. The driver
or the chauffeur. The automobile. The
automobile is rented.

Mr. GROSS. I beg the gentleman’s
pardon?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. These
automobiles are rented at $1,000 a year.
Also there is the expense of gasoline,

Mr.
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oil, tires, and as I said the salary of the
chauffeur, We had a request for more
than we allowed.

Mr. GROSS. Is this not, in each in-
stance, an increase of more than $2,000
over last year?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Part of it
is the pay increase to the driver. The
driver is a Federal employee. When the
Congress increases salaries, he is eligible
for an increase.

Mr. GROSS. I want to say to the gen-
tleman from Alabama that I am asking
these questions because of the bind in
which we find ourselves throughout the
Federal Government in the matter of
funds. We are borrowing billions of dol-
lars—altogether too many dollars. We
are spending money that we do not have
for too many things we do not need.

I cannot think of a better place——

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

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this ad-
ditional time.

As I started to say, I cannot think of
a better place to set an example of econ-
omy than right here in the House of
Representatives.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I could
not agree with the gentleman more. But
I must point out to the gentleman that
most of the increase in this bill over
last year's bill is due to the salary
increases voted by the Congress. Now,
I do not know whether the gentleman
realizes it or not, but the Federal
employees have had two salary increases
since January 1, 1970, and each of them
was for 6 percent.

Mr. GROSS. Of course, the gentleman
from Alabama well knows that I did
wli'lat I could to put an end to some of
this.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. And so
did 1.

Mr. GROSS. Including the 40-percent
increase to the Members of the Congress.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I voted
against that also, and I voted against
the Federal employee salary increases.

Mr. GROSS. And I repeat that this is
a good time to put a stop to this kind
of spending.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. But this
Congress voted for these increases.

Mr. GROSS. Here is a good place to
start.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Yes, but
there are 435 Members of the House of
Representatives, and when a majority
of them vote, as you well know, they
voted for the salary increases——

Mr. GROSS. I say that this is a good
place and a good time to start to put
a stop t» some of the spending, including
the $71 million in this bill for an annex
to the Library of Congress.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I might
say to the gentleman from Iowa, if the
gentleman will yield further

Mr. GROSS. Of course.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. If the
gentleman will look at the requests made
for additional employees and look at the
number that this committee allowed,
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I think the gentleman would say that
this little committee has done something
to bring about that Utopian day that
the gentleman from Iowa is hoping for.

Mr., GROSS. I doubt that anyone
expects to see any Utopia in this matter.
But we can stop packing employees into
the Federal Government and up here on
Capitol Hill.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. And the
Congress is doing it.

Mr. GROSS. Yes. There is no question
about that. But when is it proposed to
stop?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I do not
know.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has again expired.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would say that the
gentleman from Iowa always makes an
excellent presentation, but it would seem
to me that these arguments that are be-
ing made at this time could better be
made when the bills are authorized to
spend these amounts of money by the
Congress, and when the Committee on
House Administration brings in some of
their bills.

I might also point out that when the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice, of which the gentleman from Iowa
is a Member, brings in these big spending
bills that that is a good time to defeat
them, in the authorizing of them, and
that is when the majority of the House
approves these bills. It seems to me that
we try our best in this committee to make
reductions where we think they are
proper, but we cannot thwart the will of
the House when they have voted on these
bills.

Further, Mr. Chairman, I would like
to just try to clarify this parking garage
situation, and in order to do so, I would
like to read from the hearings of the
committee.

I was speaking on some of these items,
and I said:

Mr. Bow. One catches my eye here. Im-
provement of House Parking Committee's
quarters in the Rayburn Building.

Mr, CampioLr. We were requested to pro-
vide a subdivision of the lounge in the G-2
level on the Pirst Street side for use by the
Parking Committee. It has been subdivided
into three spaces, two offices and a commit-
tee room. That work is under construction
right now. The walls are up and we are in
the process of completing the work,

Mr. Bow. As you come in the G-3 level of
the Rayburn Bullding, there is a large, nicely
furnished room which I have never seen any-
body use. Are we going to put more rooms
similar to that one, in the G-3 level? What
is it going to cost to provide the House Park-
Ing Committee with the subdivision they
requested?

Mr. CamproLI. We estimated that work at
83,600 I believe.

Mr. AnprEws. In other words, you are going
to have a committee room for the garage
committee?

Mr. CaMPIOLI. A committee room and office
for the Parking Committee.

Then the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. ANDrREWS) asked an additional ques-
tion.

But it seems to me, this shows the type
of thing. That is only 3,600 of these piled
up.

I did want to clear that for the Recorp
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because it was thought that this was for
the manager of the parking space—but
it is not—it is for a commitiee room.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOW. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Our com-
mittee was unanimous in our decision
that the garage committee was entitled
to a committee room.

Mr. BOW. I do not know whether we
went into the question of whether they
were entitled to it or not. They did not
ask to appropriate for it because it came
out of the other funds. But it did catch
my eye here that it was not a garage we
were setting up but a committes room,
and I thought perhaps the committee
could have met without a special com-
mittee room.

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

Mr. BOW. Well, I am a little afraid to
because the gentleman’s questions are
sometimes so penetrating. But I am glad
to yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. I just do not understand
the gentleman’s timidity on this oceasion.

Mr. BOW. You know when I look at
that glint in the gentleman’s eye and see
him move his hand back to throw the
spear, I tremble but I will yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. As to this magnificent
committee room that you are talking
about, I thought it was to be an office for
the garage manager. I would ask the
gentleman—what is the progress report
on it? -

Mr. BOW. They are building it as they
state in the Recorp here. It is under con-
struction at this time. There were two
offices—a committee room. I suppose they
may put some orange crates in there at
sometime in the future for you to sit dur-
ing your meetings—it will probably not
be a luxurious suite.

Mr. GROSS, I will say to the gentle-
man that we of the committee transact
most of our business in the Committee of
the Whole on the floor of the House. The
Committee is composed of the gentleman
from California, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. Hays) , and myself. But I would
like to take a trip to the garage with the
distinguished gentleman from Ohio to
see this plush new $3,000 hearing room.

Mr. BOW. I did not say it was a plush
room, I said it probably would not be a
luxurious room and would probably put
some orange crates or something of that
kind for you to sit on because they know
the gentleman’s position on these things
and I would not think they would make
it too luxurious.

But I would like at this time, while I
am on my feet, to say that in spite of
this colloquy about this committee room,
I think they deserve it because that com-
mittee on that garage is well run and well
operated and I think it is a great asset to
this Congress to have it.

I would like to say that Mr. Mike Pre-
loh has done an excellent job as manager
of the garage. I have no objection to this
little committee room.

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

Mr. BOW. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. Being the shrinking violet
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that I am, I am not so sure that I deserve
such plaudits. From what I have heard
this morning, I am somewhat surprised
that the Appropriations Committee voted
as it did to approve a meeting room in
the garage.

Mr. BOW. We did not approve it. It
was just in there. They said they were
building it and the money was coming
out of, I think, the contingent fund or
something of that kind. We did not put
the money in for it. I am afraid that if
there was a request for the money for it,
we might have looked at it a little dif-
ferently.

Mr. GROSS. I can think of some Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives, at
least of one Member who has four offices,
and I can think of several others who
have an office in the Capitol as well as in
the office building.

Mr. BOW. I think that is right. There
is no question about that. But I was not
discussing that. I was discussing the com-
mittee room.

Mr. Chairman, I have no further re-
quests for time on this side.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has
consumed 7 minutes.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. Siskx).

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
distinguished gentleman from Alabama
for yielding me 10 minutes.

Mr, Chairman, I might say I am not
taking this time to defend the parking
committee. I appreciate the colloguy that
occurred. Frankly, I think the parking
committee would be very happy to sub-
mit its total budget over the years in-
cluding the staff and other facilities to
compare it with any committee in the
House. The facts are that we have had
no staff, no office space and no com-
mittee room, so we do appreciate the
small space now allowed us.

I have asked for this time, Mr. Chair-
man, to discuss a matter which I think
should be of concern to this Congress
and I would hope that the Members
would give us a few moments of their
attention to discuss where we are going
in econnection with what the Committee
on Rules thought was one of the most
important parts of the legislative reorga-
nization act.

I recognize that Congress has a habit
of going up hill and down hill, so that
is not really an unusual procedure. But
certainly that is exaetly what we are
faced with this morning, in taking ac-
tion here which I would interpret as a
complete veto and a complete backing
away from what this Congress did only
8 months ago by an overwhelming vote
of some 326 to 19. Only 19 Members op-
posed that Reorganization Act.

What many of us felt was one of the
most important parts of the Reorganiza-
tion Act was the establishment of the
Congressional Research Service. The
Congressional Research Service was
brought into being, as I say, through the
act, to render a special type of service to
the Congress and specifically to the com-
mittees of the Congress.

I want to call attention to the Reorga-
nization Act, Part 2, titled “Congres-
sional Research Service.”
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Most Members were here last fall
when we took final action, after having
spent a good part of the summer debat-
ing a legislative reorganization bill. In
that act section 203 starts out:

The Legislative Reference Service in the
Library of Congress is hereby continued as
a separate department in the Library of
Congress and is redesignated the “Congres-
sional Research Service”.

It is the policy of Congress that—

Then we proceed to outline a long se-
ries of responsibilities and duties and
obligations of the new Congressional Re-
search Service, through some two or
three or four pages of the basic law.

Again, I do not desire to criticize any-
one. In fact, to some extent I criticize
myself, possibly, for not having called
the committee and requested an oppor-
tunity to appear before it. At least, some
of us who were concerned with carrying
out what Congress did some 8 months ago
probably should have appeared there
and made statements.

I refer to the very excellent statement
made by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
Bow) just a few moments ago, with ref-
erence to the time when we should be
concerned about increasing costs, which
is at the time of the authorization. I
agree with the gentleman from Ohio on
this, because that is the time. Once the
Congress has authorized, then of course
the Appropriations Committee, in my
opinion at least, has no recourse but to
go ahead and appropriate money to meet
the requirements of the authorization so
passed by the Congress.

That is the issue we are talking about
today. Only 8 months ago we authorized
the creation of the Congressional Re-
search Service to do a specific job. Un-
fortunately, the committee saw fit to
veto that effort by a failure to appro-
priate the funds and to make the addi-
tional spots available for personnel.

As I say, I am not being unduly criti-
cal. I have been attempting to read the
Recorp to find out why the committee
reached that kind of a decision because
in essence, as I say, this is going back
down the hill and in a sense repudiat-
ing what the Congress did last year.

In order to fulfill the vast amount of
obligations spelled out in the law, the
Service asked for an increase of approxi-
mately $4 million and for 209 positions,
to begin to meet the requirements and
obligations and duties of the Congres-
sional Research Service. The committee
instead saw fit to merely authorize
enough increase in personnel to meet the
increased workload of the old Legislative
Reference Service. According to the testi-
mony offered by the Library people, that
requirement had increased slightly over
10 percent. The committee saw fit to in-
crease the personnel by approximately 10
percent and the funding by an equal
amount, completely eliminating, then,
the amounts required to meet the obliga-
tions of the new Service and their new
requirements.

So far as I am personally concerned,
this means absolutely nothing to me per-
sonally any more than I feel it should to
any other Member of the Congress.

But, after some years of study and
after 18 months of work by a subcommit-
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tee and by the Committee on Rules, and
because of bills introduced by over 200
Members of this body concerned with
getting more information to Members
and members of a committee, in order to
meet their responsibilities to the Amer-
ican people, it was determined that this
kind of service, to give us the kind of ex-
pertise, to give us the knowledge, to give
us the understanding, to give us alterna-
tives to the programs proposed by the
executive branch of the Government,
was needed.

If it was needed just 8 months ago,
is it not still needed? Or are we today
prepared to say, “No. Let us go back to
the same old routine; let us go back to
relying on the same old situation we have
been faced with.”

When I discussed this matter briefly
with a member or two of the committee,
they raised the question, “My gosh. You
are going to have as many people in the
Congressional Research Service as Mem-
bers of Congress. You will have more
than 400 people.” Well. for goodness
sakes, whenever an executive agency of
the Government comes down here before
any committee of the House, in back of
it is the Office of Management and Budg-
et, with how many people in it—1,200,
1,500, 2,000? I have no idea how many.
Plus hundreds of back-up people in each
department of the Government. And the
150-plus Members of Congress who ap-
peared before our committee asking for
the reorganization plan and for the very
thing that the Congress authorized last
year said that the Congress is totally
out-gunned and out-matched; we do not
have the expertise, we do not have the
knowledge, and we do not have the man-
power to meet the need and to give us
an understanding about what these pro-
posals are and come up with alternatives
and come up possibly with better ways
so that Congress might act rather than
simply react to what is proposed by the
executive branch of the Government.

My friends, as I say, this means noth-
ing to me personally any more than it
should mean to any Member of the
House, but many people have worked
very hard to bring about this reorganiza-
tion plan and to try to give to us more
knowledge and better knowledge and
more expertise to meet the demands of
the age in which we live. I simply feel
that Congress should recognize what we
are doing.

A little bit later, when an opportunity
presents itself, we will offer an amend-
ment not to go for the full $4 million
but simply increase it by $1.5 million at
least and take a step in the direction of
b_eginning to augment and to make pos-
sible meeting the responsibilities on the
part of the Congressional Research Serv-
ice, with the employment of about 100
persons additional rather than 209.

Mr, BOW. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. SISK. I am glad to yield to my
good friend from Ohio.

Mr. BOW. I should like to refer the
gentleman to the Committee on Rules’
own report on this subject when the Re-
organization Act was adopted. I quote:

A sudden large expansion stafl is probably
inadvisable and perhaps even impossible,
given the difficulties of recrulting expert re-
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search personnel. The resources of both agen-
cies will therefore develop gradually, We
nevertheless expect the buildup of those re-
sources to be substantially completed within
5 years.

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

Mr. BOW. I yield the gentleman 3 ad-
ditional minutes.

Mr. SISK. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. BOW. The gentleman has stated
that this was 8 months ago that this re-
organization plan was adopted.

Mr, SISK. The gentleman is right.

Mr. BOW. So, this is a rather gradual
thing. This was 5 years ago under the
mandate of the Committee on Rules.
They do suggest to us there that a sud-
den large expansion of the staff is prob-
ably inadvisable and impossible. So it
seems to me that the committee has done
pretty well.

Will the gentleman yield for one fur-
ther observation?

Mr. SISK. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BOW. The gentleman has sug-
gested fhat this is a change in the
approach in the reorganization plan and
there should be no change in the plan
adopted by the Congress and the Com-
mittee on Rules, but I recall the first
vote in this Congress was to change the
reorganization plan that had been
adopted by the full Congress. That reor-
ganization plan permitted the minority
to have staffing, and the very first vote
that came along changed that reorgani-
zation plan. So I do not believe that the
gentleman should complain about the
possibility that there might be some de-
viation from the plan as it came in, since
the first vote here was a change in that
reorganization plan.

Mr. SISK. I appreciate that well, I will
say to my good friend from Ohio, and I
have objected to some of the changes in
the reorganization plan. I would hope
that we will know what we are doing and
the issue should be brought out clearly
and precisely on the matter of changing
the legislative authorization., I am sure
and in fact there are now pending some
additional changes in the legislative reor-
ganization plan. The Lord knows it is not
pertect, in spite of all of the work that
was done on it and all of the work on
the part of all of the Members. I am
sure that perfecting of the work will go
on.

And, I have no objection to thatv. I
would hope, though. that we would do
it under the legislative rules and by au-
thorization.

I recognize that there are problems
involved and I recognize the time it took
to bring about a change of procedures.

But, Mr. Chairman, I would hope we
would do it legislatively rather than what
we have here as a veto by the Committee
on Appropriations, but to appropriate
according to the needs.

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman
will agree with me that the testimony was
to the effect that the workload had in-
creased over 10 percent and the com-
mittee actually funded a 10-percent in-
crease in personnel which in essence
would not carry out what we felt to be
an obligation on the Appropriations
Committee to meet the requirements of
Public Law 91-510.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr,
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Chairman, I have no further request for
time.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from California (Mr, SMITH).

Mr, SMITH of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to concur in the remarks
which have been made by the distin-
guished gentleman from California (Mr.
Sisk). I think that probably my record
over the 14 years I have been here is
about as conservative as the record of
anyone else in this Chamber. I do not
recall ever taking the floor and asking
for an increase in appropriations or for
funds for any facility located in my dis-
trict. I think I have supported the Ap-
propriations Committee and the distin-
guished ranking minority member of the
Appropriations Committee (Mr. Bow) on
every proposal that he has brought to the
floor of the House, whether it be a 5-
percent across-the-board cut, or what-
ever it happened to be. But it looks to me
like we will either have to do one thing
or the other. We overwhelmingly passed
a reorganization bill last year. I would
like to read some of the provisions we
did place in the bill as to the intent of
the Congress, if we are going to have this
Legislative Reference Service and if we
are going to expand it, we should pro-
vide the funds with which to do it.

Mr. Chairman, I have no intention of
arguing or in any way attempting to re-
fute the statement of the distinguished
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. ANDREWS)
and the distinguished gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. Bow) that we do not want
this service to get into a great big ex-
panded monstrous situation. I do not
want that either, But I think we ought
to give them the necessary people and
the funds with which to do what we have
told them we wanted done.

Mr, Chairman, the workload has been
increased by 10 percent and we are with-
out any funds to permit them to earry on
the responsibilities which we have as-
signed to them in the Legislative Reor-
ganization Act.

ILet me read some of the language
which we enacted when we expanded
section 203(d) (1) :

(1) Section 203(d) (1) expands the duty
of the Service in existing law to advise and
assist committees of the House of Representa-
tives and Senate, and joint committees of
the Congress, in the analysis, appraisal, and
evaluation of legislative proposals and rec-
ommendations, by prescribing three addi-
tional duties and objectives: (A) to assist
committees in determining the advisability
of enacting particular proposals or recom-
mendations; (B) to assist committees in esti-
mating the probable results that would
follow enactment of such proposals, as well
as the probable results that would follow
enactment of alternatives to such proposals;
and (C) to assist committees in evaluating
alternative methods of accomplishing the
results those proposals seek to achieve.

(2) Section 203(d) (1) expands the duty of
the Congressional Research Service other-
wise to assist in furnishing committees with
a basis for the proper evaluation and deter-
mination of legislative proposals and recom-
mendations, which in effect is provided for
in existing law, by directing the Service to
provide committees with such other research

and analytical services as those committees
consider appropriate.

Fourth, section 203(d) (4) provides that,
upon appropriate request or upon its own
initiative in anticipation of requests, the
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Congressional Research Service will collect,
classify, and analyze, in the form of trans-
lations, indexes, digests, complilations, bul-
letins, reports and otherwise data having a
bearing on legislation and will make such
data available and serviceable to committees
and Members of the Senate and House and
joint committees of the Congress.

Fifth, section 203(d) (5) provides that,
upon appropriate request or upon its own
initiative in anticipation of requests, the
Congressional Research Service will prepare
and provide information, research, and refer-
ence materials and services to committees
and Members of the Senate and House, and
to joint committees of Congress, to assist
them both in their legislative and in their
representative functions.

Mr. Chairman, if we are going to
place all of this additional responsibility
upon them which we did by a very big
vote in this House, we ought to give
them something with which to work.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to join in
supporting an amendment which will be
offered to increase this amount by $1.5
million, not by $4 million. An increase
that will give them 100 employees, none
of which will be supergrades. We have a
list of each and every one of them and
what they will do. We attempted to work
this out with them based upon the re-
sponsibilities we have placed upon them.
If we require them based upon the re-
sponsibilities we have placed upon them,
if we require them to do this, then I
think we should give them some funding
with which to do it.

Mr. Chairman, I use the Library of
Congress very, very little. Some people
say we should first determine what they
have done. However, based upon the con-
tacts which I have had with them, which
has been a very few times when I have
used them, their services have been very,
very satisfactory to me.

I am inclined to think from the testi-
mony we heard before the Reorganiza-
tion Commission that they get all kinds
of requests over there, some of which
are almost unbelievable. I think they do
a fine job under the circumstances.

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

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 ad-
ditional minutes to the gentleman from
California.

Mr. SMITH of California. I thank the
gentleman for the additional time. I am
not trying to upset the appropriation
bill, and I will state to the distinguished
chairman of the full commitee, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. MaHON),
that I have never done that in my 14
years and, indeed, this is the 15th year
that I have been here. I have supported
the gentleman wholeheartedly, but I
think the Committee has an obligation
to support us a little bit and to give us
some additional funding. Do not cut us
off completely and say you cannot have
anything. Give us a few more, Mr., Ma-
HON, so we can see how it works, and
then next year if you do not think it
is working out satisfactorily, then recom-
mend a change. We have voted that they
should do these things, and they cannot
do it if we do not permit them to do so,
and without them doing so, we cannot
establish what they can do unless we
give them some personnel to work with.
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Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. MAHON., Mr. Chairman, I am im-
pressed with what the gentleman from
California is saying. I feel that we do
need an effective and efficient research
group in connection with the work of the
Congress and the Congressional Re-
search Service in the Library of Congress.
However, the committee felt we ought to
move & little more slowly and carefully
than was proposed in the budget esti-
mate, so that we would not build up a
bulging bureaucracy. If it develops later
on in the year that there is a real need
for more, and that competent people are
available, then we could bring in a sup-
plemental. But I would hope that the
House today would stand pat with the
committee and not move any more rap-
idly in this direction than the committee
proposes. And that is the position of the
committee and the chairman of the sub-
committee (Mr. ANprews of Alabama),
and the ranking minority member, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Bow). We
are all interested in doing whatever is
appropriate. But, as I said, we thought
it best to move slowly and carefully in
this matter.

Mr. SMITH of California. The law pro-
vides that the people have the approval
for employment. I agree with what the
gentleman from Texas says about going
slowly. I completely agree with that, but
if we do not move at all, then we are
definitely moving too slowly. So why do
we not give them just a little bit to start
carrying out the obligations that we have
placed upon them rather than waiting 2
or 3 more months and then saying we
have got to have more money to carry
out the program. Give us a little, so we
can get started on this program.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from California has again ex-
pired.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr, Chairman, I oppose
this amendment to strike the $71 million
sought for the Library of Congress' new
James Madison Memorial Building.
Abandoning this building now—after
years of painstaking planning to make
sure it answers the Library’s most press-
ing needs, after months of excavation
work to make the site ready for construc-
tion—would be nothing short of absurd.
Millions have already been spent on
this project. And $2 million more, hard-
1y a trifling sum, would be simply squan-
dered to pay cancellation costs for the
building-

The Library's need for more space is
beyond dispute. Driven to renting stor-
age space at high rates, the Library
spends more than $2.2 million each year
in rental costs. Other costs—these for
leasing space to maintain routine op-
erating activities—now approach about
$350,000 a year. In economic terms alone,
Mr. Chairman, the new building is more
than warranted.

Without it, the Library simply cannot
carry out its responsibilities to the Con-
gress and the public at large.

One alternative is possible, but it is
chilling to contemplate. It would mean
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eastward expansion from the Library’s
present site—a move that would threat-
en the Folger Library, housing a Shake-
spearean collection celebrated the world
over; St. Mark’s Episcopal Church, a
historical landmark in the District of
Columbia; and scores of private town-
houses restored to their original beauty.

The only rationale for abandoning the
new library building—at least the only
one I have heard—contends the site
should be reserved for a fourth House
office building. Yet, to my knowledge, no
convincing evidence exists to support
this argument. In any case, other sites
for such an office building are readily
available on Capitol Hill—to cite just one
example, the sites of the underground
garages, heralded when first constructed
as inviting locations for any new office
buildings.

The following letter—from Lilliam
Bradshaw, president of the American
Library Association—points out the “ab-
solute necessity” of the James Madison
Building:

AMERICAN LIBRARY ASSOCIATION,
Chicago, Ill., June 1, 1971.
Hon. Epwarp P. BOLAND,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. Boranp: As President of the
American Library Association, I am writing
to urge your active support for retention of
the fuhds requested for construction of the
James Madison Memorial Library Building
in the FY 1972 Legislative Appropriations
Bill to be considered in executive session
of the House Appropriations Committee this
afterncon at 3 p.m.

Assoclation members throughout the coun-
try, working for continuing improvement of
library services for citizens in all walks of
life, are appalled to learn through news-
paper, radio and TV accounts that a halt to
work has been called for on the new third
building of the Library of Congress. This
news is particularly shocking considering
that plans for the building have been several
years in the making and that excavation is
now actually underway.

Additional space is an absolute necessity if
the Library of Congress is to continue to
properly assist the Congress, other libraries,
and the publics that they serve.

We respectifully urge your assistance so
that the construction of the James Madison
Memorial Library Building can move ahead
as quickly as possible on the present site be-
tween 1st and 2nd Streets and Independence
Avenue and C Street, 8.E.

Respectfully yours,
LILLIAN BRADSHAW,
President, American Library Association.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I
joined in the debate against the so-called
Library of Congress James Madison
Memorial Building appropriation of $71
million as provided on page 18 of HR.
8825, not because I enjoy being negative
but rather because I am completely con-
vinced that the time has come to clamp
the brakes on all construction that pro-
ceeds piecemeal here on Capitol Hill,
without the benefit of any plan or plans
which carefully delineate not only needs
for the near future but needs for the dis-
tant future.

Space on Capitol Hill is precious. It is
priceless. The square block under con-
sideration is one of the last remaining
plots of ground that is close enough to
the Capitol to serve the future needs for




18034

any type of housing directly connected
with the legislative process. Please pay
special attention to the fact that I used
the word “housing” connected with the
legislative process, and that I made no
reference to a fourth House office build-
ing. There is quite a difference. There is
also a vast difference between using this
precious, priceless land for a warehouse
for books, which is what is proposed,
when in fact such a warehouse could be
located anywhere befween here and
Richmond on the south, or here and
Baltimore on the north just as well as
here on Capitol Hill.

Mr. Chairman, I do not necessarily
enjoy being cast in the role of a Devil's
Advocate. As I look back I see that I
could have improved my advocacy many-
fold had I been privileged to have had
access to the content of a certain report
at the time I used my 5 minutes to speak
in support of my amendment to strike all
of the appropriation bill that sets up
the money for the superstructure of the
third Library of Congress. As I pointed
out during my earlier remarks it seemed
rather unusual that there was no archi-
tect’s drawing or even a picture of the
building sitting in the well. As soon as I
made that comment someone rushed in
an architect’s drawing and set it on an
easel. I welcomed the privilege to see a
picture of the structure which was un-
doubtedly made available at the personal
request of the genial gentleman from
Alabama and the able chairman of the
subcommittee, Mr. ANDREWS. But when I
took my first look at the drawing I was
forced to react with the comment, “It

has no windows. It looks like a beautiful
mausoleum.”

Now it has been suggested that the
real issue here this afternoon, whether
the money for the superstructure of the
Madison Library is appropriated or not,
has something to do with a fourth House

office building. The minority leader
stated that if one votes to knock out this
money, he is voting for a fourth House
office building. I am sure he must know
that is not true. I am sure he knows, that
he is advancing a deceptive, specious
argument. While we are on the subject of
an office building I think it is a fair
appraisal to conclude that the building
which is proposed is neither a warehouse
for books nor an office building, but a
sort of monumental type structure which
seems to have a little bit of everything
in it in an effort to try to please every
occupant.

When I upbraided my good friend, the
chairman of the subcommittee, as to why
he had not made available the beautiful
blue brochure entitled “Report and Rec-
ommendations of the James Madison
Memorial Bullding” his reply was, “You
did not ask for it.” I suppose he was
right. I did not learn the content of
that report until the roll was being called
on final passage. During these moments
I walked over on the minority side and
talked to a member of the Appropria-
tions Committee. He was good enough
to suggest that I get the report and then
take a look at volume 1, page ITI-9 dated
April 1967.

Immediately thereafter I asked the
committee staff on our side of the aisle
for a copy of that report. I proceeded to
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turn to the specified page. To my utter
amazement I found that this proposed
structure which has an admitted price
tag of $100 million, and before it is
finished will cost $150 million or maybe
twice its estimated cost for a total turn-
key price of $200 million—here is what
Ifound:

In this mammoth structure I found
there is a total of 1,660,700 square feet but
only 693,100 feet of that total is what is
described as “collections and stcrage fa-
cilities.” That leaves a total of 967,600
square feet which, according to the plans
is assigned to “work and public func-
tions.” I was curious as to what this last
assignment of space really nieant but it
did not take long for me to find out. Very
quickly I found out that there wes a plan
for an assembly room for 200 persons.
The plans call for a cafeteria to seat
1,000, There is space which is marked
“private dining rooms,” and in another
place the plans call for “snack rooms and
lounges.” Another item called for in the
plans is what is called a “staff lounge.”
Still other space is assigned to what is
called “health room.” Now I do not know
whether this later space means a gym-
nasium, or a kind of an indoor spa, or
whether it is a clinic of some kind or
maybe a first aid station or just exactly
what? If we vote this money today, I
predict none of us will ever be privileged
to find out until the building is com-
pleted.

No, a look at the blue brochure will re-
veal the building that is proposed is much
more than a warehouse for books. The
report which I referred to a while ago
provides that 5,600 employees will be
housed in the building. It provides an al-
most unlimited number of offices to be
filled up with GS-10's, most of whom will
have to have their own secretaries, under
the operation of Parkinson’s law. A most
interesting item called for in the report
is space for a “welfare and recreation
association,” and not omitted is an office
for a credit union.

Mr. Chairman, the items included in
the plans which I have enumerated point
out very conclusively that this may very
well be an office building, but it is cer-
tainly not just an ordinary office building
but certainly much more than a ware-
house for books.

Remember it is proposed to build this
kind of windowless mixture on land so
close to the Capitol that it cannot be
duplicated anywhere else—here on this
unique piece of real estate—if we pass
this appropriation bill with this item of
$71 million, we will be starting some-
thing that will likely run $200 million be-
force we are through.

The report and recommendations is
contained in a beautiful blue brochure
where I learned all I needed to know in
volume I, page III-9. There I learned
enough to alert me to raise the flag of
caution that the auditorium, cafeteria,
staff lounges, snack lounges, health
rooms, Welfare and Recreation Associa-
tion offices, Credit Union offices are not
just conveniences but are luxuries we
cannot afford in this year of 1971 when
our deficit may run as high as $20 billion
and when our national debt stands at
nearly $400 billion.

I am not sure that these luxuries should
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ever be included in a so-called ware-
house for books but I am most certain
that we cannot afford these unnecessary
luxuries at this time.

Mr. Chairman, as we come to a vote
on this amendment, the issue is not a
fourth House office building. Rather, the
issue is whether we close off all of our
options, or whether we keep our alterna-
tives and options open. This choice piece
of real estate cannot be duplicated any-
where else on earth because there is only
one Capitol in the United States, and
this is the only piece of real estate ad-
jacent to the present complex of House
office buildings.

The plans as revealed by that beauti-
ful blue brochure indicate that we are
not really erecting a repository for books
but are we erecting a building that at
some future time can be converted into
a House office building? The photograph
on the easel in the well of the House
shows that it is a monumental structure
but one that has very few windows on
either of its four sides. Certainly the cost
to try to adapt it for a House office build-
ing in the future would be prohibitive.

Not only should we keep our options
open but we should hope before too long
there will be some kind of long range
plan for the future expansion of Capitol
Hill. There is a lot of space elsewhere
for books. We have an outstanding
Architect of the Capitol. While I have
not met him personally I understand he
is well qualified. He has said to stop this
construction. One does not ordinarily
hire a lawyer and then disregard his ad-
vice. If we have to find a place to store
books there is a lot of Government
owned property nearby. One area would
be the Navy Yard in Southeast Washing-
ton, not very far away. All the weight of
logic is on the side of holding up on
réonstmction of this third library at this

ime.

In the final analysis, Mr. Chairman,
to go ahead with this library in my
judgment of several others who spoke in
favor of this amendment is a terrible
mistake. I predict those who vote to go
ahead with the James Madison Library
today will regret it in the future. We all
recall with pleasant memories our good
friend from Virginia, the former chair-
man of the Rules Committee who was so
intent on the establishment of this li-
brary. If there are those who still feel a
compulsion to vote for these funds as
memorial for the gentleman from Vir-
ginia, Judge Smith, then of course that
is their prerogative. But let us make no
mistake about it, it is not intended to be
a memorial to James Madison.

The plans shows it may not even be a
good library when only about 60 percent
of the space is for storage facilities and
40 percent of the space is for such so-
called administrative facilities, other
than shelving, which I have painstak-
ingly described in detail right out the
blue brochure known as the report and
recommendations booklet.

One final prediction is that if the lux-
uries that are called for in this new
building are carried through to comple-
tion and if the plans are not some way
curtailed it will not take $100 million or
$150 million but it will take at least $200
million before it is finished.
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Mr. Chairman, there are a lot better
places to put a repository for books than
on Capitol Hill. This monumental build-
ing is without windows but is replete with
luxuries. It will make life much easier
and better for employees who are to be
housed in this building, but it will add
little to the basic fundamental purpose
and objective of the Library of Congress
which is to serve Members of Congress
themselves in their daily needs and then
the students and the general public who
use the library for reference and re-
search. No, a careful review of the plans
will reveal we are building neither a re-
pository for books nor an office building
but a poor combination of both which
includes a lot of luxuries we cannot
afford.

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Chairman, the bill,
H.R. 8825, under consideration, is en-
titled “Making appropriations for the
legislative branch for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1972, and for other pur-
poses.”

At first blush, one assumes that legisla-
tive appropriations consist of appropriat-
ing moneys for Members and their staffs.
It is the “for other purposes” taking up
some 27 pages of the bill that reveals the
high cost of Government by delegated
powers to a congressional bureaucracy.

The compensation of the 435 Mem-
bers and the Resident Commissioner
from Puerto Rico and the nonvoting Del-
egate from the District of Washington,
D.C. is given as $20,262,420, but this is
just the start.

As we go down the list, we see that
such nonlegislative bodies as the House
Democratic steering committee and the
House Republican conference are to re-
ceive $62,990 each; the majority floor
leader, $144.220; the minority floor
leader, $128,465; and the Republican and
Democratic Party whips, $104,075 each;
the Office of the Speaker, $222,350; mile-
age, Members and Speaker’'s expense al-
lowance, $200,000; the Parliamentarian,
$178,080; Chaplain, $19,770; Office of the
Attending Physician, $92,900; Sergeant
at Arms, $3,737,615; Doorkeeper,
$2,053,180; Clerk, $2,852,030.

None of these allowances includes
staffs of the Members at $55,320,000,
committee employees which are listed at
$8,162,000 and elsewhere at $1,219,000,
the contingent furniture fund at $587,-
000, the miscellaneous items of salary,
automobile hire, and so forth, at $7,325,-
000 nor special and select committees at
$10,770,000. The bill earmarks for tele-
phone and telegraph expenses $4,000,-
000; for stationery, $1,529,500; and al-
lows each Member and official to have a
separate postage stamp allowance in ad-
dition to the frank totaling $324,000.

It provides an allowance for the pur-
chase, and maintenance of limousines
and chauffeurs for the Speaker, majority
leader, and minority leader at $17,930
each, or totaling $53,790.

Then follow lists of such appropria-
tions as joint committees between the
House and Senate, the Architect of the
Capitol and his staff, $1,095,700: and the
Architect’s contingent “unforeseen” ex-
pense fund of $50,000.

I pass over the controversial new
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James Madison Memorial Library of
Congress at $71,090,000; and the Botanic
Garden at $738,540.

In short, the bill, considered by many
as paying the salaries of the Congress-
men and staffs, has been turned into a
literal Christmas tree bearing gifts for
all on Capitol Hill. I am certain that the
members of the committee have done
their best to protect the taxpayers,
otherwise the asking prices would have
been much higher, but we all know what
tremendous pressures our colleagues who
scrutinize money bills operate under—
always to continue existing programs
and to enlarge them for more effective-
ness. The bureaucracies of Congress
have now become so large and powerful
that the tail is now wagging the dog.

But I feel confident that the majority
of the people who sent me up here to
represent them would examine these
astronomical figures and side benefits
with raised eyebrows. Especially is this
true as they examine the ever-increasing
national debt and consider the certainty
of additional income taxes. I do not hesi-
tate to vote against the bill merely be-
cause it contains my salary, including the
42-percent increase. Had we been given
a chance to vote against the salary raise
when it was first authorized, I would
have done so at that time.

I cannot see that time has changed the
issue.

I must, therefore, cast my people’s vote
against H.R. 8825.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, we have no further requests
for time on our side.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, we have no
further requests for time on our side.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

OFFICE OF THE SPEAKER
For the Office of the Speaker, $222,350.
POINT OF ORDER

Mr. HALL, Mr. Chairman, I rise to a
point of order on page 2, and to point out
to the Chairman that I was on my feet
when that portion was read, and I am
referring to line 18. I rise to a point of
order on that as having been unauthor-
ized, and it is, therefore, legislation in
an appropriation bill, and that specif-
ically the increase of $40,000 is not only
unauthorized and therefore legislation as
an appropriation bill, but that it is
against the Reorganization Act of 1970,
which sets a ceiling on this office, which
is exceeded here by $40,000.

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Alabama desire to be heard on the
point of order raised by the gentleman
from Missouri?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, we concede the point of order,
and we shall offer an amendment.

The CHATRMAN. The point of order is
conceded and is therefore sustained.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. As I un-
derstand it, the point of order is to the
$40,000.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I will state
for the benefit of the gentleman from
Alabama, as set forth on page 23 of the
report, in the table, and in the bill, it is
line 18.
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, my parliamentary inquiry is
this, is the point of order to all of line
18 on page 2 of the bill, or to the $40,000?

Mr. HALL. The point of order is to all
the language, it has to be, Mr. Chair-
man, I will state, and the amendment,
obviously eliminates only the unauthor-
ized $40,000.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
to the gentleman from Missouri that
the Chair agrees with the gentleman. All
of the language on line 18 has been
stricken by the point of order, which has
been conceded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, ANDREWS
OF ALABAMA

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ANDREWS of
Alabama: On page 2, line 18, insert: “For the
Office of the Speaker $182,350.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to pro-
pound a question to any member of the
Committee on Appropriations with refer-
ence to the use of the limousines that
were referred to by the gentleman from
Towa.

I wonder if any Member, or perhaps
the gentleman from Alabama who is rich
in his knowledge of American history, or
any member of the Committee on Appro-
priations can say for the record at what
point in history four leaders of the House
and the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives began to be afforded chaf-
feur-driven carriages or automobiles.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I do not
know. But there is an old saying in the
law—*"since the memory of man runneth
not to the contrary.”

Mr, JACOBS. Well, you see, somebody’s
memory runneth to the contrary. I re-
member that when Thomas Jefferson was
sworn in as President of the United States
that he had a breakfast in his boarding-
house close by over here and walked to
his inauguration. So the memory of man
runs to the point where the President of
the United States, being a public ser-
vant, was able to walk to work. I realize
that maybe for security reasons that has
changed somewhat but I wonder why it
is that a floor leader or the Speaker of
the House, who really do not have any
place to go except right here in this
Chamber to perform their duties.

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

Mr. JACOBS. 1 yield to the gentleman.

Mr. RONCALIO. I do not know about
this memory of man insofar as this ap-
propriation is concerned, but I do not
object to the House of Representatives
providing its leadership with these three
automobiles. I submit that unless the
Representatives in this Congress have
the courage to face up to the mammoth
growth problem that has been taking
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place in this area, pretty soon you will
have to accommodate our leaders with
helicopters—never mind Cadillacs—if
you intend them to get to work on time
because unless we quit building in this
area, and help reduce congestion and
sprawl, it is going to be an uninhabitable
capital in maybe the next 15 years.

Mr. JACOBS. Well—how in the world
do the rest of us get to work on time?
I have always wondered why public serv-
ants should be served by servants.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am just amazed at the
statement that the gentleman just made
in the well of the House, Every bureau-
crat downtown has a car and he has a
driver, if he is in any kind of position
of importance in the executive bureau
where they have hundreds of cars at their
beck and call of the people who need it
for transportation, or who claim they
need it. Here we are, the greatest legisla-
tive body in the world, advised to deny
our leadership an automobile and a
driver. How penny pinching can you get?
These men are leaders of the House and
they have positions of prestige and dig-
nity which has been conferred upon
them by the full membership of the
House of Representatives. They have ob-
ligations to go to places and they need
a man to drive their automobile while
they go into an office. Their time is valu-
able. It is inconvenient for me many times
to go down to one of the agencies for a 30-
minute or 15-minute interview with some
top official. I usually have someone in my
office drive the car and stand by because
you frequently cannot find a place fo
park in lots of places. I think it is getting
pretty bad when the House of Represent-
atives does not think enough of its
leadership to give them the prestige that
you give to a low-level division leader
down in one of the executive depart-
ments. I just do not go along with that
kind of denegration of the dignity of the
leaders of the House of Representatives.

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

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. JACOBS. The gentleman asked a
question—how penny pinching can you
get——

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is exactly what
I asked.

Mr. JACOBS. I do not know, but I do
not have many constituents who regard
limousines and chauffeurs as being in
the penny pinching category.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I doubt if your con-
stituents have public officials who have
the dignity and leadership and respon-
sibility of the leaders of the House of
Representatives.

Mr. JACOES. I thank the gentleman
very much for his compliment to my
people. A man is dignified, not accord-
ing to his ear and servant, but accord-
ing to how he behaves—not according to
what he has—at taxpayer’s expense—
but according to what he is.

I have a bill to do away with nearly
all servant-driven Federal cars. To say
downtown bureaucrats have such autos
does not excuse our having them. Two
wrongs do not make a right.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

OFFICE OF THE CHAPLAIN
For the Office of the Chaplain, $19,770.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise to attempt to as-
certain what is the purpose of the Ap-
propriations Committee with regard to
the Congressional Research Service?

First I should like to find out whether
the statement of the chairman of the
Subcommittee of the Rules Committee on
Reorganization (Mr. Sisg) is accurate
with regard to the amount of money
provided, I guess, to what was called in
the bill the Legislative Reference Serv-
ice. The chairman (Mr. Sisk) who spent
many, many hours dealing with this
problem of reorganization, has stated
that as he understood the situation the
Appropriations Subcommittee and full
committee recommends to the House an
increase in funding which will provide
in essence for the increase in workload.

I should like to have the chairman of
the Appropriations Subcommittee advise
me as to what the facts are as he sees
them.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. We did
not specify what the positions were. We
gave them 37 new positions.

Mr, BOLLING. What is the relation-
ship of the 37 people to the request made
by the Legislative Reference Service?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Well, now
they have a wide discretion about how
they use employees. We are funding 400
employees for that service. They request-
ed 209 additional. As against the 209 we
ggge them 37, bringing the total up to

Mr. BOLLING. Is it possible to answer
my question?

Mr., ANDREWS of Alabama. Not for
me to answer it.

Mr. BOLLING. The gentleman does not
have any information as to how the work-
load increased, and the relationship?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. They say
the workload has increased.

Mr. BOLLING. What did they say it
had increased?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Approxi-
mately 10 percent.

Mr. BOLLING. Apparently the gentle-
man from California is essentially cor-
rect. The increase provided is essentially
the same as that of the increase in the
workload.

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

Mr. BOLLING. I am delighted to yield
to the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. RHODES. I will say that workloads
are always a matter of opinion. It was
the opinion of the Appropriations Sub-
committee that the workload of the leg-
islative counsel would be increased be-
cause of the Reorganization Act, but we
did not believe it would increase as pre-
cipitately as the budget request indicated
it might.

Also, we are not sure in this period of
time it is possible to get employees who
would be adequate employees to staff such
a large increase as was requested. It was
our opinion that the 37 new positions in
the bill would be completely adequate.

Mr. BOLLING. I believe I have estab-
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lished the preliminary brush clearing I
was interested in. Now I should like to
ask a specific question.

What is the intent of the Subcommittee
on Appropriations and its members, its
chairman and ranking minority member,
with regard to funding the program pro-
vided by the Congress to change the Leg-
islative Reference Service to the Con-
gressional Research Service?

One who has worked on this for a very
long time has one view if this is only a
gradual step in the direction of comply-
ing with the law just passed and another
view if it is a deliberate effort to cut off
this baby early in its life.

I have been here long enough—and
so have most other member—so that I
have seen the Appropriations Committee
come in many times, shortly after a mat-
ter was enacted, shortly after the public
was advised that the Congress had done
this or that, to eliminate that particular
provision. No doubt everybody in the
Congress has understoood what was
going on. No doubt the public understood
that the Congress just changed its mind
from one year to the next. But I believe
it is very important to establish here
what is going on.

We passed the Reorganization Act 8
months ago overwhelmingly. Did we
mean it, or are we merely going through
some motions to placate the people who
do not think that up to that time we
were working very well?

The question of intent is a very impor-
tant guestion, and I hope that the gen-
tlemen either on my time, if they choose
to get me more time, or on theirs, will
explain what is the intent.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missouri has expired.

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

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. BoLrLiNg) asked questions
of the ranking minority member I shall
attempt to answer.

Mr. BOLLING. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BOW. I have been asked what the
intent of the ranking minority member
is on this question. I want to point out
before I give that intent that this brings
this research group up to 400 members.
Now, let us not be fooled by the 37 in-
crease. There are now 400 bodies on
board in this Congressional Research
Service. We have taken the mandate of
the Committee on Rules—I will read it
again, although the gentleman did not
want to hear it—in which the Committee
on Rules commented with regard to this
reorganization plan.

Mr. BOLLING. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BOW. I will not yield at this time.

The Committee on Rules said as fol-
lows:

A sudden large expansion of stafl 1s prob-
ably inadvisable and perhaps even impos-
sible, given the difficulties of recruiting ex-
pert research personnel. The resources of
both agencies will therefore develop gradu-
ally. We nevertheless expect the bulldup of
those resources to be substantially com-
pleted within 5 years.

Now, we have followed that mandate.
We are going slow to start with. We will
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begin to examine where there are guali-
fied people to fill these positions up to
572 if they are necessary. It is the intent
of this Member each year to get the
testimony of the Congressional Research
Service and I would think the testimony
of Members of the House who could come
in before the committee and testify as to
the need for the increase and if that in-
crease is necessary. If they make a case
up to 572 over a period of 5 years, then
certainly it ought to be funded. How-
ever, I agree with the Committee on
Rules that it would be a mistake just sud-
denly to go in and give them what they
ask for, 572 members, which is an in-
crease of several hundred. They could
not have done it and could not have got-
ten qualified people to come in. It is the
intent of this Member on the evidence
submitted to the committee by Members
of the House and by the Congressional
Research Service to evaluate this.

It would seem to me to be a mistake for
this committee today and this House to-
day to go in and put in all of these mem-
bers or even the amount that the gentle-
man from California has suggested he
will offer an amendment for later in com-
mittee.

Again I want to point out the gentle-
man (Mr. BorLrLing) talks about this over-
whelming vote on the reorganization
plan with a very few votes against it.
It was adopted, however, that is true, but
Mr. BoLLIiNG was one of those who came
in on the very first vote in this Congress
and amended the Reorganization Act in
order to take the staffing away from the
minority. So there can be changes that
can be looked at.

I further want to point out to the gen-
tleman that the Reorganization Act may
have some good things in it, but it is one
of the most expensive things that has
happened around Congress for a long
time. Even with the small increases that
we have made in this bill today, the Re-
organization Act calls for an increase of
over $4 million in the cost of this bill. If
we go ahead with all of the building up
of personnel, we will get up to about $10
million or $15 million in additional cost
because of the reorganization, and the
minority still does not have the staff that
they were promised when the bill passed
originally.

Now I am glad to yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. BOLLING. I am delighted that the
gentleman is prepared to yield, because
you heard me explain that I could not
yield to you before because my time ran
out.

The fact is I could not have yielded
because my time ran out. I think it is
important to be a little factual. There
has not been any answer to the question.

Mr. BOW. I yield back the balance of
my time.

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

I would like to ask a question I neg-
lected to ask earlier. Is there any provi-
sion in this bill for the hiring of elevator
operators in the Rayburn Building?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I am delighted to yield to
the gentleman.
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Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Not to my
knowledge.

Mr. GROSS. Now, let me turn to page
p:

Could the gentleman give me a brief
explanation of the meaning of the lan-
guage beginning on page 22 dealing with
“Not to exceed 10 positions in the
Library of Congress” and with partic-
ular reference to the language on page
23 dealing with the Foreign Book Serv-
ice, single employees in the Foreign
Service, and so on and so forth.

What is the meaning of all that?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will yield,
these people are paid in foreign curren-
cies, but the Americans who serve over-
seas and who administer the programs
are paid in American dollars.

Mr. GROSS. Are these foreigners em-
ployed in this country?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. No.

Mr. GROSS. These are foreigners em-
ployed overseas?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. That is
correct; wherever the country has a for-
eign exchange program. But the posi-
tions you are referring to are only for
the single employees who work for the
Library of Congress. However, those
who work overseas in the foreign coun-
tries where the foreign library books
programs of acquisition is carried
out——

Mr. GROSS. Well, most of this is un-
questionably legislation on an appro-
priation bill. But I would like to know
whether the gentleman can make a case
for it on the basis of equity, on the basis
of economy or efficiency, or anything
else?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I will say
to the gentleman from Iowa that this
program has been underway for a long
time and there is a tremendous amount
of interest in this program throughout
the entire country on the part of the
library researchers, and so forth. We had,
as you know, foreign currency stacked
up——

Mr. GROSS. In some places.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. These are
the points where the Library does this
book exchange work. Now, you have got
to have employees in the country where
they are collecting the books. All of the
employees, except in management, are
foreigners or natives of the country, but
the library managers so to speak are not.

Mr. GROSS. Do I understand that
this language permits payment in for-
eign currency and counterpart funds?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. For the
acquisition of books and for the employ-
ment of natives of the country.

Mr. GROSS. I see. I thank the gentle-
man.

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

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of my tak-
ing this time is to refer to the language
which appears on page 15 of the bill
where it says, “for necessary expendi-
tures for the Capitol Building and elec-
trical substations of the Senate and
House office buildings, under the juris-
diction of the Architect of the Capitol,
including improvements, maintenance,
repair, equipment, supplies,” and so
forth.
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The purpose of my taking this time is
to inquire of the committee, what I think
is clear, but I want to make some legisla-
tive history on the subject, there is noth-
ing contained in this bill to allow for any
step forward or any beginning of con-
struction on the west front of the
Capitol?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. That is
correct. As a matter of fact, the Archi-
tect has not come up with his recom-
mendations for the Commission on the
Extension of the Capitol, as to whether it
should be restoration or otherwise.

Mr. BENNETT. I am sure the chair-
man of this committee would do every-
thing within his power to see that if any
effort is made to make a new front on
this Capitol, that Members of Congress
will be fully advised and will have full
opportunity to debate it and it will not
be slipped in through some language
tucked away in the bill?

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. That is
correct.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

OFFICE OF THE LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL

For salaries and expenses of the Office of

t.l;e Legislative Counsel of the House, $739,-
160.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count,

Ninety-five Members are present, not
a quorum. The Clerk will call the roll.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 118]
Edmondson
Edwards, La.
Erlenborn
Evins, Tenn.
Fish

Abourezk
Alexander
Anderson,
1.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Annunzio
Ashbrook
Ashley
Badillo
Baring
Barrett
Bell
Bevill
Biaggi
Biester
Bingham
Blanton
Blatnik
Eray
Broomfield
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Burleson, Tex.
Byron
Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Celler
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clark
Clawson, Del
Clay
Cleveland
Collins, T11.
Colmer
Conte
Conyers
Culver
Daniels, N.J.
Delaney
Denholm

Peyser
Podell

Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Purcell
Quillen
Railsback
Rangel

Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Rooney, N.¥.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Ro

Flowers

Flynt
Frelinghuysen
Fulton, Tenn.
Gallagher
Gettys

Giaimo
Goldwater
Halpern
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho

¥
Runnels
Harvey Ruppe

Hawkins
Hays
Hébert
Heckler, Mass,
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hillis
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Hunt
Ichord
Jarman
Earth
Eemp
Eluczynski
Landrum
Long, La.
McClory
McCloskey
MeCulloch
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
MecMillan
Mathis, Ga.
Metcalfe
Michel
Mills, Ark.
Mink
Nelsen
Passman
Patman
Pepper

8t Germain
Schmitz
Schwengel
gﬁbelius
ipley
Shoup
Sikes
Spence
Stafford
Staggers
Steed
Steiger, Ariz,
Steiger, Wis,
Stokes
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Symington
Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex.
Thompson,
N.J.
Thone
Waldie
Ware
Whalen
Whalley
White
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Willlams
Wilson, Bob
Wyatt

Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Diggs
Dorn
Drinan
Dulski
Dwyer
Eckhardt
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Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the Chair,
Mr. MurerY of New York, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill H.R. 8825, and ﬁnq—-
ing itself without a quorum, he had di-
rected the roll to be called, when 286
Members responded to their names, a
quorum, and he submitted herewith the
names of the absentees to be spread upon
the Journal. :

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will
rise informally in order that the House
may receive a message.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

The Speaker resumed the Chair.
The SPEAKER. The Chair will receive

a message.

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Leonard, one
of his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on the following dates the
President approved and signed bills of
the House of the following titles:

On May 18, 1971:

H.R.4246. An act to extend certaln laws
relating to the payment of interest on time
and savings deposits and economic stabili-
zation, and for other purposes.

On May 21, 1971:

H.R.7500. An act to provide for the place-
ment of Lt. Gen. Keith B. McCutcheon, U.S.
Marine Corps, when retired, on the retired
list in the grade of general.

On May 25, 1971:

H.R.8190. An act making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1871, and for other purposes.

On June 1, 1971:

H.R.5352. An act to amend the act to
authorize appropriations for the fiscal year
1971 for certain maritime programs of the
Department of Commerce.

The SPEAKER. The Committee will
resume its sitting.

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1972

The Committee resumed its sitting.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, SISK

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Sisx: Page 4,
after line 23, Insert:

“Section 522(b) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-510; 2
U.5.C. 282a(b)) Is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“'{b) (1) One of the attorneys appointed
under subsecticn (a) shall be designated by
the Legislative Counsel as Deputy Legisla-
tive Counsel. During the absence or disabil-
ity of the Legisliative Counsel, or when the
office is vacant, the Deputy Legislative Coun-
sel shall perform the functions of the Legis-
lative Counsel.

““*(2) The Legislative Counsel may dele-
gate to the Deputy Legislative Counsel and
to other employees appointed under sub-
section (a) such of his functicns as he con-
siders necessary cr appropriate.’

“Section 525 of the Legislative Reorgani-
zation Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-510; 2
U.S.C. 282d) s amended to read as follows:
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‘" 'OFFICIAL MAIL MATTER

‘“‘Sec. 525. The Legislative Counsel may
send the official mall matter of the Office as
franked mail under section 3210 of title 39,
United States Code.""”

Bection 3210 of title 39, United States Code
(Public Law 91-375), Ils amended—

**(1) by inserting “and the Legislative
Counsel of the House of Representatives,”
Immediately after "terms of office,” in the
first sentence; and

“*'(2) by striking out “or Sergeant at Arms
of the House of Repfesentatives,” in the sec-
ond sentence and inserting in lieu thereof
“Sergeant at Arms of the House of Repre-
sentatives, or Legislative Counsel of the
House of Representatives,’.

“Section 3216(a) of title 39, United States
Code, is amended by striking out ‘and the
Sergeant at Arm of the House of Representa-
tives,’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘Sergeant
at Arms of the House of Representatives,
and Legislative Counsel of the House of Rep-
resentatives,””

Mr., SISK (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment be considered as read
and printed in the RECORD.

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

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, and I should also like
to make a point of order against the
amendment and will reserve the point
of order against the amendment to ask
if the gentleman from California will let
us know what the purpose of this amend-
ment is since it is quite obviously legis-
lation on an appropriation bill.

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. Bow) reserves a point of order
against the amendment.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman from Ohio yield?

Mr, BOW. Iyield to the gentleman.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, it is my
understanding, of course, that this
amendment had been cleared with both
sides of the aisle and I will try very
briefly to explain it,

Mr. BOW. There was a suggestion that
there would be a change in the name of
the deputy. But as the amendment was
being read, I see that there is a great
deal more than simply a change in the
name of deputy. I have not seen the
amendment. The amendment was not
submitted to us, and that is the reason I
would like to have the gentleman explain
the amendment to us.

Mr, SISK. Mr, Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BOW. I am delighted to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. SISK. First, let me apologize to
my good friend, the gentleman from
Ohio. I am very sorry. It was my under-
standing that copies of the amendment
and an explanation of it had been de-
livered to the gentleman and to his staff.
I certainly do apologize. But I was ap-
parently misinformed.

The purpose of this, actually, is really
to provide two amendments, putting
them together in the legislative counsel’s
office and the purpose was to perfect
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what was omitted through some inad-
vertency in connection with the office in
the legislative counsel, That is really all
it does.

Mr. Chairman, as I say, and I hope if
I might get a copy to the gentleman so
that he could see the amendment. As I
said, I understood the gentleman did
have copies.

The first part of the amendment deals
with the matter of placing in the law
the fact that during the absence or dis-
ability of the legislative counsel, the
deputy counsel should perform those
functions. That is merely a technical
matter. There was some thought that this
could be handled administratively and
at present it is being done. But this does
make it official.

The second part of the amendment
deals with permitting the legislative
counsel to have the franking privilege
as other officers of the House such as the
Sergeant at Arms have, subject, of course,
to other limitations of law.

In other words, that is the require-
ment that the franking privilege be used
only for official business.

Let me say that in the consideration
of this request before the gentleman'’s
committee, I notice reference made to
it in the report to the subcommittee of
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Bow),
that this matter would be left open with-
out any intent to be against the situ-
ation subject to the approval of the legis-
lative committee. The legislative com-
mittee in this case, first, will be the Com-
mittee on Rules and the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service in connec-
tion with the second.

My understanding is that the first
part has the full approval of the Com-
mittee on Rules and as to the second
part, I believe, by the action only yester-
day of the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service, and I will be glad to vield
either to the gentleman from Iowa (Mr,
Gross) or the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. UpaLL) to comment on this. They
also approved the use of the franking
privilege for the legislative counsel’s
office.

That is what this amendment does.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to ask the distinguished gentleman with
reference to. the second page of his
amendment.

*“(2) by s