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supp_icr'nc_ngl appropriations for fistal-yesr-¥pps. -

~ Rejected a motion to recommit the bill to the Com-
‘mittec on Appropriations. )
"On a demand for“a scparate vote,-he House agreed
to ap.amendment that deletes mﬁh‘rﬁg‘ which woulc!
authorize the transfer of $430. 1 by the Depart-
ment of Defense (agreed-to by record vote of 194 yeas
to 187 nays). The amendment was agreed to earlier in
the Committee of the Whole by a recorded vote of 219
ayes to i88'noes. < \dm . iy
\ On 2 demand for a scparate vote, ouse agreed.
to an. amendment that prohibits the use of funds by
the Department of Defense 'Ec finance commbat activities
in Contbuodis by US. forces: The amepdment was agreed
# carlier in the Comiice of mm&;m

to'an amendment that profiibits the wse of fonds. for
the reconstruction of North Vietham. The-amendment
was agreed to carlier in the Committee of thie Whole.
Agreed to an amendment. that increases the-funding
for category B impacted aid school assistance from s4
percent-to 68 percent (agreed to by 2 recorded vote of
311 ayes to 178 noes).” ‘ ,
j an amendment that sought to postpone the
“ provisions of the amendment -which prohibits the use

of funds to finance combit activ.ties in Cambodia (re-.

jected by a rccg/tdcd vote of 180 ayes to 219 nocs).
A point of order was overruled against’ language
which authofizes the transfer of $430 million by the
A point of order was sustained .against an amend-
ment that sought to postpone the provisions of the
amendment which prohibits the use of funds to finance
combat activities in Cambodia until a cease-fire feport
is made, to Congress or no longer than 3 months.
By a rtcord vote of 184 yeas to 222 nays, the. House
failed to-order the previous question on H. Res. 389,
the rule waiving-points of order against the bill. Sub-
sequently,-the rule’was sgreed /0 by a voice vote after
being amended t6 make i order an amendment to the
bill raising school assistance for class B impacted areas
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VI}'Iay' 1'0, 1973

would even think of considering an ap-
propriation bill of this magnitude, an
omnibus deficiency appropriation bill

. calling for the spending of more than

$2.8 billion, under a waiver of points
of order. It is hard for ‘'me to conceive
that this could happen in the House of
Repr%entat.wes I can understand a rule

making in order an appropriation bill

under emergency conditions, with lim-
ited points of order. But what has be-
come of the rules of regular and orderly
procedure in the House of Representa-
tivés when this sort of thing can ‘ake
place? What is the necessity for the
harsh procedure here proposed?

The ranking minority member of the
Committee on Appropriations when this
bill was reported to the House reserved
all points of order which, of course,
would-have made points of order in order
if the bill was considered under ordinary
procedures. Why go through that cha-
rade if the Committee on Rules is to come
forth with a rule waiving -all points of
order? -

Read this bill. Tt is scarcely a deﬁclency
appropriation bill. It is a transfer bill.
Money is transferrcd: all over the lot,
and the transfers are made under the
cloak and protection of waivers of points
of order. .

This is a sad performance, and in a
way I regret {that I am here on this day.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. ANDERSON of 1llinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I think it is true, as the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. Gross) has just pointed
out, that there are some 109 instances in
this bill in which one or two clauses in
the House rules: namely, clauses 2 and
5 of rule XXI would be violated if this
rule had not specifically waived points
of order in each of those instances.

I can give the gentleman from Iowa
the explanation that was presenfed in
the Committee on Rules by the distin~
guished chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations as to why this request
was " de. Thé gentleman explained that
it is not unusual for a supplemental bfll,
particularly one that reaches the floor
shortly before the conclusion of a fiscal
year—and we are, of course, less thin
2 months from the conclusion of the
current fiscal year—to require appropria-
tions either where there is no authoriza-
tion or to require appropriations in ex~
cess of aushorized. ceilings, So we do have
a situalion in which we have unexpended
balances in one account and deficiencies
in another. Thercfore, it was the arpgu-
ment of the Commitice on Appropria-
tions that it did make very good fiscal
sense to permit the transfer of funds
from one account to another to make up
these.deficiencies rather than ssmply ap-
propriating new moneys, Many of the
deficiencies in this bill, as T undesstand
it, are duc lo unbudgeled pay riasses
whieh have since tajien cffect.

One other example thal we were fur-
nished {5 the general provision section
of the Department of Defense supple-
mental In which there is an excess in
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the procurement account and ceficien-
cies in personnel and operation and
maintenance accounts due to the de-
vatuation of currency, increased food
prices, and increased activities in South-
east Asia above the levels that had orig-
inally been programed. Those are the
reasons, in short, why those of us on the

Committee on Rules were inclined to go

along and grant the request of the chair-
man of the Committee on Appropriations
for the waiver.

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

Mr, ANDERSON of ﬂhllOls I yield to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman re-
call in his time in the House -a waiver
of the rules that covered more items in
an appropriation bill than this?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I am.not
sure about precedents. I think the gen-
tleman probably is correct. In my mem-
ory—and I have been here ¢ dozen
years—this is an unusually large number
of individual items.

I should be pleased to yield to the
chairman of the Commiittee on Appro-
priations, if he has actual information
as far as the precedents.

Mr. MAHON. Mr \Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. MAHON. As the gentleman from
Towa knows, we raise the pay of civilian
and military personnel “sually -at least
once a year, and that calls for addition~
al funds over the original budget. So in
prior years, without exception, insofar as
I can remember, we have had to provide
in the supplemental bill the additional
funds for the pay-raises which were man-
dafed by law, We try io squeeze the
money already available. In other words,
we try to get the agencies to absorb as
much of the cost of the pay raise from
the appropriation previously made, in-
stead of vroviding additional new funds
to pay these increased costs mandated by
Congress. In some instances we can
transfer available funds between appro-
priations and thereby hold a tighter rein
on the purse strings. We have some 80
instances in this bill where we have made
transfers of available funds. This is the
way we did it Jast year, and the year be-
fore, and the year before that.

It sceems to me to he the most prudent
way (0 do it. I( is belter than o appro-
priate new money, increase the budget,
increase the deficif, and subhject ourselves
Lo criticism for failureto adequately con-
trof the purse strings.

I think the gentleman from Towa will
he one of the first to agree that thus
transferyra. of funds procedure is desir-
able under fhe circumstances, and I
think the gentleman would agree that it
is rather strange that the rules of the
House would deny the commillee au-
thority (o transfer these funds.

L ihink 1t mieht be recited that in prsor
years, quite o number of yedrs 20, 1L wits
m order, It was not held Lo bhe m viola-
uon of the fules of the House for the
Commitiee on Appropriations Lo hring
In a bl transfereing funds which had
previously been approved by Congrens,
So (his Is no vrouudlncuklnrz, world~
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shatlering departure from former pro-
cedure. It is a good procedure,

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I thank the
gentleman from Texas for that clarify-
ing explanation.

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

Mr. ANDERSON of linois. I yield to
the gentle nan from Jowa,

Mr. CHOSS. However, the rule here
wair mg points of order deals with mil-
lions and millions of dollars. The simple
question is this: Why did the Appropria-
tions Commiitee overfund in the first
place in these departments, agencies, and
even in our own housekeeping in the
House of Representatives—why this
overfunding to the extent that it is dem-
onstrated in this bill?

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlemarn ‘yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. MAHON. As to the claim that we
overfunded in- the first place, we have
just mandated 4 slowdown, a delay in
certain programs.that, if the fisca) situa-
tion were not so bad, we would proceed
with. So this is an economy move, and
yet more funds may be involved here
than in some former years. However, by
using this transfer technique, I would
say to the House that we are saving
about $530 million. This is a good thing.

Mr. ANDERSON of. lllinois. I should
like to call the attention of the House to

‘the fact that psrhaps the inost coniro-

versial’ aspect of this bill will revolve
around chapter 2, the provision that calls
for a transfer of $430 million additional
transfer authority for the Department of
Defense and the related question of our
current riilitary operations in Cambodia.

It is my understanding that at least
two amendments will be offered pertain-
ing to this issue.-One would completely
strike out the transfer authority and the
other would prohibit the use of any funds
provided in this act to support bombing
or other combat operations in Cambodia
by U.S. military forces, That is the lah-
guage which was _rovided me which pre-
sumably will be offered by the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr, Lonc).

I for one would oppose the first of the
two amendments, I think the additional
views that are set forth on page 122 of
the committee report indicate that the
proponents of that amendment are lit-
erally throwing the baby out with the
bhath water, The committee has pointed
out that only about $25 million of thase
funds could be used or would be used:for
the hombing of Cambodia. About $60 mil~
lion 15 neceded in transfer authority he~
cause of the simple rise in food costs and
the 1inerease 1n subsistence, and. the ad-
dition of $110 muilion is needed hecause
of the doHar devaluation. I think we
oughl to afford the Department of De-
fense some flexshility in that regard since
it involves our hase hine forces worldwide,
A it was explained Lo me, it could very
serimsly affect the operations of the Gth
Fleet in Lle eadern Mediterranenn
when, +7 7 ye Know, a4 very Lerous ersls is
going 1o Lebapon,

T wiabt to make clear T whi Luppory
the amendment. which wil he offered by
Marylasnd

the gentieman from {Mr,




Lowg) . I think it offers a reasonable ap-
proach to expressing the conscience of
this Congress as being in opposition to
air warfare or bombing in Cambodia.
This is not-a .position to which I have
come without a great deal of reflection.
1 have not'only studied the matter but I
have also carefully reviewed the state-
ments of the Secretary of State and of
our Becr#t&ry of Defense and the so-
called legal brief that was issued by the
Department of State in deferise of our
Cambodian bombing policy. T can report
and it is very painful for me to be obliged
to characterize that legal brief as one
with & very shoddy and shallow defense
of our foreign policy. I cannot accept the
legal rationale of that brief.

I looked at the Constitution and I
looked at the statutes, and it seemed
to me they :made it quite clear that
this Government has never béen suthor-
ized to engage in bombing-in Cambodia.
I refer to the statement that was made
by the Preaident after the invasion of
Cambodia in 1970, when he said:

The only remaining American activity in
Cambodia:after July 1. will be alr missions
to interdict the movement of enemy troops
and material where I find it is necessary to
‘protect the lives aind security of our men In
Bouth Vietnam.

That clearly Is no longer necessary,
given the agreement of last January 27
and the fact that the provisions of that
agreement have been implemented with
respect to the withdrawal of our troops.

The argument is tired that there ix a
continuing violawn of article 20 of that
particular agreement and, therefore, we
should continue a policy- ol bombing in
Cambodis. Of course that agreement also
very.clearly spedﬂu a reconvening of the
12-nation conm;e Jor conference that
met a month a.(.cr the agreement was
signed in any case where-the Interna-
tional Control Comimission is unable to
carry out the terris of the agreement. So
1t seems to me that is the mechanism we
ought to uze and we ought to seek to
implement in this instance. If we cannot
secure adequate enforcement of article
20 and the other provisions of that agree-
ment, we ought to reconvene that con-
gress rather than unilaterally take upon
ourselves the responsibility of violating
the agreement .ourselvec by cont.mulng
to bomb. It seems to me two wrongs do
not make 2 right even in the field of in-
ternational law and diplomacy.

The domino theory, of course, Is no
Ionger in high fashion and, therefore, it
is not being used as a rationale to sup-

" port the bombing of Cambodia, Howeyer,

there i3 still extant the bargaining chip
theory, and particularly in view ‘of the -
projected meeting sometime around the
:‘middle of May between Dr. Kissinger and
Le Duc Tho we are told we should wait
yet a time to see how that pariicular
meeting succeeds. Of-course I think that
particular theory in this instance, the
bargaining chip theory, has been rend-
ered .quite inoperative because bombs
that are-dropped on the peasant villages
of Cambodia certainly do not afféct-the
North Vietnamese mentality.

L do not think they are pariicularly
disturbed by any destruction we heap
uponﬂmbodh,norhitgolutodcw
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them in any respect from any other vio-
lations they may contemplate in that
agreement.

Third, T have heard this argument
used: It is the “bigger pictire argu-
ment.” At least, I would so describe it;
that it Is only those of us with small ~
Jminds and narrow vision who fall to
perceive that we must in this instance
prove our manhood, our determination
to support executive agreements which
are not the law of the land, which have
not been submitted to the Congress for
ratification, but that somehow we must
do this because we are interested in the
larger goal, the bigger picture of pro-
ducing detente and building a new and
emerging structure of peace.

My friends, this is clearly an adapta-
tion of the “means justifies the end”
argument. Recently, we have done some
very serious national soul searching on
that partlcular doctrine. I would have
t.bought that we would have realized
some time ago what a great world leader
once told his nation, “The means we use
ure the ends themselves in the making.”

Mr. Speaker, I would subimit that we
cannot create the conditlons for an
emerging structure of peice based on
falling bombs.

That will come only a5 we see a world
that is willing to turn to the rule of law
as a substitute for violence. I do not find
the example that we are given very en-
couraging with respect to the emergence
of that basic principle as the foundation
of .what we ought to do to see an emerg--
Ing structure of peace in the world.

Therefore, I hope the gentleman from
Maryland will offer his amendment. It
will have my support for the reasons al-
ready mentjoned. I think the other
amendment is unwise in the restrictions
it would place upon the Department of
Defense. It is a blunderbuss rather than
2 scalpel, which we need at this moment
to attack the specific issue that con-
fronts the Congress this afternoon.

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

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. Gox-
ZALEZ) .

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlieman for yielding.

I did not want to interiupt his train of
‘thought, but what I would like to know
is, in connection with his reference to
the section contalned in this bill with
respect to devuuauon as the gentleman
knows, our committee has not presented
the formal devaluation bill as yet.

Would the gentlcman be prepared. to
tell us what the dollar amount refiected
.In this bill holds because of devaluation?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinols. Mr. 8peak-
er, we were informed—and I beljeve these
figures were taken from the report of the
Committee on Appropriations——that ap-
proximately $110 million of the requested
trunsfer funds are neceded because of cur-
rency devaluation.

That again is the reason why we should
not simply blindly strike oul all trans-
fer authority out of the bill,

Mr, GONZALEZ, Mr, Speaker, I agree
with the gentieman. I would lke to know
if part of this $110 million wil] be used
to offset the hardshir confronting our
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servicemen and public servants wite are
working abroad and have made sucrifices.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
ex, there are members of the Committee
on Appropristions and possibly the
Armed Services Committee who could
answer that question in more detail
than 1.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Spesaker, wm the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. MAHON) .

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, the answer
to the question is that part of the funds
in this biil will, of course, help meet the
requirements which the gentleman has
pointed out. Without the passage of this
legislation, they would be in a very severe
posmon 50 this will meet the require-
ments considerably.

Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. Spesker, I t.hanl:
the gentleman.

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

Mr. ANDERSON of Ilinols. I yield to
the gentleman from Iows (Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, with regard
to devaiuation, what we are actually do-
ing here today is.appropriating millions
upon millions of dollars with absolutely
no authority.

I do not believe the gentleman from
Illinois presently in the well of the House
likes-to be taken for granted.

Mr. ANDERSON of lllinois, No, indeed,

Mr. GROSS. What is happening here
and what we will be doing by approving
this appropriation bill and the millions
to make up the shoitfall in the devalua-
tion of the dollar is further approving
the delegation of power to the executive
branch of Gov nt. For the law on
the statute books today says that only by
virtue of authorization on the part of

Congress may an appropriation be made-

for the shortfall in devaluation,

Yet before this day is over, Members
will have yielded to what amounts to
one-man power, for devaluation of the
dollar is slready in effect by action of the
President and without sanction of Con-
gress. In the future do not scream about
delegation of power to the executive
branch of Government, if you vote for
this bill here today.

(Mr. ANDERSON of Iilinois asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. M peaker, I
vield 5 minutes to the distii ~.ished gen-
tlewoman from Hawali (Mrs. Mink) .,

(Mrs. MINK asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend her re-
marks).

Mrs. MINK, Mr, Speaker, X rise in op-
position to the rule for the purpose of
asking the House (o vote down the previ-
ous question in order that an amend-
ment to H.R. 7447 can be offered, which
will correct a grievous error which was
made in the v ont supplemental, which
restricted the allocation of funds under
impact ald for category B children to
the rate of 54 percent,

The rule which we are now consider-
Ing, which walves in other Instances
109 points of order, did not offer us this
same oppostunity to present this amend-
ment to the House to permit the House
to work its will,
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