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House approvals-we once again gave 
the question of war powers very careful 
consideration. 

The subcommittee chaired by the gen­
tleman from Wisconsin, (Mr. ZABLOCKI) 
once again held extensh·e hearings on 
the many war powers bills and resolu­
tions which were referred to the Com­
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

There were some 37 proposals. Each 
one of them was given careful considera­
tion in the formulation of the measure 
which is before us today. 

During 6 days of hearings, the sub­
committee heard 16 witnesses, including 
eight Members of this body. 

TI1e subcommittee subsequently con­
sidered all suggested approaches to war 
powers and after four long sessions came 
up with the draft which was introduced 
as House Joint Resolution 542. 

TI1e full Committee on Foreign Af­
fairs devoted three full sessions to per­
fecting the subcommittee version. The 
result is-I believe--a measure which 
represents a consensus of views on how 
Congress should legislate in this vital 
area. 

Madam Chairman, since I have been in 
the Congress, the United States has par­
ticipated in two major confticts. Each 
one of those confiicts has raised impor­
tant constitutional problems concerning 
war powers. 
· On June 25, 1950, North Korean troops 
crossed the borders of South Korea trig­
gering the Korean war. 

On June 27, President Truman an­
nounced that he had ordered U.S. air 
and ground forces to give the Korean 
Government troops cover and support. 
Following a United Nations resolution 
calling on members to stop this aggres­
sion, President Truman ordered Ameri­
can ground troops to repel the North 
Korean attack. 

Congress was not called upon to de­
clare war at the 'time of the invasion in 
Korea. 

At that time it was believed by many 
'In the executive branch, and in the Con­
gress, that by becoming a member of the 
United Nations, the United States was 
obligated by U.N. commitments, includ­
ing commitments to international police 
actions, and that it would be within the 
power of the President alone to see that 
those commitments were carried out. 

• Although the Congress did not for­
mally accept this position, neither did 
dt as a whole contest the right of the 
Executive to respond to the call of the 
United Nations Security Council. 

Some members, however, were out­
spoken in their view that power of 
gress had been usm1Jed. Among them 
was the great Republican Senator from 
Ohio, Senator Robert Taft. 

As the war continued into 1951 and 
1952, Senator Taft's views gained more 
and more support. 

Some of you may recall that the Kore­
an conflict came to be called "Truman's 
War." Unfair as that may have been, 
the reflected that this was a Pres­
idential war since Congress had not de­
clared it or given specific aut.horization 
to the hostilities. 

In more recent years, the Vietnam war 
has provided the basis for similar criti-

cisms. The legal authority of the Pres­
ident to deploy American Armed Forces 
into hostilities in Indochina has been 
under constant attack. 

Many of us have believed that the 
Gulf of Tonkin resolution-with its 
broad and strong wording-provided au­
thority to the President to conduct hos­
tilities in Vietnam. 

The present administration, however, 
has s:>.id that its authority for continued 
pursuit of the conflict was not derived 
from the Gulf of Tonkin resolution. 

Because there has been doubt and con­
fusion oyer the right of the President to 
conduct large-scale military actions in 
Vietnam without specific prior approval 
from Congress, national disunity over 
the war was accelerated. 

Today, a similar situation exists with 
regard to the continued bombing in 
Cambodia. 

Many observers believe that continua­
tion of those operations requires that the 
President ask the Congress for specific 
authorization. Once again there is con­
fusion and the Nation is divideC:. 

As the result of our country's experi­
ence in Korea and Vietnam, one lesson 
should be clear by now to everyone: 

Congress must play its rightful role in 
warmaking- not only to satisfy the de­
mands of the Constitution-b:it also for 
the practical reason of creating the na­
tional unity and purpose whieh are 
necessary for the success of our national 
effort. 

Our national security, no less than 
our national heritage, demands that Con­
gress fully participate in the decision to 
goto war. 

In a statement before a House Foreign 
:Affairs subcommittee last year, the Hon. 
McGeorge Bundy, a former Assistant for 
National Security Affairs to both Presi­
dents Kennedy and Johnson-stated 
that the most serious foreign policy 
problem facing the United States is the 
breakdown of effective relations between 
the executive branch and the Congress. 

He noted that the breakdown was most 
conspicuous-and damaging-with re­
gard to the Vietnam conftict. 

I believe we all recognize the need for 
re-creating a good working relationship 
between the White House and the Con­
gress on vital foreign policy and security 
issues. 

Congress must not play a junior part­
ner role where decisions involving the 
commitment of American troops is in­
volved. Neither should we attempt to 
force such a secondary role upon the 
President. 

Our objective must be to foster a co­
operative relationship which will prevent 
the discord over war powers which h as 
plagued the Nation for a number of years. 

House Joint Resolution 542 fulfills that 
objective. The resolution does not at­
tempt to impose precise and inflexible 
definitions of the war powers on either 
the President or the Congress. 

The resolution does not attempt to de­
scribe specific conditions in which the 
President may or may not deploy 
troops- for that, too, would introduce 
elements of rigidity into our national 
security system. 

Rather, this resolution sets forth a 

procedure for insuring thut whe;nevcr a 
significant number of American forces 
are deployed into combat for a sig11ificant 
length of time by the President, the Con­
gress must give it.s assent. 

Passage of this resolution and its ac­
ceptance by the President would open a. 
ne,.,.· era in the relations between the 
Congress and the Executive in deali11;; 
with the ,.,.·ar powers of this Nation. 

Therefore, I urge this body to give its 
approval to House Joint Resolution 54'.!­
as reported from the Commit.tee on For­
eign Affairs. 

Mr. TIERNAN. Madam Chairman, I 
rise to speak in favor of House Joint 
Resolution 542 which will place signifi­
cant restraints on the President"s ability 
to cornmit U.S. Armed Forces abroad 
without prior congressional approval. 

In the past 20 years we have seen a 
growing willingness by our Presidents 
to bypass congressional approval of in­
volvement of American Armed Forces in 
undeclared confiicts. At the same time, 
there has been a continuing usurpation 
of congressional PO\'.rer by the Executive. 

Both the 91st and 92d Congresses at­
tempted to deal with these problems by 
consicering war powers legislation. Eofa 
times I argued vigcrously that the Con­
gress should act to. prevent any further 
erosion of the congressional PO\Yer to 
make war. Unfortwrntely, the House and 
Sen::ite v:ere never able to agree on a 
formula to limit the President's power 
to invol\'e the United States in "unde­
clared wars." 

It is my sincere hope that the House 
of Representatives will approrn House 
Join t Resolution 542 and that the Sen­
ate will follow Senator FuLnRIGHT 0

S sug­
gestion to adopt similar language. 

If we are to "preserve, p::-otect, a1:d 
defend the Constitution of the united 
States," we must act now. Too ma.1y 
times the Congress has shirked its duty 
and abandoned its authority to dec!are 
war through inaction or by undennit­
ing the illegal actions of a President by 
enacting resolutions v;-11.ich give him a 
carte blanche in the area of n:ilitar:: 
operations overseas. 

Today we must realize our respon­
under the Constitution and our 

duty to the American people to preserve 
our democracy by once-and-for-all lim­
iting the President's ability to wage ag­
gressive undeclared wars. 

As written, House Joint Resolution 
542 would allow the President to pre­
serve the secmity of the United States 
in case of a national emergency. I ugrec 
that the President must have the power 
to defend the United States in case of an 
attack. But I believe that no single man 
should have the power to commit our 
lives and resources to the future Viet­
nams of the world. 

The intent of our Founding Fath ers 
is clear. Article I, section 8, of the -::'on­
stitution specifically gives to the Con- . 
gress the power to declare war and make 
rules for the regulat10n of Armed Forces. 
The writings of Jefferson, Madison, Mon­
roe and others make it perfectly clear 
that no warmaking power is given to the 
President. 

Lincoln reiterated this when he said: 
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AJlo·n the President to in vacle a neighbor­
ing nation whenever he shall deem it neces­
s~rv to reuel an invasion, and you allow him t~ do so \vhenevn he nrny choosa to say he 
ctc~ms it necessary for sl!ch purpose, and you allow llin1 to n1ake war at p1e3.::>Ul'.C. 

\Ve in Congress do not seek to reclaim 
ot1.l' right to declare \Yar because we are any wiser than the President. \Ve do so first and foremost because the future cf our democratic form of governmer,~. as 
envisioned by our Founding Fathers and established by the Constitution, is :i,t 
stake. Second, it is my belief that Con-' gress would use this authority more spar­
ingly than the President, rs one ma'1, 
would. For war is the most crucial issue anyone can deal with, and it shoulC: not and cannot be easy to initiate. 

Open debate by the Congress may 
bring up risks otherwise overlooked or 
alternative courses never considered. It • .subst.itutes the experience of many voices for tliat of one at a time when no obje..,­
tian is too small. And it may well serve to secure the consent of our citizenry, certainly a vital factor as the Vietnam 
\\'al' has so painfully proved. The Presi­
dent reaches his decisic.1 to go to war through private processes, inaccessible to the :nclividual citizen, Congress provides that accessibility_ Without the moral sanction of the American people, the 
consequences of war are no less destruc­
t ive here in our own country than where the bombs are falling_ Only by returning 
to the dictates of the Constitutio:i can we guarantee that we will never again go to war without the support of our citizens. 

The war power resolution is the most important considera.tion . on which w~ · 
will lcndertake during this Congress. I : urge every Member of . this body to vote 
ill favor of this measure. 

Mr. PODELL. Madam Chairman, the time has come for the .Congress of the -United States · to reassert its position of 
equality \vith the executive branch. For too long, have we allowed ourselves to be exploited as a rubberstamp for Presiden­
tial supremacy. This legislation, House Joint Resolution 542, which severely lim­
its the circumstances under which the President can commit U.S. troops abroad without congressional approval, can be the first nail in the coffin of congres­
sional complacency. 

I The Constitution gives the Congress i the power to declare war. Clearly, it was t the intention of the framers of our gov­. ernment to employ the collective wisdom 

I. of both the executive and legislative 
, branches, before committing our :Nation I to armed conflict. Yet, today we are told i that a declaration of war would prob­! ably mean nuclear holocaus t. We have • been forced to swallow an expansive set 
I of national commitments which have ! escaped the careful consideration of this • body. The founders of our Government placed a grave responsibility on the shoulders of Congress and we can not shrink from it and still fulfill our duties of office. 

This legislation would not in any way inhibit the ability of the Commander in 
Chief to r espond to a direct threat to the 

· security of our Nation. It would only en­
sure that the Congress be given the maxi­
m1m1 opportunity to advise and consent 

in all hostilities. Our Nation cannot af­
ford any more errors of judgment in our foreign policy. One small mistake could easily drag us down into the quagmire of overbroad commitments and entangling 
hostilities. 

If there is one lesson that can be learned from the events of the sixties, it is that no one man should be allowed to monopolize our foreign policymaking process. Full public discussion, wheneve1· feasible, is an essential ingredient in the v;·orking of a democracy. Certainly, the 
recent agreements signed by tile world's two ma.ior nuclear powers amplifies the need, and increases the opportunity, for 
reasoned debate. The Presidency is often an isolated and lonely office. It is the duty of Congress to make sure the will of the people is heard and adhered to. 

Some of the most significant provi­
sions of this legislation are those that deal with the obligation of the executive to keep both the Congress and the Amer­ican people promptly informed of all 
commitments abroad. Overclassification and excessive secrecy have plagued our Nation throughout the last decade. Both 
the legislative and executive branches must learn to cooperate in pooling their 
research and analysis, since informa­tion is the key to any rational foreign -policymaking. 

. How many more billions of dollars must this Nation spend before Congress 
is willing to assert its authority? How many more lives must be lost? This Na­
tion cannot afford another Vietnam while Congress retreats from its consti­
tutional responsibilities. The time. to act is-now. I urge all my colleagues to join · 
me in support.of this long overdue legis.­
lation. 

so that both may wisely exercise their constitutional responsibilities in case of impending or present foreign crises. Sec­
tion 4(b) goes beyond this objective, in strengthening the warmaking powers of 
the Congress at the expense of those of the Executive. 

It is my understanding that a nmnter of amendments to House Joint Resolu­tion 542 will be offered to delete this ob­
jectionable provision, substituting lan­
guage which would require some type of affinnaLive congressional action within a 
specific time period after the submission of the President's r eport on his action in committing U.S. Armed Forces. 

Specifically, I would like to direct my colleagues' attention to H.R. 8898, leg­
islation introduced by my friend Mr. 
REGULA, which I have cosponsored, and 
which I understand may be offered all or in part as a substitute to House Joint · 
Resolution 542. According to the provi­
sions of this bill, if, in the case of a na­tional emergency, the President should commit U.S. Armed Forces into combat1. the President would submit to Congress within 24 hours a r eport of his actions. Congress would then be required to then take affirmative action, within 90 days 
after the receipt of the President's re­port, either approving or disapproving 
t.his commitment of U.S: Armed Forces . 
If the Congress should approve his ac­
tions, the President would nevertheless be r equired to report back to the Con­
gress at 6-month intervals on the prng­
ress of the hostilities in question. In the event of congressional disapproval, the -
Armed Forces would be required to be withdrawn· as- expeditiously as possible. -. 
Lastly, but most important; in- the event : the Congress failed to take any action to , either approve or disapprnve the Pres-

· Mr. PARRIS. Madam Chairman, I would like to take this opportunity to 
comment upon what I consider to be a very serious, and indeed dangerous, fault 
in the legislation which we have before us. Specifically, I r efer to section 4(b) of House Joint Resolution 542, which in ac­
tuality denies to the President of the 
United States the authority to commit U.S. Armed Forces into combat without specific congi'essional approval. 

. ident's action, this would in fact con- ' stitute approval of the commitment of : 

According to section 4(b) as it is now worded, it is required that pursuant to 
section 3 of the bill, within 120 clays after a r eport is submitted or required to be submitted, the President shall termi­
nate any commitment ancl remove any enlargement of U.S. Armed Forces with respect to which such report was sub­
mitted, unless the Congress either en­
acts a declaration of war or a . specific 
authorization for the use of our Armed 
Forces. 

I would like to respectfully submit to 
: my colleagues that the Congress cannot and probably would not "clear its throat'.' in 120 clays unless language is written 
. into this bill which would require some affirmative congressional action in that 
time period. 

Under the Constitution, the power "to make war" is jointly shared by the 
legislative and executive branches of our Government. For this reason I 
firmly support legislation which would 
strengthen and enhance the fl.ow of in­
formation to and between both branches, 

U..S: Armed Forces. 
I support the provisions of H .R 8898, -and I hope my colleagues will do likewise 

in the upcoming debate on House Joint Resolution 542. 
lVIr. BINGHAM. Madam Chairman, 

House Joint Resolut ion 542, the "war powers resolution of 1973" of which I am proud to be a cosponsor, is of major importance. It reflects successful efforts by the Foreign Affairs Committee, and especially the subcommittee which orig­
inated the legislation, to achieve a com­
prnmise bill supported by an overwhelm -
ing majority of the committee's members. 

I especially want to compliment the chairman of the subcommittee, Mr_ ZA­
. BLOCKI, for his outstanding leadership in 
this r egard. 

House Joint Resolution 542 is superior in a number of respects to its sister bill in : the Senate, S. 440, which shares the same ; laudable purpose- of defining the pow­
ers of the President to engage in mili- -
tary hostilities abroad without a con­
gressional declaration of war. 

For one thing, s . 440 yields to the 
temptation to try to define future cir­cumstances in which a President can commit U.S. Armed Forces to hostilities without prior congressional authoriza­
tion. This raises a double-edged problem. 
If we give a President broad blanket au­
thority to send troops into battle when-
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ever he judges that there is an immi­
nent tlueat to the United States, or its 
forces or citizens anywhere, as provided 
by S. 440, we are giving the White House 
what could become a blank check. On 
the other hand, if we try to spell out 
more restricted circumstances in which 
a President could take action, how do 
we know that we may not be unduly 
tying his hands in some unforeseeable 
future crisis which genuinely threatens 
our national security? 

In my own proposed war power bill 
(H.R. 5669) I avoided this unnecessary 
effort to foresee all situations in which 
the President might have legitimate need 
to use troops. I am happy that House 
Joint Resolution 542 also avoids this 
possible pitfall. 

In this and other respects I feel that 
House Joint Resolution 542 is r·easonable 
and responsible legislation which would 
go far toward reasserting the Congress 
constitutional power in this area. I 
strongly urge its adoption. 

I wm reserve further comments on the 
substance of the resolution until we 
reach the amendment stage on the bill. 

Mr. BURKE of Plorida. Madam Chair­
man, I must rise in opposition to the pas­
sage of House Joint Resolution 542, the 
war powers resolution of 1973, because I 
honestly feel that it is a mistake to at­
tempt to draw rigid lines between the 
President and the Congress in the area 
of warmaking. Purthermore, even if this 
action was desirable, it should not be 
done by a joint resolution of Congress, 
but instead by a constitutional amend­
ment. In my humble opinion and in the 
opinion of many lawyers, most of the 
important provisions of House Joint Res­
olution 542 would probably be declared 
unconstitutional. 

The term "war powers" may be de­
fined as the authority inherent in na­
tional sovereignties to declare, conduct, 
and to co~1clude armed hostilities with 
other nations. The U.S. Constitution re­
serves the following powers expressly to 
the Congress in article 1, section 8: 

11. To declare war, grant letters of marque 
and reprisa l, and to make rules concerning 
captures on land and water; 

12. To raise and support armies, but no 
appropriation of money to that use shall be 
for a longer term than 2 years; 

13. To provide and maintain a Navy; 
14. To make rules for the governm ent and 

regulation of the land and naval forces; 
15. To provide for calling forth the militia 

to execute the laws of the Union, suppress 
insurrections and repel invasions; 

16. To provide for organizing, arming, and 
d isciplining the militia and for governing 
such p art of them as may be employed in 
the service of the United States: and 

18. To make all laws wblch shall be nec­
essary and proper for carrying into execu­
tion the foregoing powers vestecl by this 
constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any department or offi­
cer thereof. 

The war powers of the President are 
however expressed in article II, section 2, 
which states: 

Tbe President sh all be Commander in 
Chief of the Army and Navy of the United 
States, a.nd of the militia of the several 
States, when called into the actual service 
of the United States. 

Our Pounding Fathers wisely left an 
element of flexibility in the authorities 
of Congress and the President, and this 
has enabled Presidents to employ the 
power which this flexibility has allowed 
to encourage peaceful resolvements of 
potentially dangerous situations. 

Although I support the constitutional 
grant giving authority to the Congress 
to declare war, nevertheless, at the same 
time, I support more the President's right 
to defend our Nation against attack or 
even possible attack without prior con­
gressional authorization. 

\Ve must give the American voter and 
the American system of elections full 
credit for selecting in most instances able 
men to be our Presidents. 

Madam Chairman, the President must 
have the confidence and support of the 
American people in order for him to be 
elected to office. His actions as President 
are similarly subject to public opinion. It 
is most ironic that House Joint Resolu­
tion 542 which is before us today, and 
was con~tructed with an eye toward the 
unfortunate experiences in the mid-
1960's, would not have prevented our 
steadily deepening involvement in Viet­
nam h ad it been on the books since 1789. 
Except perhaps by hindsight, there is no 
i-eason to believe that the Congress would 
not have acted through the mechanism 
set forth in House Joint Resolution 542, 
had it been in effect at the time of the 
Gulf of Tonkin incident, to declare war, 
if this had been the action requested by 
President Johnson. 

Yet today we are trying to close the 
barn door after the horse is already out, 
with this war powers legislation, but what 
we are likely to do is to splinter the door 
into fragments so that passage either 
way through the door is dangerous and 
the control of the horse is impossible. 

Constitutional powers should not be 
tampered with lightly. Our system of 
government has worked well for almost 
200 years, and I honestly feel that his­
tory will reftect that the action being 
contemplated by the House today, would 
work to the detriment of our system of 
government and against the best inter­
ests of the American people in the futme. 

Specifically, section 4 Cb) and (c) of 
House Joint R.esolution 542 are in my 
opinion against the best interests of the 
United States. Section 4(b) provides that 
the President at the end of 120 days, 
without regard even to the immediate 
safety of our Armed Forces, must termi­
nate any involvement of U.S. Porces in 
hostilities out side the United States, and 
withdraw newly dispatched combat 
forces from the area of any foreign coun­
try Ui1less the Congress by that time has 
enacted a declaration of war or specifi­
cally authorized the use of our Armed 
F'orces. Section 4(c) provides t h a t hos­
tilities and deployments may be termi­
nated by Congress alone at any time 
within the 120-day period, by means of a 
concurrent resolution having no force of 
law. 

As a practical matter we all know that 
the Congress does not always move as 
quickly as it should and a legislative· 
deadlock might develop thereby making 
it n ecessary to withdraw troops already 

committed to combat after 120 days. My 
colleagues, this is a chaotic way to con­
duct military actions, or fo1· that matter 
to conduct a government. It is highly un­
desirable for Congre:;s through its o\\·n 
inaction to be able to determine whether 
a course of Presidential action should be 
continued. 

Under present law, if the Comm::mc!cr 
in Chief orders om· forces to deploy or 
to engage in hostilities, Congress ma': 
effect such action if it wi5hes, by use oi 
constitutionally granted powers. Bm 
seeking to provide that a concurrent res­
olution shall have the force of law, we 
are embarking on an extremely dan­
gerous and probably unconstitutional 
coul'Se of action. 

Decisions of war and peace by the 
United States should not be developed hy 
confrontation between the Congress arnl_ 
the Executive, but rather it should be 
developed by a maximum amount of co­
operation between the two branches. I 
therefore urge that you rec;ognize tllat 
trJs is bad legislation before us today P.nd 
it should be defeated. It is my 09inion 
that the constitutional author!ties pres­
ently in exi:::tence are slLITI.cient a:loca­
t ions of the war powers between Congi·c:::~ 
and the executive branch. 

1'.'lr. HOLIFIELD. Madam Chairman, I 
intend to vote for passage of the war 
po.-:ers resolution of 1973, and I com ­
mend the Committee on Poreign Affair;; 
fo:: once again bringi.."'.lg this important. 
measure before the House. 

In my V::ew, the war powers resolution 
C.oes tv:o things : 

First, it helps to fiil a long ex'.sting 
constitutional void. 

Seco11d, it more clearly defines the war­
making powers of the President and 
guarantees the participation of the C:m­
gress in the foreign policy of this co·cm­
try--especially where that policy is en­
forced by the use of military power. 

I want to emphasize that the Congress, 
not just the other body, has a constitu­
tional role in foreign policy. This House 
has for toe long refused to as~ert its 
powers and has, too often, confined its · 
foreign policy role to the appi·cpriations _ 
process. 

As w1itten, our Federal Constitution is i 
silent in numerous instances \1·ith re- ' 
spect to the exercise of congressional, ' 
judicial and Presidential powe1·s. '1110se 
who drafted the Constitution could not j 
possibly have foreseen the growth of a ; 
teclu1ological society, or the great com- j 
plexities of our foreign relations in a 
nuclear age. During crisis after crisis we 
l1 ave been left floundering in a thicket of 
controversy over "inherent powers," "as- l 
sumed authority," and claims of usurpa- l 
tion of the powers of one branch of Gov- l 
ernment by another. i 

The constitutional voids and gray l 
areas h aving to do with the warmaking l 
powers became apparent very early in 1 
our national history, and we have had to li 
deal with international situations con- . 
tinuously from 1793 until now without l 
constitutional or statu tory guidance. ' 

Por example, the h earings of the For- ~ 
eign Affairs Committee on the war 1 
powers resolution list 199 instances "'-here l 
t he United States has engaged in mili-

; 

l 
l 
~ 
L 
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tary action abroad without a declaration 
of war-from the naval war with France 
in 1798 to the Jordanian-Syrian crisis 
of 1970. 

Contrasted with these 199 instances of 
Presidential action-supported by the 
Congress-the Congress has declared 
war only 5 times. 

Both declared and undeclared wars 
have resulted in great criticism and dis­
trust of both the Presidency and the 
Congress. As a result, our democratic 
processes oJ government have often be­
come strained and distorted. as they are 
today. 

I believe it is now tiine to end this dis­
tortion and confusion which has plagued 
us for so long, by defining the roles of 
Congress and the President with respect 
to undeclared wars. Our position in the 
world and our relc>.tionships with other 
governments make such action manda­
tory. 

Early this year, the State Department 
furnished each of us with a 420-page 
document listing the treaties and agree­
ments which we have in force with dozens 
of other countries. 

Many of these treaties and agreements, 
wl1ich we in the House had no part in 
making, call for military action by the 
United States. Without doubt, if we are 
to carry out our solemn agreements with 
other nations, while serving our own best 
interests, an undeclared war or the com­
mitment of troops abroad will be neces­
sary in the future. 

In fac~, we would not want to take the 
grave step of formally declaring war in 
most cases because of the grave inter­
national implications involved in such a 
step. 

The resolution before us is not ad­
dressed to any particular \Var or military 
action. It does not criticize. nor is it 
aimed at any President. It does not affect 
the President's flexibility in dealing with 
anv future international crisis. 

ihese are the things that the resolu­
tion will do: 

It as:mres that the Congress-includ­
ing the House at long last--"l'lill be fully 
consulted and will decide whether to 
commit the lives of those we represent 
to a ·foreign conflict. 

Also, the Congress will be provided, at 
long 1ast, with sufficient information to 
permit it to intelligently exercise its con­
stitutional duties and prerogatives in 
these situations. 

Most importantly, passage of this res­
olution will apply the rnle of law to these 
future Presidential actions in the foreign 
policy area . 

The 43 California Members of this 
House represent more than 10 percent of 
the young men who would be called upon 
to fight an undeclared war. Our constitu­
ents would be called upon to pay a high 
share of the costs of such a war. And the 
odds are that more of our constituents 
would be buried in the course of any such 
war. 

For no other reasons than these, Cali­
fornia's people are entitled to their voice 
in these m atters through their elected 
representatives. 

But there are better reasons for sup­
porting the war powers resolution. These 
are: 

The preservation of representative gov­
ernment in all facets of our national life; 

The preservation of the Congress and 
of this House as the representatives of 
the will of the people; and 

The preservation of the rule of law 
versus the rule of men. 

In conclusion, let me say that I have 
no desfre to inhibit any President or fu­
tur,; Congress in the ability to move in 
our own national interest. If I believed 
that this resolution would do so, I would 
not support it. · 

This resolution will not inhibit the 
President or the Congress. It merely as­
sures that we, the elected representatives 
of the people, will help decide whether 
futurz foreign military operations are in 
fact in the national interest. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Resoli·ed by the Senate and House of Rcp­

r ,'sentatii;es of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 

SECrION 1. This measure mi>.y be cited as 
the "War Powers Reso!ution of 1973". 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Madam Chairman, I 
move that the ·committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mrs. GRIFFITHS, Chairman of the Com­
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com­
mittee, h aving had under consideration 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 542), con­
cerning the war pov:ers of Congress and 
the· President, had come to no resolution 
thereon . . 

POULTRY CRISIS 

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

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to call 
attention to a crisis facing poultry grow­
ers and processors in my south Texas 
district, and to warn that their problem 
looms from one end of the country to 
the other. I was in my district over the 
weekend, and I talked to poultrym~n 
who are drowning and gassing young 
chickens because they see no way to re­
cover the money it would cost to feed 
them. They are destroying eggs because 
they cannot now expect to provide fryers 
and broilers to t he Nation's markets at 
a break-even point, let alone gaining a 
r easonable return for their labor and 
investment. 

There is a strong possibility that 
chickens and eggs will disappear from 
the retail markets of the Nation. Every 
one of us knows that the family budget 
is being strained these days. With some 
reluctance, we have recognized the need 
for controls. But the goal is to stop the 
rise in the cost of living, not to eliminate 
a major source of protein in our daily 
diets. 

I have communicated my concern to 
the President. I have told him that the 
June 1 to 8 base period for price controls 
is striking the poultry industry with bur­
dens it cannot sustain. In that period, 
retailers were pushing chickens in their 

stores as "loss leaders," but they cannot 
continue those losses, so they are can-· 
celing orders to the poultrymen at a time 
when feed ingredient prices are lhe high­
est in history. 

I h ave urged the President, for action, 
by Executive order which will save the 
poultry industry and protect the family 
food shoppers of the country. 

I shall coun:sel with other Members 
from districts where poultry production 
and processing is important to the econ­
omy, but I also call on every Member of 
this House to become concerned in this 
problem because it is one that vitally 
affects the entire Nation. An adjustment 
of price controls is essential if we are 
going to continue to have pou.ltry and 
eggs in our retail stores and on our 
dinner tables. 

IMPOUNDMENT LEGISLATION RE­
PORTED BY RULES COMMITTEE 

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

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, on last 
Thursday, June 21, t:· ~Rules Committee 
reported H.R. 8480, the impoundment 
control bill to the floor of the House 
which will be considereJ by the mem­
bership after the Fourth of July recess. 

This legislation, if e::i.actec: into law, 
will require the President to notify the 
Congress whenever he impounds funds, 
to provide a procedure under which the 
House of Representatives or the Senate 
may disapprove the President's action 
and require him to cease such impound­
ing and to establisl- for the fisc:::l year 
1974 a ceiling on total Federal expendi­
tures. 

The Rules Committee held nine pub­
lic hearings and took testimony fr0m 
many Members of Congress, Government 
departments, and also from Senator 
SAM J. ERVIN, JR., who j5 the sponsor of 
an impoundment bill reported by the 
Senate some weeks ago. 

Members of the House and Senate 
have been receiving many complaints 
regarding the impounding of funds on 
legislation and various programs enacted 
into law by the Congress during the last 
dozen years. I know the Members of 
Congress when they return home over 
the Fourth of July recess will receive 
plenty of protests from the public and 
various organizations on the curtailment 
~md in some cases complete abatement of 
legislative projects enacted into la\v by 
the Congress. The curtailments and im­
poundments have also halted or greatly 
r educed urban renewal projects, hous­
ing-, pollution, education, and other pro­
grams passed by the Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask mmnimous con­
sent to include with my remarks excerpts 
from the New York Times of yesterday, 
Sunday, June 24, 1973, setting out the 
astounding conditions existing ,n New 
York, New Jersey, and Connecticut, 
caused by cuts of funds in health pro­
grams. The facts set out in these articles 
as reported by health officials in this area 
are similar to what is taking place all 
over the Nation, es11ecially in urban 
centers. 
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TEXTS OF LEGISLATIVE PROHIBITIONS AGAINST REINTRODUCTION OF 
U.S. MILITARY FORCES l NTO lNDOCHJ.NA 

Second Supplemental Eppropriation Act of 1973(PL 93-50) 

Sm. 007. Xonc of the fun (1s hl'rein appropriatr<l un<1c1· this "\ ct 
m ay be r x pr 11(1e11 to support din.:dly or indirPctly C'o111haL adi Yitirs ir. 
or O\'Cr Ca111Lodia, Lao~. Xorth \' iP!n:tlll :rnd :-;outli Yil'tna111 or oil' 
the shorrs of Cambodia. Lar>s. Xortli Yil't11am and :::-;011th Yil't11:1111 h\' 
U 11itrl1 Stale.~ forcr~, a1Hl aftrr .\.11gus~ 15, 1!)1:3, no othrr fu nds hcrr. 
t oforc appropriatccl under a11y other A ct may l>c cxpcnclc<l fo r such 
purpose. 

·)d ~iJ I, 

Continuing Resolution for FY 1974 (PL 93-52, as 
PL 93-118 a nd 93-124) Jrd41 i) l"/73 

S1:c. 108. KotwiLhstanding- any other proYision of law, on or a f ter 
A up;ust 15, mi;\ no funds lie rein or heretofore :\ ppropriatPd may be 
ohli1?alecl or rspC'ncl c!rl to fina n<'c di rect lv or i11<l1rcctlv combat 
ncti,·it.iPs by United States military fo rces ii1 or o,·cr or from off the 
shores of ::\o:-th Viet nam, Sout)1 \'ictnam, L:ws or Camhodi:l . 

Stat~'~.Ec:rtment ~uth_orization Act for FY 197li 
(Case-Church Arn12 ndment ) 

S1:c. rn. Kot withstanding any othn proYision of law. 0'.l or aftrr 
Augus t. 15, rn7:\ ]IQ fonds herrtoforn or h rrPa ftcr a ppropnatrd rna,v 
be ob1i;.!;atccl or c:xpc·n11rd 10 finance the inrnlnment of L"nitl'd St'.ltcs 
milit nrr forc<:>s in ho:;tilitics in or on-r or from off thr. shores of :'.\orth 

· \'irtnain, So11th \'1 et11am. Laos. or Cambotlia, unlrss spC'cifically 
. authorized hrrcaftrr by t he Congrern. - · · 

Military Procurement Authorization Act 

(PL 93-126) 

z;:.+ /t ~i !'7 Z!J 

§1107 Notwithstand ing any other provision of law , upon e-nact­
ment of this Act, no funds heretofore or hereafter- ap­
propriated may be obligated to finance the involvement 
of United States military forces in hostilities in or 
over or from off the shores of North Vietnam, South Viet­
nam, Laos , or Ca111JJodia, unless specifically a u thorized 
h ereafter , by the Congre~s . 

Fore iqn ..:~ta. Assistance Act f)_~ 171 117--3' 
§2 9 No f und s a uthorized _or appropriated under this or any other 
l~~ may be expe~ded to tinance military or paramilitary opera-
~1ons by the United States in _ or over ViAtnam , Laos: or Cambodia . 
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