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of those already scheduled
for special orders.
On July 14, 1965,(14) a unani-

mous-consent request related to
the sequence of special-order
speeches was objected to:

MR. [SIDNEY R.] YATES [of Illinois]:
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent,
with the consent of those who have
been previously granted a special
order, to address the House for 30 min-
utes today relative to the death of Am-
bassador Adlai Stevenson.

THE SPEAKER: (15) The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Yates] asks unani-
mous consent that he may address the
House for 30 minutes as the first spe-
cial order, with the consent of other
Members who have obtained special or-
ders, in relation to the death of Ambas-
sador Adlai Stevenson.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Illinois?

MR. [WILLIAM T.] CAHILL [of New
Jersey]: Mr. Speaker, I regret I must
object.

Mr. Speaker, I regretted very sin-
cerely what I considered to be a re-
quirement to interpose an objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois. I only did it because there were a
great number of people from my dis-
trict who were here in anticipation of
the special order I had requested some
time ago and because a great many of
the Members had evidenced a keen in-
terest in the subject matter. However,
I fully recognize the great importance
of and the great contribution that our

late and respected and beloved Ambas-
sador to the United Nations has made
to this country. In deference to that
and out of respect for his memory, I
would ask that I be permitted to relin-
quish the time heretofore asked and
that my special order go over to a later
date and that I be permitted to yield
the 1 hour I have in a special order to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Yates]
and all those who would like to pay
tribute to the memory of the late Adlai
Stevenson.

MR. YATES: I thank the gentleman.
THE SPEAKER: Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

On Jan. 29, 1971,(16) Speaker
Carl Albert, of Oklahoma, an-
nounced that he would, by unani-
mous consent, recognize the
Chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Ap-
propriations for special-order
speeches immediately following
the reading of the President’s
budget message and ahead of
other Members who had special
orders previously scheduled for
that day.

§ 8. Varying the Order of
Business

Generally, the regular order of
business may be varied either by
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business, see §§ 16 et seq., infra. For
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18. See §§ 8.7, 8.11, infra.
19. For unanimous-consent requests

postponing votes, see §§ 8.14–8.18,
infra. For the status of postponed
votes as unfinished business. see
§§ 3.14–3.18, supra.

20. See § 8.3, infra.
1. See § 8.1, infra.

unanimous consent or by the
adoption of a resolution so pro-
viding; and such a resolution may
be reported from the Committee
on Rules or brought up under sus-
pension of the rules.(17) Any of
these methods may be used to
make in order the consideration of
a bill or other proposition which
cannot be called up under the nor-
mal order of business, as where
provision is made for the imme-
diate consideration of a bill which
has not been reported by a com-
mittee or where the bill, although
reported, is not privileged for con-
sideration under the rules.

Orders and unanimous-consent
requests changing the order of
business are so numerous and
varied that only a representative
sample is included in this section.
Frequently, orders are used to
change the day on which certain
calendar business may be consid-
ered, such as District of Columbia
business, motions on the Dis-
charge Calendar, and motions to
suspend the rules and pass bills.

An order altering a calendar
day has the effect of providing
that an eligible bill (or other prop-
osition) be considered on the spec-

ified day or days as if it were the
normal time for the consideration
of such business.(18) Another com-
mon use of unanimous-consent re-
quests is to postpone roll call
votes (or all votes) from one day to
another. On the day to which
postponed, such votes become the
unfinished business, and any
Member may exercise the same
rights as when the vote was first
put or would have been put.(19)

The House may also by unani-
mous consent vary the relative
precedence of certain bills or mo-
tions, such as giving precedence
for consideration to a less-privi-
leged matter,(20) or determining
which of two equally privileged
matters will be first considered.(1)

It should be noted that in some
cases where unanimous consent
has been granted for consideration
of a bill, a point of order may nev-
ertheless subsequently be sus-
tained if directed to the question
of consideration, as where it is
based on insufficiency of the ac-
companying report. It has been
held that if the unanimous-con-
sent agreement includes a waiver
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of points of order ‘‘against the
bill,’’ points of order directed
against consideration of the bill
are thereby waived. Under the
modern practice, however, points
of order that go to the question of
consideration rather than to the
content of the bill itself must be
separately and expressly waived.
These matters are discussed in
more detail in Ch. 31, infra, in
which points of order and waiver
thereof are treated.

It is important to note that rec-
ognition for unanimous-consent
requests is within the discretion
of the Speaker, who may decline
to recognize for requests varying
the order of business where such
requests are not first cleared with
the leadership on both sides of the
aisle.(2)

�

Varying Precedence of Bills

§ 8.1 Where two propositions
of equal privilege are pend-
ing, it is for the Chair to de-
termine whom he will recog-
nize to call up one of the
propositions, but the House
may by unanimous consent
determine such precedence.

On Sept. 11, 1945,(3) Speaker
Sam Rayburn, of Texas, enter-
tained a unanimous-
consent request relating to the
order of business and responded
to a parliamentary inquiry as to
its effect:

THE SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. [ALFRED L.] BULWINKLE [of
North Carolina]: Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it may be in
order on tomorrow, immediately after
the meeting of the House for business,
to consider the bill (H.R. 3974) to re-
peal war time; that general debate be
limited to 1 hour, to be equally divided
and controlled hy the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. Boren], chairman of
the subcommittee, and the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. Holmes].

Mr. [JOSEPH W.] MARTIN [Jr.] of
Massachusetts: Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, and I shall not be-
cause I want to congratulate the com-
mittee on bringing in the legislation at
this early date, as I understand it, that
will be the first order of business to-
morrow?

Mr. BULWINKLE: Yes; that is my un-
derstanding.

Mr. [ROBERT F.] RICH [of Pennsyl-
vania]: Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, I was under the im
pression that H.R. 3660 was to be the
next order of business.

THE SPEAKER: That is a question for
the Chair, as to whether the Chair will
recognize the gentleman from Illinois
to call up the rule or recognize the gen-
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tleman from Oklahoma to call up the
bill repealing war time. The request
being made at this time is for the war
time repeal bill to take precedence.

§ 8.2 By unanimous consent,
the House proceeded to the
immediate consideration of a
bill pending on the Union
Calendar before taking up
unfinished business (votes on
certain bills carried over
from preceding days).
On Apr. 6, 1966,(4) Speaker

John W. McCormack, of Massa-
chusetts, made the following
statement:

The next order of business is the
matters that were passed over from
Monday and Tuesday. However, the
Chair desires to state that there is a
bill out of the Committee on Ways and
Means relating to the extension of time
for filing for medicare. If there is no
objection on the part of the House, the
Chair would like to recognize the gen-
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. Mills] to
submit a unanimous-consent request to
bring this bill up. The Chair also un-
derstands it is the intention to have a
rollcall on the bill. The Chair is trying
to work this out for the benefit of the
Members. Is there objection to the
Chair recoginizing the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. Millsl, for the purpose
stated by the Chair? The Chair hears
none and recognizes the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. Mills].

Varying Precedence of Motions

§ 8.3 The regular order of busi-
ness, such as the relative
precedence of a motion to
discharge on discharge days
over unfinished business,
may be varied by unanimous
consent.
On May 8, 1936,(5) Speaker Jo-

seph W. Byrns, of Tennessee, an-
swered a parliamentary inquiry as
to the order of business and the
power of the House to change
such order by unanimous consent:

MR. [WILLIAM B.] BANKHEAD [of Ala-
bama]: Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that when the House adjourns
today it adjourn to meet on Monday
next.

MR. [GERALD J.] BOILEAU [of Wis-
consin]: Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, and I shall not object,
will the Speaker make the situation
clear with reference to the legislative
program for Monday?

As I understand it, it will be in order
before we complete this bill to take up
the question of the discharge of the
Rules Committee from further consid-
eration of the Frazier-Lemke bill. I
would like to ask the Speaker if my
understanding is correct, if considera
tion of the discharge petition would
come up before the vote on this bill?

THE SPEAKER: The Chair thinks it
would unless there is a previous un-
derstanding. The matter of which shall
take precedence can be fixed by con-
sent.
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MR. BOILEAU: I appreciate that, Mr.
Speaker. Many Members interested in
the Frazier-Lemke bill are anxious to
know just what the situation is going
to be.

MR. [BERTRAND H.] SNELL [of New
York]: It would seem to me, if the
Speaker will permit, that the vote on
the pending bill would be the unfin-
ished business before the House on
Monday.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair will state
to the gentleman from Wisconsin that,
by consent, an agreement can be made
whereby the vote on the motion to re-
commit the pending bill, or a roll call
on its passage, can be had first, and
then to take up the motion to dis-
charge the committee.

§ 8.4 The House granted con-
sent that it be in order for a
Member to move the reref-
erence of a bill at any time
during the day notwith-
standing the rule (Rule XXII
clause 4) requiring that such
motions be made imme-
diately after the reading of
the Journal.
On June 18, 1952,(6) Mr. Carl

Vinson, of Georgia, asked unani-
mous consent, after the reading of
the Journal, that it be in order for
him to make a motion at any time
on that day to rerefer a bill. He
stated that the purpose of the re-
quest was to defer offering the
motion until another concerned

Member should reach the floor,
despite the requirement of Rule
XII clause 4 [House Rules and
Manual § 854 (1979)], that mo-
tions to re-refer be made imme-
diately after the reading of the
Journal. The request was agreed
to and Mr. Vinson offered the mo-
tion to rerefer later in the day’s
proceedings.

§ 8.5 Calendar Wednesday
business may be dispensed
with by unanimous consent
but not by motion before the
approval of the Journal.
On Sept. 19, 1962,(7) Carl Al-

bert, of Oklahoma, the Majority
Leader, asked unanimous consent,
before the reading and approval of
the Journal, that Calendar
Wednesday business on that day
be dispensed with. Mr. Carl D.
Perkins, of Kentucky, objected to
the request. Mr. Albert then
moved that Calendar Wednesday
business be dispensed with, and
Speaker John W. McCormack, of
Massachusetts, ruled that the mo-
tion was not in order before the
reading and approval of the Jour-
nal.

Changing Consent and Private
Calendar Days

§ 8.6 The call of the Consent
and Private Calendars and
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authority for the Speaker to
recognize for suspensions
under Rule XXVII clause I
were, by unanimous consent,
made in order on the second
Tuesdays of the month due
to the adjournment of the
House for an Easter recess.
On Mar. 29, 1961,(8) the House

agreed to a unanimous-consent re-
quest, where the House was to ad-
journ for an Easter recess until
Apr. 10:

MR. [JOHN W.] MCCORMACK [of Mas-
sachusetts]: Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that on Tuesday, April
11, 1961, it shall be in order for the
Speaker to entertain motions to sus-
pend the rules notwithstanding the
provisions of clause 1, rule XXVII, that
it shall be in order to consider business
under clause 4, rule XIII, the Consent
Calendar rule, and that on the same
date the Private Calendar may be
called. . . .

THE SPEAKER: (9) Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Changing Discharge Day

§ 8.7 Following a unanimous-
consent agreement changing
the day on which motions on
the Calendar of Motions to
Discharge Committees could

be called up, the Speaker
stated that a motion that had
been on the calendar for
seven legislative days prior
to the date set in the unani-
mous-consent agreement
would be eligible.
On June 9, 1960, the House had

agreed to a unanimous-consent re-
quest to change from the second
Monday [under Rule XXVII clause
4, House Rules and Manual § 908
(1979)] to the following Wednes-
day, the day on which motions to
discharge committees could be
called up. In response to a par-
liamentary inquiry, Speaker Sam
Rayburn, of Texas, indicated that
the seven days required by Rule
XXVII clause 4 for the motion to
lie on the calendar would be cal-
culated as of the day specified in
the request:

MR. [JOHN W.] MCCORMACK [of Mas-
sachusetts]: . . . My parliamentary in-
quiry is this: In view of the unanimous
consent request heretofore entered into
by the House, if we adjourn from today
until Monday will the discharge peti-
tion in relation to the pay raise bill be
in order on Wednesday next?

THE SPEAKER: The Chair would so
hold.(10)

§ 8.8 The day on which mo-
tions on the Calendar of Mo-
tions to Discharge Commit-
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tees could be called up under
the rule (Rule XXVII clause
4) was, by unanimous-con-
sent, changed from the sec-
ond Monday to the following
Wednesday.
On June 9, 1960,(11) a unani-

mous-consent request to transfer
motions to discharge committees
was agreed to:

MR. [JOHN W.] MCCORMACK [of Mas-
sachusetts]: Mr. Speaker, on yesterday
consent was granted that consideration
of the pay raise bill be postponed until
next Wednesday. I desire to submit a
similar request today in clarified lan-
guage:

Mr. Speaker, notwithstanding any
other provisions of the rules, I ask
unanimous consent that it may be in
order on Wednesday next for the
Speaker to recognize any Member who
signed discharge motion No. 6, being
numbered 1 on the calendar of motions
to discharge committees to call up said
motion for immediate consideration.

THE SPEAKER:(12) Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCormack had made a
similar request on June 8:

MR. MCCORMACK: Mr. Speaker, if I
may have the attention of my col-
leagues on a matter which has been
cleared by the leadership on both
sides, in connection with motions in

order under the discharge rule on Mon-
day next, I ask unanimous consent
that they be postponed until the fol-
lowing Wednesday and be the first
order of business.

THE SPEAKER: Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.(13)

Changing District Day

§ 8.9 By unanimous consent,
District of Columbia business
in order on the second Mon-
day of the month (a legal
‘‘Columbus Day’’ holiday
when the House would not
be in session) was trans-
ferred to the following day.
On Oct. 5, 1971, the House

agreed to a unanimous-consent re-
quest:

MR. [HALE] BOGGS [of Louisiana]:
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that business in order under clause 8,
rule XXIV, from the Committee on the
District of Columbia, may be in order
on Tuesday, October 12.

THE SPEAKER: (14) Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

MR. [H. R.] GROSS [of Iowa]: Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to object,
would the gentleman restate his re-
quest?

MR. BOGGS: The request is simply
that District Day be postponed from
Monday until Tuesday.
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MR. GROSS: Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation.

THE SPEAKER: Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.(15)

The Monday in question was
Columbus Day, a legal holiday
when the House would not be in
session.

§ 8.10 District of Columbia
business and authority for
the Speaker to recognize for
motions to suspend the rules
were by unanimous consent
transferred to the following
day (due to the death of a
Member).
On Aug. 10, 1964, before the

House adjourned out of respect for
a deceased Member (John B. Ben-
nett, of Michigan), the House
agreed to a unanimous-consent re-
quest related to the order of busi-
ness:

MR. [CARL] ALBERT [of Oklahoma]:
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the motion to suspend the rules
and pass the bill H.R. 1927, non-
service-connected pensions, in order
today, be in order on tomorrow, Tues-
day, August 11, 1964, and that busi-
ness in order under clause 8, rule
XXIV, District of Columbia business,
also be in order on tomorrow instead of
today.

THE SPEAKER: (16) Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.(17)

§ 8.11 By unanimous-consent,
the House agreed that cer-
tain District of Columbia
business could be conducted
on a Wednesday under the
rules and procedures nor-
mally applicable to District
bills called up on the second
or fourth Mondays of the
month.
On May 25, 1960, the House

agreed to the following unani-
mous-consent request:

MR. [JOHN W.] MCCORMACK [of Mas-
sachusetts]: Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that on Wednesday of
next week it may be in order for the
Speaker to recognize the chairman of
the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia or anv member thereof to con-
sider as under District of Columbia
Day, one bill, H.R. 12063, to authorize
the Commissioners of the District of
Columbia to plan, construct, operate,
and maintain a sanitary sewer to con-
nect the Dulles International Airport
to the District of Columbia system.

This has been cleared with the rank-
ing member of the Committee on the
District of Columbia and the minority
leader.

THE SPEAKER: (18) Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.(19)
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Changing Suspension Day

§ 8.12 By unanimous consent,
the Speaker was given au-
thority to recognize for mo-
tions to suspend the rules
and pass certain bills on a
date to be agreed upon by
himself and the Majority and
Minority Leaders.
On Aug. 17, 1964,(20) the House

agreed to a unanimous-consent re-
quest propounded by the Majority
Leader as to the order of business:

MR. [CARL] ALBERT [of Oklahoma]:
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that it shall be in order for the Speak-
er to recognize for motions to suspend
the rules and pass the bills remaining
undisposed of on the whip notice today
on a day to be agreed upon by the
Speaker, the majority leader, and the
minority leader.

THE SPEAKER: (1) Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Making in Order Special Ap-
propriation Bill

§ 8.13 By unanimous consent,
the House may make in
order on certain days the
consideration of joint resolu-
tions containing special ap-
propriations or continuing
appropriations.

On Sept. 29, 1971,(2) the House
agreed to unanimous-consent re-
quests made by the Chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations
relative to the order of business:

MR. [GEORGE H.] MAHON [of Texas]:
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that it may be in order on any day
next week to consider a joint resolution
making a supplemental appropriation
for fiscal year 1972 for Federal unem-
ployment benefits and allowances,
Manpower Administration, Depart-
ment of Labor.

THE SPEAKER: (3) Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas? . . .

There was no objection. . . .
MR. MAHON: Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that it may be in
order on any day after October 5, 1971,
to consider a joint resolution making
further continuing appropriations for
the fiscal year 1972, and for other pur-
poses.

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

There was no objection.

Postponing Votes

§ 8.14 Votes to be taken on a
religious holiday on which
the House will be in session
may, by unanimous consent,
be postponed until a fol-
lowing day.
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On Apr. 12, 1973,(4) the House
agreed to and discussed a unani-
mous-consent request relating to
order of business:

MR. [THOMAS P.] O’NEILL [Jr., of
Massachusetts]: Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on Tuesday of
next week, it being a Jewish holiday,
votes on final passage and recommittal
be postponed until the following day.

THE SPEAKER: (5) Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

MR. [H. R.] GROSS [of Iowa]: Reserv-
ing the right to object, Mr. Speaker, is
that on the Economic Stabilization Act
only?

MR. O’NEILL: No. I am asking that
be on whatever legislation is before
this body on Tuesday.

MR. GROSS: But not limited to the
Economic Stabilization Act?

MR. O’NEILL: No.
MR. GROSS: Mr. Speaker, I object to

that.
MR. GERALD R. FORD [of Michigan]:

Mr. Speaker, would the gentleman lis-
ten for a moment? I hope that this pro-
gram is approved, but they have to get
a rule and if they do not get a rule,
something else might be programed
and, if so——

MR. GROSS: Further reserving the
right to object, Mr. Speaker, what
other legislation would we be per-
mitted to vote on? And what is this
kind of procedure going to do with re-
spect to adjournment on Thursday?

MR. GERALD R. FORD: Mr. Speaker,
would the gentleman yield?

MR. GROSS: Yes, I will be glad to
yield to the gentleman.

MR. GERALD R. FORD: Perhaps the
distinguished majority leader should
respond to this, but if there happens to
be no rule on the Economic Stabiliza-
tion Act—and I do not think that is
going to happen—but if it did, we
might wish to take up the Federal aid
to highway bill.

MR. O’NEILL: If the gentleman will
yield further, it could be that we could
take up any rule.

MR. GROSS: Without a vote?
MR. O’NEILL: We have always had

the custom of doing that on Jewish
holidays, to put over votes.

MR. GROSS: I do not recall that that
has been an inflexible rule.

MR. GERALD R. FORD: That is my
understanding on Jewish holidays or
any other religious day for any denomi-
nation, that has been the under-
standing.

MR. GROSS: St. Patrick’s Day, or any
other day, Columbus Day, and all the
other so-called holidays?

Mr. Speaker, since commitments
have apparently been made, just for
this once I will withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

THE SPEAKER: Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

§ 8.15 The House having
agreed to postpone for one
day votes on motions to re-
commit and on final passage,
later agreed by unanimous
consent to similarly postpone
votes on amendments re-
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ported from the Committee
of the Whole on a designated
bill.
On Apr. 12, 1973,(6) a

unanimousconsent request relat-
ing to the order of business on a
future day (Apr. 17) was agreed to
after some explanatory debate:

MR. [THOMAS P.] O’NEILL [Jr., of
Massachusetts]: Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on Tuesdav of
next week, it being a Jewish holiday,
votes on final passage and recommittal
be postponed until the following day.

On Apr. 16, 1973,(7) a similar
request was made for the same
day in relation to other types of
votes:

MR. O’NEILL: Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the vote in the
House on and amendment adopted in
the Committee of the Whole to the
legislati‘e appropriation bill be put
over until Wednesday.

THE SPEAKER: (8) Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

§ 8.16 The vote on the passage
of a bill may, by unanimous
consent, be put over until the
following day.
On July 19, 1965,(9) Speaker

John W. McCormack, of Massa-

chusetts, put the question on the
passage of a bill, following the en-
grossment and third reading. A
unanimous-consent request was
then agreed to postponing the
vote on passage:

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

MR. [L. MENDELL] RIVERS of South
Carolina: Mr. Speaker——

THE SPEAKER: For what purpose
does the gentleman from South Caro-
lina rise?

MR. RIVERS of South Carolina: Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
further proceedings in the consider-
ation of the bill be suspended until to-
morrow.

THE SPEAKER: Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

§ 8.17 Further consideration of
a conference report on which
the previous question had
been ordered was, by unani-
mous consent, postponed and
made the unfinished busi-
ness on the following day.
On Dec. 15, 1970,(10) further

consideration of a conference re-
port (H.R. 17867, foreign assist-
ance appropriations) was post-
poned by unanimous consent after
the previous question had been or-
dered thereon:

MR. [OTTO E.] PASSMAN [of Lou-
isiana]: . . . Mr. Speaker, I move the



3903

ORDER OF BUSINESS; SPECIAL ORDERS Ch. 21 § 8

11. John W. McCormack (Mass.).
12. 111 CONG. REC. 25941–44, 89th

Cong. 1st Sess.

previous question on the conference re-
port.

The previous question was ordered.
THE SPEAKER: (11) The question is on

the conference report.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

MR. [DURWARD G.] HALL [of Mis-
souri]: Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote
on the ground that a quorum is not
present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair will state
that there are five amendments in dis-
agreement.

MR. HALL: I want a vote on the ac-
ceptance of the conference report, to
which I object violently; and I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and, I repeat, I make a
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair will count.
Will the gentleman withhold his

point of order?
MR. HALL: No, Mr. Speaker, I will

not withhold the point of order. I insist
on my point of order. The point of
order has been properly made.

THE SPEAKER: Will the gentleman
indulge the Chair? There are quite a
few Members at the White House, and
it would be the purpose of the gen-
tleman from Texas if the gentleman
from Missouri will withhold his point
of order, to ask that further pro-
ceedings on the conference report and
the amendments in disagreement be
postponed until tomorrow, because
there are many Members at the White
House with their wives.

MR. HALL: The only question of the
gentleman from Missouri is: Why was
this not considered before the con-
ference report was called up?

Mr. Speaker, under those cir-
cumstances, and with that under-
standing and for no other purpose, I
will yield until the gentleman from
Texas makes his request.

MR. [GEORGE H.] MAHON [of Texas]:
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that further proceedings on the con-
ference report be postponed until to-
morrow and that this be the first order
of business on tomorrow. . . .

MR. HALL: . . . Mr. Speaker, I
withdraw my reservation of objec-
tion. . . .

THE SPEAKER: Accordingly, the mat-
ter is postponed until tomorrow, when
it will be the first order of business.

§ 8.18 Pursuant to a special
order postponing roll calls
until the following Thursday,
consideration of the vote on
a bill called up under sus-
pension of the rules and con-
sideration of a veto message
were postponed and made
the unfinished business on
the day when roll calls would
again be in order.
On Oct. 5, 1965,(12) Mr. Clement

J. Zablocki, of Wisconsin, moved
to suspend the rules and pass a
bill; when Speaker John W.
McCormack, of Massachusetts,
put the question on the motion,
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Mr. H. R. Gross, of Iowa, objected
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum was not present. The
Speaker then stated as follows:

THE SPEAKER: Pursuant to the order
of the House of October 1, further pro-
ceedings on the Senate joint resolution
will go over until Thursday, October 7.

On the same day, a veto mes-
sage from the President was laid
before the House and was post-
poned to Oct. 7 pursuant to the
previous order.(13)

Parliamentarian’s Note: On Oct.
1, the House had agreed to a
unanimous-consent request that
all roll call votes, other than on
matters of procedure, which might
arise on Oct. 5 or 6, be put over
until Oct. 7.(14)

Rescheduling Special Orders

§ 8.19 Special-order speeches
may be rescheduled to a fol-
lowing day by unanimous
consent, to precede special-
order speeches scheduled for
that day.
On Oct. 9, 1962,(15) before the

House adjourned out of respect to
a deceased Member (Clement W.
Miller, of California), a unani-
mous-consent request made by the
Majority Leader was agreed to:

MR. [CARL] ALBERT [of Oklahoma]:
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent

that the special orders heretofore en-
tered for today be transferred to tomor-
row and be placed at the top of the list
of special orders for tomorrow.

THE SPEAKER:(16) Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Special-order speeches were
similarly transferred to the fol-
lowing day on July 22, 1963, due
to the death of a Member.(17)

§ 8.20 Unanimous-consent re-
quests for the transaction of
business are not customarily
entertained after special or-
ders have begun, but on oc-
casion the House has per-
mitted the transaction of leg-
islative business by unani-
mous—consent after sched-
uled business has been con-
cluded and special order
speeches have begun.
On Mar. 17, 1971,(18) ‘‘special-

order’’ speeches had begun, fol-
lowing the conclusion of legisla-
tive business for the day. A unani-
mous-consent request was made,
discussed, and aareed to:

MR. [THOMAS P.] O’NEILL [Jr., of
Massachusetts]: Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
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mittee on House Administration have
permission until midnight tonight to
file certain privileged reports.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: (19) Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts?

MR. [H.R.] GROSS [of Iowa]: Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I do so only for the purpose of trying to
ascertain here and now whether we
are to follow the custom of no busines
of the House being transacted after
embarking on special orders. That has
been the custom in the past, and T
should like to have some assurance
from the Speaker or the distinguished
majority whip that we can rely upon
the custom that has been in practice
for a long time, that no business will
be transacted after special orders are
begun.

MR. O’NEILL: I would be happy to
answer the gentleman from Iowa.

MR. GROSS: I would be glad to have
the answer.

MR. O’NEILL: When I went to the mi-
nority leader and explained to him
what had happened, that this notifica-
tion did not come to me until we went
into special orders, the gentleman
heard the colloquy. I went to the
Speaker of the House, and the Speaker
has assured us that it is unprece-
dented and it will not happen again
during the session.

MR. GROSS: I thank the gentleman
for that assurance.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Varying Previous Order

§ 8.21 The Speaker declined to
recognize a Member to re-
quest unanimous consent to
make an omnibus bill eligible
for consideration during a
call of the Private Calendar
on a specific day, when the
House had previously agreed
by unanimous consent that it
be passed over.
On July 15, 1968,(20) John W.

McCormack, of Massachusetts, de-
clined to recognize Mr. William L.
Hungate, of Missouri, to make the
unanimous-consent request that
the first omnibus private bill of
1968 (H.R. 16187) be placed on
the Private Calendar for July 16.
The House had previously agreed,
on July 12, 1968, to the unani-
mous-consent request of Majority
Leader Carl Albert, of Oklahoma,
that the bill be passed over and
not considered during the call of
the Private Calendar on July
16.(1)

Withdrawal as Varying Order

§ 8.22 On one occasion the
Speaker, having recognized
one Member to propound a
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parliamentary inquiry re-
garding the status of a reso-
lution as ‘‘unfinished busi-
ness,’’ then recognized an-
other Member to withdraw
the resolution, thus elimi-
nating the reason for the in-
quiry.
On Apr. 8, 1964, a demand was

made for the reading of the en-
grossed copy of a bill where the
engrossment was not yet pre-
pared. The bill was laid aside and
the House proceeded to consider a
resolution (concurring in Senate
amendments to a House bill).
Prior to the disposition of the res-
olution, Speaker John W. McCor-
mack, of Massachusetts, declared
a recess pursuant to authority
previously granted.

At the conclusion of the recess,
the Speaker stated the unfinished
business to be the reading of the
engrossed copy of the bill on
which the demand had been
made. The following inquiry and
its disposition then ensued: (2)

THE SPEAKER: The unfinished busi-
ness is the reading of the engrossed
copy of H.R. 10222.

The Clerk will read the engrossed
copy.

MR. OLIVER P. BOLTON [of Ohio]: Mr.
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

THE SPEAKER: The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

MR. OLIVER P. BOLTON: Mr. Speaker
when the recess was called, it is my
understanding that we were engaged
in the consideration of what is referred
to as a cotton and wheat bill. Is it not
the rule of the House that we must fin-
ish the consideration of that measure
before we take up any other measure
which has been passed over for par-
liamentary and mechanical reasons?

MR. [RICHARD] BOLLING [of Mis-
souri]: Mr. Speaker

THE SPEAKER: The gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. Bolling].

MR. BOLLING: Mr. Speaker, under
the rules I withdraw House Resolution
665.

MR. OLIVER P. BOLTON: Mr. Speaker
a parliamentary inquiry.

MR. [CHARLES A.] HALLECK [of Indi-
ana]: Mr. Speaker, that takes unani-
mous consent, and I object.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair will state
that it does not take unanimous con-
sent to withdraw the resolution in the
House.

MR. OLIVER P. BOLTON: Mr. Speaker
it is my understanding that the Speak-
er was addressing the Member now ad-
dressing the Chair and had not given
an answer to my question. Therefore,
the recognition of the Member from the
other side, the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. Bolling] was out of order.
Am I incorrect?

THE SPEAKER: The recognition of the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Bolling]
terminated the parliamentary inquiry.

MR. OLIVER P. BOLTON: In other
words, the Speaker did not answer the
parliamentary inquiry; is that correct?

THE SPEAKER: Since the resolution
was withdrawn, the parliamentary in-
quiry was ended.
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3. Rule XIII clause 4, House Rules and
Manual § 746 (1979); and Rule
XXVII clause 1, House Rules and
Manual § 902 (1979).

MR. OLIVER P. BOLTON: If the Speak-
er will respectfully permit, the gen-
tleman from Ohio would suggest that
the question had been asked before the
resolution had been withdrawn.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair will state
that the Chair has the power of rec-
ognition. Now that the resolution has
been withdrawn, the unfinished busi-
ness is the reading of the engrossed
copy of H.R. 10222.

MR. OLIVER P. BOLTON: Mr. Speaker,
a further parliamentary inquiry.

THE SPEAKER: The gentleman will I
state it.

MR. OLIVER P. BOLTON: The Speaker
had recognized the gentleman from
Ohio for a parliamentary inquiry. The
parliamentary inquiry had been made.
The parliamentary inquiry had not
been answered and yet the Chair rec-
ognized the gentleman from Missouri.

THE SPEAKER: Which the Chair has
the power to do.

The Clerk will read the engrossed
copy of H.R. 10222. . . .

MR. OLIVER P. BOLTON: Mr. Speaker,
a parliamentary inquiry.

THE SPEAKER: The gentleman will
state it.

MR. OLIVER P. BOLTON: Speaker,
may I inquire whether the parliamen-
tary inquiry which I addressed to the
Chair is now not to be answered, be-
cause of the action of the gentleman
from Missouri?

THE SPEAKER: The gentleman will
repeat his parliamentary inquiry.

MR. OLIVER P. BOLTON: Mr. Speaker,
my parliamentary inquiry was to the
effect that inasmuch as the House was
engaged at the business before it at
the time the Speaker called the recess,
whether the rules of the House did not

call for the conclusion of that business
before other business which had been
postponed by the House under the
rules of the House and in accordance
with the procedures of the House did
not have to follow consideration of any
business that was before the House at
the time of the calling of the recess?

THE SPEAKER: The Chair will state
that the gentleman from Missouri
withdrew his resolution. If he had not
withdrawn the resolution the situation
might have been different.

The Chair has made a ruling that
the unfinished business is the reading
of the engrossed copy of H.R. 10222.
That is the unfinished business.

Form of Resolution Varying
Special Days

§ 8.23 Form of resolution au-
thorizing call of the Consent
Calendar and consideration
of motions to suspend the
rules on a day other than
that specified in Rule XIII
clause 4 and Rule XXVII
clause 1.(3)

On Aug. 31, 1961, the Com-
mittee on Rules reported and the
House adopted the following order
of business resolution:

Resolved, That the call of the Con-
sent Calendar and consideration of mo-
tions to suspend the rules, in order on
Monday, September 4, 1961, may be in
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