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HOUSE OF REPRESENT.l\.TIVES-Wednesday, May 7, 1980 
The House met at 1 p.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David Ford, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
0 Lord, during this moment of prayer 

allow us to sense Your presence and ac
knowledge Your gracious love. Teach us, 
in the midst of the daily demands of re
sponsibility, to use these brief moments 
to reflect in Your goodness to us and to 
receive encouragement. Though we ac
cept the necessary tensions of decision 
and competing interests, help us always 
to keep our eyes on You, from whom 
comes all help, 0 Lord, our rock and our 
salvation. In Your name, we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House his 
approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the amend
ments of the House to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 1 and 3 to the 

. bill <H.R. 126) "An act to permit the 
National Park Service to accept pri
vately donated funds and to expend such 
funds on property on the National Reg
ister of Historic Places." · 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the following 
title, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested : 

S. 2382. An act to provide for additional 
authorization for appropriations for the 
Tlnicum National Environmental Center. 

CUBAN REFUGE.:ES 
<Mr. DEVINE asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, the :flood 
of Cuban refugees to Florida is not sim
ply a large-scale human tragedy. It also 
poses a serious threat to this Nation's 
immigration laws and mternal security. 

As of midnight some 20,000 Cubans 
have entered the United States as a con
sequence of Castro's decision to export 
his political dissidents and other unde
sirables. There are estimates that as 
many as 250,000 Cubans may come to the 
United States. 

Another 250,000 Haitians want to enter 
this country, and are watching the Cu
ban situation closely. 

Mr. Speaker, this country has long 
pursued a policy of opening its borders 

to political refugees. But we have no ob
ligation to accept unlimited numbers of 
these people. 

Many of the Cubans are undesirable 
aliens. Of the 300 an hour entering Flor
ida, it is estimated that 60 are criminals. 
That is one jailbird a minute. 

It is essential that we not abandon our 
immigration laws and procedures in this 
dimcult period. 

"DEATH OF A PRINCESS'! 
<Mr. PAUL asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.> 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, the scheduled 
showing of "Death of a Princess" on the 
Public Broadcasting Service next Mon
day evening should be canceled. I urge 
WGBH-TV and the PBS to do so. 

If shown, this movie will create seri
ous problems between the United States 
and Saudi . Arabia, as was the case in 
Britain. In fact, showing this film could 
be the most serious diplomatic blunder 
in years-and there is a lot of competi
tion for that title. 

There is no inconsistency, despite my 
belief in complete freedom, in wanting 
to cancel this film. 

The making of the movie was heavily 
subsidized by the American taxpayer, as 
is the PBS network. Such Government 
backing greatly magnifies the diplomatic 
significance of this film. . 

If it had been privately produced, and 
were to be aired on a private network, 
Congress would have no involvement. 

The problems with this film stem from 
the unconstitutional and unnecessary in
volvement of the Federal Government in 
broadcasting. This involvement was cre
ated by Congress, and only Congress can 
resolve it. 

Educational TV would survive with
out Government subsidies, and be the 
better for it. The pseudo-civil liber
tarians who claim that curtailing a Gov
ernment broadcast violates the Consti
tution are all too willing to extract 
money by force from the American 
people, to finance such an inappropriate 
film. 

We will have perpetual conflict be
tween the "interests of the state" and 
the first amendment, so long as tax
payers' money is used to finance broad
casting. 

Licensure of the airwaves is a problem 
as well. Brought to us by the father of 
the Depression, Herbert Hoover, broad
cast licensing results in the electronic 
media being le.Ss free than the print 
media, through equal-time provisions 
and relicensing regulations. 

The Congress should seriously con
sider the deregulation of the airwaves, 

based on the principles of private prop
erty. If the diplomatic crisis we face as 
a result of "Death of a Princess'' causes 
serious debate on these issues, then it 
will have served a useful purpose. It is 
time that we considered the conflicts 
and dangers inherent in Government 
control and subsidization of broad
casting. 

NORTHEAST-MIDWEST . INSTITUTE 
REPORT ON INCREMENTAL PRICING 

<Mr. Hll.LIS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Speaker, in order to 
gain a better understanding of the ef
fects of incremental pricing, I asked the 
Northeast-Midwest Institute to study the 
issue and report their findings. 

I have examined the institute's study 
which will be available May 12 and have 
come to the conclusion that phase n 
regulations which were submitted to the 
Congress yesterday, should be rejected. 
The report clearly states that implemen
tation of phase n could cost the North• 
east and Midwest jobs due to the closing 
of marginally profitable industrial fa
cilities. The institute also finds that as 
these facilities are closed, residential gas 
prices will increase since there are fewer 
consumers to pay for production and 
transportation costs. 

Certainly the original goal of incre
mental pricing was a worthy one. How
ever, it is clear that full implementation 
of incremental pricing could severely 
hurt our productivity and should be re-
jected. · 

I urge my colleagues to read the 
Northeast-Midwest Institute's report. It 
is vital that we strike the proper balance 
between the need to help residential gas 
users pay for higher fuel costs and the 
need to improve our productivity. Phase 
n implementation could have a negative 
impact on both these objectives. 
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THERE GOES THE JUDGE? 
<Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, last week 
Secretary of Education Shirley Hufsted
ler made a partisan attack on candidate 
Ronald Reagan in a speech at the Na
tional Press Club. · I have read that 
speech. It is long on personal abuse and 
short on facts. It is a campaign docu
ment, pure and simple. 

Listen to her words: 
It would make about as much sense to 

abandon the Federal responsibility for edu
cation in today's world · as it would to dis
mantle the .Pentagon and rely for the com-

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House Proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken 'by ~ Member on the floor. 
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mon defense on the fiintlocks that the Con
stitution guarantees our right to bear. 

Neither Ronald Reagan nor anyone 
else I know has said we should "aban
don" the Federal role of education. What 
has been said is that the proper role of 
the Federal Government does not call 
for a Department of Education. 

The Constitution places primary re
sponsibility for defense on the Central 
Government; it places primary respon
sibility for education on the States and 
the people. So what can she possibly 
mean by this false analogy? 

In subcommittee hearings, Judge Huf
stedler assured me she would not use her 
office for partisan purposes. Obviously 
she takes her promises as seriously as 
the man who appointed her. 

LAST MEMBERS OF mAN RESCUE 
TASK FORCE ARRIVE IN UNITED 
STATES 
(Mr. COURTER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, late yes
terday, the last members of the Iran res
cue task force arrived back in the United 
States. These were the men who gave 
their lives and whose bodies were dese
crated; paying the ultimate price for 
their sense of duty and devotion to their 
Nation and fellow citizens held hostage. 
Though I am unaware of any Member 
requesting a special order on this oc
casion, I hope each and every one of us 
think about their sacrifice and reflect as 
to what their bravery has meant to our 
Nation and the world. We certainly owe 
them this much. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

POSTAL SERVICE VIOLATES PRESI
DENT'S PRICE GUIDELINES 

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.> 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, last 
week the U.S. Postal Service, Richard 
Nixon's most visible legacy to the Ameri
can people, proposed a big hike in postal 
rates to the Postal Rate Commission. Un
less the Commission vetoes the increase, 
it will go into effect in 10 months. 

If President Carter is looking for vio
lators of his price guidelines to chastise, 
he ought to look at the Postal Service. 
The proposed 33 percent jump for first
class rates makes price rises in other 
services look petty. Some jawboning in 
this area might save every American 
money over the next few years. 

Even more appalling is the distribu
tion of this rate increase. The rates for 
first-class mail, which is the type most 
Americans use to pay gas bills and to send 
get well cards to their aunts, are sup
posed to jump from 15 to 20 cents. On the 

other hand, the rates paid by Time mag
azine and Reader's Digest are only sup
posed to go up by a scant 1.9 percent. The 
junk mailers will be forced to pay 17 per
cent more, but can save some of this 
amount through discounts. 

I do not think the people of this coun
try are going to sit quietly as the Postal 
Service raises rates and cuts services. 
The American people want a post omce 
that delivers the mail at a reasonable 
price. Congress must take a more active 
role in making sure that the Postal Serv
ice does just that. 

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, 
does this mean that people who send 
Grandparents' Day greeting cards are 
going to find that their postage rates 
have increased by about a third? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. That is right
and Mothers' Day cards also. 

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Grandpar
ents' Day is the most important day. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mothers' Day is 
very imminent. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITI'EE 
ON HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT 
OF COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE 
AND FOREIGN COMMERCE TO SIT 
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE 
Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Subcommit
tee on Health and Environment of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce be allowed to meet while the 
House is under the 5-minute rule today. 

The ranking Republican, Dr. TIM LEE 
CARTER supports this request. 

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

There was no objection. 

DEBATE CALLED FOR ON MUSKIE 
NOMINATION 

(Mr. BAUMAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.> 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, the old 
saying is that politics stops at the water's 
edge, but I think commonsense should 
not. I have read this morning the state
ment of one EDMUND MusKIE of Maine, 
stating that he intends to carry on the 
foreign policies of President Carter and 
Secretary Vance. 

If that is the case, I think the very 
least the other body ought to do is to 
conduct an extensive debate on his nomi
nation, exploring every facet of the poli
cies as they have been in the past and 
should be in the future. And, if he means 
what he says, I think his nomination 
should be rejected. 

The hour of this country is too late to 
continue these policies, and if that is 

What Mr. MUSKIE means, Mr. MUSKIE 
should not be Secretary of State. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE 
SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER. For those Members 
present, the Chair would like to make the 
following announcement: 

Upon completion of the budget resolu
tion, the House will take up the food 
stamp bill, the rule and general debate. 

At the conclusion of general debate, 
the House will have finished the legis
lative business for the day. 

FIRST CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
ON THE BUDGET-FISCAL YEAR 
1981 
Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House resolve itself into the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union for the further consideration 
of the concurrent resolution <H. Con. 
Res. 307) setting forth the congressional 
budget for the U.S. Government for the 
fiscal years 1981, 1982, e.nd 1983 and re
vising the congressional budget for the 
U.S. Government for the fiscal year 1980. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Connecticut <Mr. GIAIMo). 

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

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present e.nd make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

fl'he vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 383, nays •· 
answered "present" 1, not voting 44, as 
follows: 

Abdnor 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Ambro 
Anderson, 

Call!. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzlo 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
Aspln 
Atkinson 
AuCoin 
Ba.clham 
Bafalls 
Bailey 
Baldus 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bauman 
Bf'l.rd, R.I. 
Beard, Tenn. 
Be-tell 
Bellenson 
Benjamin 
Bennett 

[Roll No. 217] 

YEAS-383 
Bereuter Clausen 
Bethune Clay 
Bevill Cleveland 
Blagg! Clinger 
Blanchard Coelho 
Boland Oolema.n 
Boll1ng Collins, ni. 
Bon1or Coll1ns, Tex. 
Bouquard Cona.ble 
Bowen Conte 
Bradem.aa Conyers 
Breaux Corcoran 
Brinkley Corman 
Brodhead Cotter 
Brooks Courter 
Broomfield Crane, Daniel 
Brown, Calif. D'Amours 
Brown, Ohio Daniel, Dan 
Broyhlll Daniel, R. W. 
Burgener Dannemeyer 
Burllson Da.schle 
Burton, John Davis, Mich. 
Burton, Phllllp de la Garza. 
Butler Dellums 
Byron Derrick 
Crunpbell Dennnmo 
Carney Devine 
Carr Dicks 
Carter Donnelly 
Cavanaugh Dougherty 
Chappell Downey 
Cheney Duncan, Oreg. 
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Duncan, Tenn. LaFalce 
Early Lagomarsino 
Edgar Latta 
Edwards, Ala. Leach, Iowa 
Edwards, Call!. Leach, La. 
Edwards, Okla. Leath, Tex. 
Emery Lederer 
English Lee 
Erdahl Lehman 
Erlenbom Leland 
Ertel Lent 
Evans, Del. Levitas 
Evans, Ga. Lewis 
Evans, Ind. Livingston 
Fary Loemer 
Fascell Long, La. 
Fazio Long, Md. 
Fen~ck Lott 
Ferraro Lowry 
Findley Lujan 
Fish Luken 
Fisher Lundlne 
Fithian Lungren 
Flippo McClory 
Florio McCloskey 
Fol~y McCormack 
Ford, Mich. McDade 
Ford, Tenn. McDonald 
Forsythe McHugh 
Fountain McKay 
Fowler Madigan . 
Frenzel Maguire 
Frost Ma.rks 
Fuqua Marlenee 
Garcia Martin 
Gaydos Matsui 
Gephardt Mattox 
G1&1mo Mavroules 
Gibbons Mazzoll 
Gilm!!.D. Mica 
Qllngrich Michel 
Ginn Mikulski 
Glickman Miller, Calif. 
Goldwater Miller, Ohio 
Gonzalez Mineta 
Goodling Mlnish 
Gore Mitchell, N.Y. 
Gradison Moakley 
Gramm Moffett 
Gra.ssley Mollohan 
Gray Montgomery 
Green Moore 
Grisham Moorhead, 
Guarini Calif. 
Gudger Moorhead, Pa. 
Guyer Mottl 
Hagedorn Murphy, DI. 
Hall, Tex. Murphy, N.Y. 
Hamilton Murphy, Pa. 
Hance Murtha 
Ranl ey Musto 
Hansen Myers, Ind. 
Harkin Myers, Pa. 
Harris Natcher 
Hawkins Neal 
Hettel Nedzi 
Hightower Nelson 
HilUs Nichols 
Hinson Nolan 
Holland Nowak 
Hollenbeck O'Brien 
Hopkins Oakar 
Horton Oberstar 
Howard Obey 
Hubbard Panetta 
Huckaby Pashayan 
Hughes Patten 
Hutto Patterson 
Hyde Paul 
Ichord Pease 
Ireland Pepper 
Jacobs Perkins 
Jefl'ord8 Petri 
Jeffries Peyser 
Jenkins Pickle 
Jenrette Porter 
Johnson, Calif. Price 
Johnson, Colo. Pritchard 
Jones, N.C. Pursell 
Jones, Okla. Quayle 
Jones, Tenn. Qulllen 
Kastenmeler Rahall 
Kazen Railsback 
Kemp Rangel 
Klldee Ratchford 
Kostmayer Regula 
Kramer Reuss 

Dlcklnaon 
Heckler 

NAYB-4 
Lloyd 
Mitchell, Md. 
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Rhodes 
Richmond 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rostenkowskl 
Roth 
Rousselot 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Runnels 
Russo 
Sabo 
Santini 
Satterfield 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Sebellus 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Shumwa.y 
Shuster 
Simon 
Skelton 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, Nebr. 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spellman 
Spence 
StGermain 
Stack 
Sta.ggers 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Stark 
Steed 
Stenholm 
Stewart 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Swift 
Symms 
SynM' 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Traxler 
Trible 
Udall 
Ullman 
VanDeerlln 
Vanik 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Walker 
Wampler 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wh1te 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Wllllams, Mont. 
Wllllams, Ohio 
Wilson, Tex. 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wol1f 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Mo. 
Zablocki 
Ze!eretti 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 
Ottinger 

Anderson, m. 
Andrews, N.C. 
Bingham 
Boggs 
Boner 
Bonker 
Buchanan 
Chisholm 
COughlin 
Crane, Philip 
Danielson 
Davis, S.C. 
Deckard 
Diggs 
Dlngell 

NOT VOTING-44 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dornan 
Drlnan 
Eckhardt 
Hall, Ohio 
Hammer-

schmidt 
Harsha 
Hefner 
Holt 
Holtzman 
Kelly 
Kindness 
Kogovsek 
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McEwen 
McKinney 
Markey 
Marriott 
Mathis 
Preyer 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Royer 
Scheuer 
Stockman 
VanderJagt 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, C. H. 
Young, Alaska 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote wa.s announced 

as above recorded. 
tN THE COMMITTEE OJ' THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the concurrent res
olution <H. Con. Res. 307) with Mr. 
BOLLING in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the con
current resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit
tee of the Whole rose on Tuesday, May 
6, pending was an amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Arizona <Mr. 
UDALL). 

The gentleman from Arizona is recog
nized for 5 minutes in support of his 
amendment. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr Chairman, there is an 
old story about the minister who was 
giving his semiannual hell, fire, damna
tion Judgment Day sermon to the con
gregation, and he said, "Brothers and 
sisters, Judgment Day is coming." He 
said, "On that great Judgment Day, 
there will be lightning and rain." He 
said, "Brothers and sisters, on that great 
Judgment Day there will be earthquakes, 
and on the Judgment Day," he said, 
"there is going to be weeping and wail
ing, and you are all going to gnash your 
teeth." The lady in the front row said, 
"But Reverend, I ain't got no teeth." And 
he said, "Madam, on that terrible Judg
ment Day, teeth will be provided." 

Well, I do not bring glad tidings of 
great joy. There is going to be some 
gnashing of teeth around here if you do 
not back up this amendment I am offer
ing. Let me just give some of the brothers 
and sisters an idea of the way you are 
going to spend the next 35 days. If my 
amendment fails, reconciliation is called 
for not later than June 15 in an amount 
certain. You are mandated to do the job. 

If you are on the Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee, you might want to 
gnash your teeth a little bit. My friend 
JIM HANLEY in the next 35 days has got 
to produce changes in the law that will 
reduce spending in fiscal year 1981 by 
$·3,639,000,000 in budget authority and 
by $4,204,000,000 in outlays. 

You all ought to come over to the Post 
Oftlce and Civil Service Committee some 
time. We got ED DERWINSKI, we got a 
great show aver there, we got the pride 

of the Ozarks and all of those fellows. 
What is going to have to happen to meet 
this mandate of the Budget Committee? 
We are going to have to reduce the Fed
eral pay increase from 10 percent in 
October down to 6 percent; at least 
Saturday delivery of mail is going, and 
probably more than that; the two-time 
a year adjustment in Federal retiree 
benefits, retirement benefits, will have 
to go; and you folks who have got blue 
collar Federal employees, they are going 
to take a whack, too. Ways and Means, 
you friendly folks over there on Ways 
and Means, will have to come up with 
$1.9 billion in savings between now and 
the 15th of July. Over at the Armed 
Services there will be great joy, where 
you will be mandated-not advised, but 
mandated-to produce $3.2 billion in 
savings by changes in the law. Agricul
ture, a big one, Public Works and Trans
portation, I have them all here, but let 
me quit with Veterans. Those of you on 
Veterans Affairs will have to come :back 
with a modest amount of $400 million in 
reduced programs for the veterans a.nd 
for the Veterans' Administration. 

So the way you can head this off is to 
vote for this amendment of mine which 
says, "Yes, we are going to have a bal
anced budget and, yes we are going to 
have restraint and, yes, we are gt>ing to 
have reconciliation, but we are going to 
do it in August and September, the way 
the Budget Act contemplates." 

To this point in the debate of this 
important resolution we have been con
cerned with amendments which are sub
stantive. Amendments to this point have 
dealt with cuts to various programs and 
add-ons to various programs, all within 
the framework of the desire of the coun
try and the Congress to get a balanced 
budget in this coming fiscal year. 

I emphasize that this amendment 
deals with procedure and procedure only. 
That is why the chairmen of 16 stand
ing House committees have joined me in 
support of this amendment. As Members 
know, these 16 chairmen have not all 
agreed on every amendment to this reso
lution. We have wide views on priorities. 
But we stand together on this amend
ment because you do not change the 
rules in the middle of the game. 

Any study of the Budget Act and its 
legislative history makes it crystal clear 
that the Budget Committee, by report
ing a bill with this reconciliation pro
vision, asks the House to reverse the 
solemn decision made by both Houses in 
the conference committee in 1974. There 
may be arguments about some points in 
the legislative record, but no one can 
doubt that the whole budget scheme is 
designed to give us a target operation in 
the first resolution and binding ceilings 
in the second one. This was a compromise 
debated strenuously and finally settled 
in the conference committee and rati- _ 
fied by the House and Senate. 

As I say, the history of the act is clear. 
Let me insert at this point, two para
graphs from the letter of the chairman 
to Speaker O'NEILL: 
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The reasons for that rejection are as valid 

today as they were in 1974. Given the time 
available to the Budget Committee, it is 
impossible for it to become well enough 
acquainted with all federal programs and 
activities to know where to apply appropri
ate economies program by program. The 
standing committees, with expertise in the 
programs in their respective jurisdictions, 
should attempt to translate the targets ~to 
program detail. 

Invoking reconc111ation in the first step 
of the congressional budget process under
mines the committee system, reposing in the 
Budget Committee authority to legislate 
substantively with respect to the nature and 
scope of federal activities. Such a procedure 
which infringes on the legitimate roles of 
authority and appropriations proceseses, is 
not required in achieving a balanced budget. 

The procedure brought to the floor by 
the Budget Committee this time simply 
passes the buck to the committee chair
men. I think all of us are ready to do our 
duty, to wield a. painful ax if we have to, 
but it ought to be done 4 months from 
now, as all of us had a. right to expect 
based on previous action on budget reso
lutions. 

This is an attack on the budget proc
ess but more than that, it is an attack 
on' the committee system. There are, in 
my opinion, no compelling reasons for 
creating a. precedent for invoking recon
ciliation in the first budget resolution. 
There are all kinds of good reasons for 
not disrupting the budget process this 
year. Once permitted, reconciliation in 
the first resolution would become a. 
matter of routine and regular procedure. 
Hereafter, the first resolution would set 
ceilings, not targets, and the Congress 
would be controlled by one budget reso
lution adopted early in the year. Many 
weeks before relevant hearings could be 
held on which rational decisions could 
be based, irrevocable ceilings would be 
established with which all spending bills 
would have to conform. 

'l'he truth is that this budget resolu
tion-like every first budget resolution 
to date-is nothing more than an edu
cated guess. Recognizing this truth, we 
should be very slow to alter the budget 
process to force certain committees to 
make predetermined draconian cuts. 
Please note that section 3 instructs the 
committees, directs them, orders them to 
achieve· cuts of a. predetermined size. 
None of this was contemplated when the 
system was adopted. I think I speak for 
all of the committee chairmen in saying 
that we will do our duty, however tough 
it may be, but we ought to do it 4 months 
from now as we had a. right to expect. 

Incidentally, everyone in this commit
tee knows that we are in a. time of puz
zling, deep-seated changes in our eco
nomic system. The economic assumptions 
of today will surely be no more valid than 
the economic assumptions of January 
are valid now. Who can guarantee the 
situation 4 months from now? We are 
told by the experts that an increase of 
unemployment of 1 percent of the labor 
force will cause an additional $25 billion 
gap in the move of the budget toward 
balance. So why make these decisions 

now? We will need flexibility in Septem
ber; we will have flexibility in September, 
and we then can act in the light of condi
tions and developments between now and 
then. 

1 
There are no compelling reasons to re

quire the committee chairmen to engage 
in a. sensitive, disruptive procedure at 
this time. 

I urge you to adopt my amendment. I 
place in the RECORD a. letter to the 
Speaker from 16 committee chairmen 
who support the Udall amendment: 

COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR 
AND INSULAR AFFAmS, 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
washington, D.C., March. 21, 1980. 

Hon. THoMAs P. O'NEILL, Jr., 
The Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. S~KER: w~ are opposed to the 

inclusion of reconclli&ltion in the First Con
current Resolution on the Budget. 

Suoh action would have the effect of con
verting the spending llmitation specified in 
the First Concurrent Resolution from tar
gets to fixed ceilings. Ce111ngs were contem
plated and proposed during initial considera
tion of the Congressional Budget Act in 1974 
but rejected by both Houses in favor of main
taining the First Concurrent Resolution as a 
target for guidance of the Appropriations 
and Standing Committees. 

The reasons for that rejection are as valld 
today as they were in 1974. Given the time 
available to the Budget Committee, it is im
possible for lt to become well enough ac
quainted with all federal programs and e.ctiv
ities to know where to apply appropriate 
economies program by program. The stand
ing committees, with expertise in the pro
grams in their respective jurisdictions, should 
attempt to translate the targets into program 
de taU. 

Invoking reconc111ation in the first step of 
the congressional budget process undermines 
the committee system, reposing in the Budget 
Committee authority to legislate substan
tively with respect to the nature and scope 
of federal activities. Such a procedure which 
infringes on the legitimate roles of author
tty and appropriations processes, is not re
quired in aChieving a balanced budget. 

Balancing the budget should 'be a.ccom
pllshed by the spending committees in U~ht 
of their evaluation of the priorities of the 
activities in their jurisdictions. The depth 
of the cut in any one pro!O'am category 
should not be predetermined by the Budget 
Committee. It may suggest general overall 
reductions; it should not direct specific pro
gram cuts. 

We understand that there is Ukely to be 
one substitute, and possibly a substitute to 
a substitute, to the Concurrent Resolution to 
resolve problems that have arisen since the 
Budget Committee ordered it reported. We 
urge your assistance in having included in 
any such substitute, language appropriately 
deleting reconcmatlon in the First Concur
rent Resolution. In the event that there is 
not to be a substitute, we seek your assist
ance in having deleted from the First Con
current Resolution provisions dealing with 
reconcmation by whatever means may be 
appropriate. 

Sincerely, 
Morris K. Udall, James M. Hanley, Fr·ank 

Thompson, Jr .. Henry S. Reuss, Ray 
Roberts, Harold T. Johnson, Carl D. 
Perkins, Jamie L. Whitten, John M. 
Murphy, Peter W. Rodino, Jr.; Neal 
Smith, Ronald V. Dellums, Don Fuqua, 
Melvin Price, Clement J. Zablocki, Har
ley 0. Staggers. 

I also place in the record a. list of or
ganizations who support the Udall 
amendment. 

The list referred to follows: 
SUPPORTERS OF MR. UDALL'S AMENDMENT 

The American Legion. 
The Disabled American Veterans. 
The Veterans of Foreign Wars. 
AMVETS (American Veterans of World War 

II, Korea, and Vietnam). 
The Paralyzed Veterans of America. 
National Association of Counties. 
National Women's Political Caucus. 
National Association of Social Workers. 
Committee for Full Funding of Education 

Programs. 
Adult Education Association. 
American Association of Colleges for Teach

er Education. 
American Association of Junior Colleges. 
American Association of School Adminis

trators. 
American Association of State Colleges and 

Universities. 
American Association of University Profes-

sors. 
American Council on Education. 
American Education Research Association. 
American Federation of Teachers. 
American Library Association. 
American Personnel and Guidance Associa-

tion. 
American Vocational Association. 
The Association of American Law Schools. 
Association of American Universities. 
Association for Education Communication 

Technology. . 
Association of Research Libraries. 
Committee of Private University Students. 
Council of Chief State School Officers. 
Council for Exceptional Children. 
CouncU of Great City Schools. 
National Association of Independent Col

leges and Universities. 
National Association of Public and Con

tinuing Edueation. 
National Association of Secondary School 

Principals. 
National Association of State Universities 

and Land Grant Colleges. 
National School Boords Association. 
U.S. Conference Q_f Mayors. 
State of New York. 
State of California. 
State of Missouri. 
State of New Jersey. 
American Society of Highway and Trans-

portation Operators. 
National CouncU of Senior Citizens. 
National Low Income Housing Coalition. 
National Employment Law Project. 
National Urban League. 
American Public Health Association. 
Coalition for Health Funding. 
American Nurses Association. 
National Association of Letter carriers. 
National Treasury Employees Union. 
American Federation of Government Em-

ployees. 
American Academy of Pediatrics. 
American Association of Colleges of Nurs

ing. 
American Association of Colleges of Osteo

pathic Medicine. 
American Association of Colleges of Phar

macy. 
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American Association of Colleges of Podi
atric Medicine. 

American Association of Dental Schools. 
American Association of University Af

filiated Programs for the Developmentally 
Disabled. 

American Congress of Rehabilitation Medi-
cine. 

Association of Nurse Anesthetists. 
American Diabetes Association. 
American Optometric Association. 
American Psychological Association. 
American Society of Allied Health Profes-

sions. 
Association of American Medical Colleges. 
Association of Schools and Colleges of 

Optometry. 
Association of University Programs in 

Health Administration. 
Citizens !or Treatment of High Blood 

Pressure. 
Association of Schools of Social Work. 
National Association of Community Health 

·Centers. 
National Council of Community Mental 

Health Centers. 
National Mental Health Association. 
The National Foundation/March of Dimes. 
AFL-CIO. 
UAW. 
AFSCME. 
United Federal Communication Workers. 
International Association of Machinists. 
ADA. 

D 134() 
The CHAmMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Arizona <Mr. UDALL) has 
expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. UDALL was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

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

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. PEYSER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

There is something that troubles me on 
this. It appears to me if we follow this 
recommendation of t'he Budget Com
mittee, that we are basically totally un
dercutting the authorizing committees 
whose function really is to develop these 
programs as they see fit in line with their 
research and study to do what is best to 
accomplish major ends. 

Now if we act at this time on this, it 
is like saying all the work we have done is 
for nothing and we are following dic
tates of a committee which has not had a 
chance to do the kind of work we have. 
Is that basically it? 

Mr. UDALL. The gentleman is pre
cisely correct. If it were anybody but my 
friend, the gentleman from Connecticut 
<Mr. GIAIMo) , who is one of the great 
men in the service of the Congress, I 
would say it is a grab for power. It is a 
grab for power to do things that the 
authorizing and appropriating commit
tee ought to do; and it should not be done 
by flat handed down by the Budget Com
mittee, much as I respect the members 
who sit on that committee. 

Mr. PANETI'A. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, there is another Mo 
Udall story about the old man, the young 
boy and the donkey. They were going 
along with the young boy on the donkey, 
and they ran into a group of people; and 

they said, "For goodness sakes," to the 
young boy, "why are you letting the old 
man walk? You should have the old man 
on the donkey." 

So they exchanged places, and the old 
man got on the donkey, and they ran in
to another group of people, and they 
said, "What are you doing to the old 
man? The little boy should be riding on 
the donkey. You should have the young 
boy riding on the donkey with you." 

So they both decided to get on the 
donkey, and they ran into a group of 
people who said, "You know, both of you 
are weighing down on that poor donkey. 
It is really wrong what you are doing." 
So they decided, both the young boy and 
the old man, they would start carrying 
the donkey. 

As they crossed the bridge, they lost 
their grip and the donkey fell into the 
river. 

The moral of that story, according to 
the gentleman from Arizona <Mr. 
UDALL), if you do not make up your 
mind, you are going to lose your donkey. 

The point is that we have reached the 
point where if we do not make up our 
minds on reconciliation, we are going to 
lose the budget resolution. 

Reconciliation is essential to the res
olution. It is essential as a procedure, as 
a tool, as a necessary discipline, and as a 
symbol that we are serious about passing 
a resolution that balances the budget. 

Reconciliation is a legitimate tool un
der the budget process. Make no mistake 
about it. It is a legitimate tool. It is not 
a grab for power. It is, in fact, built into 
the Budget Act itself under section 310. 

We have built it in under the first res
olution under section 301 (b) 2, which 
states that the committee may recom
mend any procedure "which is consid
ered appropriate to carry out the pur
poses of the act." 

Now, that has not been made a point 
of order by anyone on the floor. It is, in 
fact, a legitimate parliamentary vehicle 
for us to build in reconciliation into the 
first budget resolution, because it is not 
only appropriate, but it is essential if we 
are going to have a balanced budget. 

We add $9 billion as part of this budg
et resolution in legislative savings, rec
ommended by the administration and 
the committee. There is no way-there is 
no way-that $9 billion in savings can be 
achieved without reconciliation. 

Last year we targeted $2.7 billion in 
legislation savings in the second budget 
resolution. We achieved about $200 mil
lion out of that $2.7 billion savings that 
was supposedly targeted and which the 
committees were supposed to go after, 
$200 million out of $2.7 billion. That was 
after we had a first budget resolution 
that targeted almost $6 billion in sav
ings. 

Second, these are targets. These are 
not spP.ciflc recommendations to the 
committees. The committees have the 
discretion to look at the areas that they 
believe ought to be recommended for 
savings. What the Budget Committee 
provides to the basic authorizing com
mittees are suggestions and recommen-

dations. They are not mandates. We do 
present a target figure for savings, but it 
is up to the discretion of the authorizing 
committees to decide where those savings 
ought to be made, and indeed only 8 of 
the 18 authorizing committees have in
structions under this budget resolution. 

Committees like Interior, Public 
Works, Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
are not included. Science and Technol
ogy, Judiciary, Government Operations, 
Banking, nor the Appropriations Com
mittees, none of those are included with 
regards to the instructions. 

The third point is with regard to time. 
The gentleman from Arizona. says we 
ought to wait until September. The fact 
is that we are dealing with severe time 
constraints as it is. This summer we are 
going to be engaged in national conven
tions which means we will not have that 
much time here. We are going to be 
spending 1 month in September in which 
the resolution or the Budget Act only 
provides for 10 days for the committees 
to report back on reconciliation. 

If you think there is chaos now in a 
30-day period in which we provide until 
June 15, imagine a 10-day period in 
which the committees have to report 
back reconciliation on some of the major 
issues that are here. There are severe 
time constraints. 

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

Mr. PANETTA. I yield to the gentle
man from Florida. 

Mr. CHAPPELL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

What would happen in the event, as 
an example, if the Appropriations Com
mittee after the passage of this bill-

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from California <Mr. PANETTA) 
has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. PANETTA 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.> 

Mr. CHAPPELL. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, suppose we pass this 
resolution, and suppose that the limit on 
defense is $145 billion, and the Appro
priations Committee or the authorizing 
committee, as the case might be, brings 
back a bill to the House that exceeds· 
that. When is reconciliation made? At 
that point? 

Mr. PANETI'A. Reconciliation is the 
process of saying to the committees, 
"You have a target figure of saVings to 
reach." If the committee reports out a 
bill that exceeds that amount under the 
resolution, there is a holding of that bill 
at the desk, a delay on the enrollment 
of the bill that will hold the bill at the 
desk until sufficient savings have been 
passed. 

Mr. CHAPPELL. In other words, when 
the resolution, the budget resolution, 
passes, if this reconciliation provision 
remains in it, when that Appropriations 
Committee or the authorizing commit
tee, whoever it might be, comes back to 
this floor with a bill, in essence they have 
got to bring it inside of the figure given 
in the first budget resolution. Is that ~ot 
correct? 
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Mr. PANETI'.A. The gentleman is ab

solutely correct. 
But I might say that the gentleman 

from Arizona's amendment does not deal 
with the question of delay oo enr<?ll
ment · it deals solely with the questiOn 
of th~ targeting to the committe~ under 
reconciliation. It does not deal w1th the 
delay on enrollment, which is another 
piece of the resolution. 

Mr. CHAPPELL. Well, let me as~ the 
gentleman, if he will yield_further, 15. ~he 
gentleman saying even w1th rec~ncllia
tion in the bill that that cons~1tut~s .a 
target, or is the gentleman saYing 1t 1s 
a firm figure? . 

Mr. PANETTA. The target on savmgs 
is a firm figure. 

Mr. CHAPPELL. Absolutely .. 
Mr. PANETTA. But the saVIngs pro

posals to achieve those particular sav
ings are up to the discretion of the com
mittees. 

Mr. CHAPPELL. Yes, but what I am 
saying is in the beginning that is a firm 
figure that cannot be ~xceeded,. an_d the 
committee can simply JUSt stay 10S1de of 
that figure, and that is the <?nl;v re.spo~e 
the committee has to a lirmtat10n; lS 

that correct? 
Mr. PANETI'A. That is correct. 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. PANE'IT A. I am pleased to yield. 
Mr. NELSON. If the gentleman from 

Florida will listen to this point, I want 
to underscore that the reconciliation 
instruction is instruction to eight sub
stantive committees primarily on entitle
ment programs, and does not attach to 
the Appropriations Committee, which my 
colleague from Florida is concerned with 
regard to defense? 

Mr. PANE'ITA. In response to the gen
tleman, there was another point that 
I was going to make, which is basically 
the savings targets we have provided here 
deal with reforms in entitlement type 
programs, permanent type programs, not 
the kind of discretionary programs the 
gentleman mainly focuses on in the 
Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. CHAPPELL. Will the gentleman 
yield further? 

Mr. PANE'ITA. I yield. 
Mr. CHAPPELL. If the gentleman is 

dealing in procedural principles, it 
seems to me if this principle is to be 
started it could very easily be expanded 
to all committees and all types of pro
grams; is that not correct? 

Mr. PANETTA. I think, as with most 
delegations of power, it has been exet'
cised with discretion. We felt trying to 
get a balanced budget mandated that 
we would implement this procedure of 
reconciliation in the first budget reso
lution or else we would have no savings 
opportunities to begin the fiscal re
straint we are trying to achieve. 

Mr. CHAPPELL. I agree in trying to 
make the savings, but what worries me 
is the procedural steps we are attempt
ing to use here to bring that about. 

Mr. PANETrA. The other point that 
needs to be made is that these savings 

are important regardless of the eco
nomic situation that impacts on the 
Nation. We are not talking about in 
this area savings that relate to com
pletely discretionary areas. What we are 
targeting is reforms that have been rec
ommended year in and year out. 

For example, on the Ways and Means 
Committee let ;ne indicate some of t~e 
areas of savings that have been speci
fied by the committee. 

Health programs: 
Hospital cost containment. 
Revision to make medicare· benefits 

for the working aged supplementary to 
private insurance. 

Elimination of bonus to hospitals for 
provision of routine nursing services to 
medicare beneficiaries. 

Limitation on payments to hospitals 
to the nursing home rate for long-term 
case services. 

Implementation of joint audit for 
medicare and medicaid. 

Establishment of financial penalties 
to deter abuse of medicare and medicaid 
programs. . . 

Competitive bid purchasmg for eqwp-
ment and services. 

Other health care cost control pro-
posals. 

Federal compensation reform. 
Income security programs: 
Disability insurance reforms, includ

ing revision of benefit computations, in
creased work incentives, improved ad
ministration, and other changes. 

Those are some of the recommenda
tions on the Ways and Means Commit
tee. Those are basic reforms that should 
be enacted regardless of what the eco
nomic situation is. We are talking about 
reforms in uncontrollable spending. We 
have 76.6 ·Percent of this budget that is 
now uncontrollable because of various 
entitlement programs. We need to focus 
on reforms in those programs, and that 
is what most of these savings target. 

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

(By unanimous consent Mr. PANETTA 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.> 

Mr. P ANETr A. The basic problem in 
the budget we are dealing with, and I 
think this is something that has been de
bated over the last few days, is the lack 
of confidence of the American people in 
whether this Congress is going to have 
the will or the courage to do anything 
with regard to the budget, the fact that 
we are tied to special interests, the fact 
that committees will not, in fact, con
duct proper oversight of ongoing pro
grams in place. 

If we fail to adopt reconciliation I 
think we confirm that basic lack of con
fidence in the process, that we do not 
have the will to do anything. If we fail 
to enact reconciliation I think it con
firms the basic suspicion that we are go
ing to say one thing, which is "Balance 
the budget," and do something else. 

The point is that we have to make up 
our minds as Members here. We cannot 
be for a balanced budget and against 
reconciliation. 

For those reasons I urge the Members 
to vote against this amendment. 

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

Mr. PANE'ITA. I yield to the gentle
man from Arizona. 

Mr. UDALL. I was interested in the 
colloquy the gentleman had with the gen
tleman from Florida <Mr. CHAPPELL) 
and he seemed to be telling us, first, that 
they are not really binding, they are 
merely targets and advisory. Now he 
seems to be saying that these · are bind
ing, takes great pride in the fact that 
these are mandatory targets. 

Let us talk about the Armed Services 
Committee and answer one question. I 
want to read from the bill on page 6. 
This is the last law we are asked to 
enact. 

The . House Committee on Armed Serv
ices • • • shall reduce spending for fiscal 
year 1981 in enacted laws, bills, and resolu
tions by $3,263,000,000 in budget authority. 

That does not sound like advice. That 
says they "shall." 

Mr. PANETTA. If I may respond to 
that, the reason for that figure is be
cause there is a dual referral here, both 
to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service and to the Armed Services 
Committee with regard to the dollar re
ductions as well as with regards to 
changes in Federal pay compensation. 
That is the reason we have the Armed 
Services Committee involved. 

I hope the gentleman is not trying to 
convey the impression that $3 billion 
somehow is going to be reduced from the 
Armed Services or from the defense area. 
We are basically targeting at reforms in 
pay. 

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

<At the request of Mr. UDALL and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. PANETTA was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional min
ute.) 

Mr. UDALL. Will the gentleman yield 
further? 

Mr. PANETTA. Yes; I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. UDALL. The bill clearly says, if I 
can read the English language, when we 
tell the Veterans Committee to chop off 
$400 million in ongoing programs,. that 
is not advice, it is not counsel, it 1s an 
order. It is an order by the House of 
Representatives to that committee to cut 
off $400 million. If they only cut $300 
million, that is not enough and the bllls 
are held at the desk. 

Mr. PANE'ITA. The gentleman lays 
that issue correctly before the House, 
which is we do set a target at a certain 
figure. It is up to the committee to reach 
that target figure, but it can do it and 
exercise its discretion to finance those 
savings in other areas other than what 
the committee recommended. 

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

Mr. PANE'ITA. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. REGULA. I want to compliment 
the gentleman on his statement and his 
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work on the legislative savings. The the Committee on Ways and Means has 
question I would ask the gentleman: we to take any other action? 
keep hearing "cuts." Is not the gentleman Mr. PANETTA. That is absolutely 
really saying in reconciliation language correct. 
they have to reestablish the increases to D 1400 
fit our targeted goal and the priority de- The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
cisions rest with the committees that tleman has expired. 
have the responsibility; is that correct? (At the request of Mr. JENKINs, and by 

Mr. PANETTA. The gentleman is cor- unanimous consent, Mr. PANETTA was al
rect. In addition to that, I might say it is lowed to proceed for 2 additional 
not just the Budget Committee setting minutes.> 
these targets; it is, indeed, the House of Mr. PANETTA. The point is this, that 
Representatives and the Congress. a set figure is presented to the Committee 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- on Ways and Means, and it feels that 
tleman from California has again ex- this is not the area that they can achieve 
pired. savings, then we are asking the commit-

<At the request of Mr. FRENzEL and by tee in its own discretion and using its 
unanimous consent, Mr. PANETTA was own prerogatives to set targets within 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional that figure. We do not think that is ask
minutes.) ing the committee too much in trying 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, \\dll the to reach a balanced budget, where all 
gentleman yield? of the committees are going to have to 

Mr. PANETTA. I yield to the gentle- participate. 
man. Mr. JENKINS. If the gentleman will 

Mr. FRENZEL. I want to thank the yield further, the problem that bothers 
gentleman for his statement and con- me in the Committee on Ways and Means 
gratulate him also. I think the gentle- is the gentleman is really mandating to 
man has laid out the issue very clearly the Committee on Ways and Means that 
to the Members. It is simply whether we if we do not bring back such a program, 
are serious about balancing the budget we can raise taxes. 
or not. Mr. PANETTA. No, I do not think so. 

The Budget Committee cannot bal- The gentleman himself has often spoken 
ance the budget, nor can this House, in about the waste that exists within a 
passing the budget resolution. We need number of programs, and I am sure the 
the cooperation of the authorizing com- gentleman could find sufficient savings 

·mit tees and the Appropriation Commit- in other areas. 
tees. There is no other way to do it than Mr GEPHARDT h · 
through the reconciliation process. The · · Mr · C all'Dlan, will the gentleman yield? 
very fact that the gentleman from Ari-
zona has brought this amendment to the Mr. PANETTA. I yield to the gentle-
floor, sustained by 15 other committee man from Missouri. 
chairmen, is evidence of the fact that the Mr. GEPHARDT. I thank the gentle
committee chairmen do not want to sub- man for yielding. I would like to speak 
mit to a balanced budget. They are un- with the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
willing to make the dim.cult decisions JENKINs) about the point he just made. 
that now face this House. We debated this at length in the Budget 

I think the gentleman is just right, and Committee. The gentleman knows my 
I thank him for his statement and hope involvement with hospital cost contain
the amendment is soundly defeated. ment legislation and my concern with 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the what the budget would set forth in .that 
gentleman yield? regard. It is my view that the savings 

Mr. PANETTA. I yield to the gentle- that are shown in the budget with re-
man from Georgia. gard to hospital cost containment will 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, I would be and are being achieved through the 
like to ask the gentleman in the areas voluntary program, and that further ac
he mentioned as far as the savings and tion on the part of the Committee on 
the Committee on Ways and Means, I Ways and Means will not be necessary 
notice in the report that one of the items to achieve that level of savings. The 
is hospital cost containment, which ap- '. Wavs and Means Committee has already 
pears to be one of the larger items; is brought out H.R. 2626 and that legisla-
that correct? tion, which now embodies the voluntary 

Mr. PANETTA. That is correct. cost containment program, has been 
Mr. JENKINS. This House already re- passed by this House. I have been 

jected hospital cost containment. Is the throuqh the figures with the CBO and 
gentleman now saying that the Commit- with the Committee on Ways and Means 
tee on Ways and Means ought to bring staff, and it is my belief that those 
back hospital cost containment? figures will be achieved without any-

Mr. PANETTA. Let me state this issue thing further being done by the Com
was discussed in committee and it was mittee on Ways and Means in an affirma
our feeling, by virtue of the voluntary tive manner to achieve those savings. 
efforts that have been made in that area, Mr. JENKINS. If the gentleman from 
plus any additional efforts that the com- California would yield, I appreciate the 
mittee might consider appropriate, that assurances of the gentleman from Mis
indeed a figure in the vicinity of $780 mil- souri <Mr. GEPHARDT), but l simply note 
lion could be achieved in savings, regard- in the Budget Committee report that it 
less of whether or not the cost contain- savs hospital cost containment, $780 
ment legislation itself is specifically million. I know the House has already 
enacted. rejected hosoital cost containment. 

Mr. JENKINS. Is the gentleman saying Mr. PANETTA. The point is that the 
that in hospital cost containment that Budget Committee felt it would have the 

responsibility to lay out some areas that 
could be targeted by the committees. If 
we did not do that, we would be accused 
of not being specific as far as where 
these savings could be made. 

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

Mr. Chairman, if I may for one min
ute, I would like to refer to something 
else in the resolution that has not been 
alluded to at all that could be a very sig
nificant thing. Then I want to discuss 
reconciliation. That one thing is the very 
last couple of sentences in the entire 
budget resolution calling upon the Pres
ident to report back to Congress within 
60 days as to what should be done to cor
rect the Consumer Price Index-a small 
item, but it could be infinitely more sig
nificant as far as infiation than all the 
talk about a balanced budget and every
thing else. 

Now, let me address this problem of 
reconciliation and the motion of our 
good friend, the gentleman from Arizona 
<Mr. UDALL). First of all, if we are seri
ous about reconciliation, it has to come 
in the first budget resolution; it cannot 
come in the second budget resolution be
cause it is too late. 

Second, what has been suggested by 
the question of the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. JENKINS) and others is 
that this process is tough. It is. Let us 
make no mistake about it. There is no 
easy way to achieve what we are talking 
about achieving. We should fool our
selves in that regard. 

We are breaking new ground. There 
are some questions that we do not know 
the answers to right now. We have never 
gone through this process before. For 
example, I happen to think-and this is 
no reflection on the chairman, who has 
done a significant public service as 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, nor my colleagues on the Budget 
Committee-that we should have con
sulted the committees more as we moved 
into this process of reconciliation. The 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice, for example, knows a great deal 
more about the ramifications of Satur
day delivery than we do, and we did not 
consult adequately. The Committee on 
Education and Labor knows a great deal 
more about the school lunch programs 
than we do, and we did not consult ade
quately. I think that consultation proc
ess has to be improved. 

I also suggested in appearing before 
the Committee on Rules. and reQuested, 
that each committee chairman who was 
affected by this reconciliation motion 
ought to have the right under a semi
closed rule to come in with an amend
ment to alter their particular mandate 
under the reconciliation process. I still 
believe that is sound, and as we go 
through the reconciliation process in 
years to come-and I think we have to 
if we are serious about the budget proc
ess-! think we have to leave the door 
open in this budget amendment for every 
committee chairman who is impacted bY 
reconciliation to have the possibility of 
having an amendment to offer. I hap
pen to believe that regardless of the 
good intentions of this body, come 
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March or so of next year it will be clear 
that we will have a deficit, regardless of 
our efforts. There is a chance that we 
will have a balanced budget, but if the 
Udall amendment is adopted, there is 
absolutely no chance that we will have 
a balanced budget. I do not see that we 
can avoid that reality. 

The gentleman from California, my 
cdlleague on the committee <Mr. 
PANETTA) said the question is really, Are 
we serious about the budget process? I 
think ultimately it comes down to that. 
It ·is tough. There are no easy answers. 
We are breaking new ground, and in the 
process we are going to see some mis
takes we have made. We are going to 
have to improve. But the answer is not 
rejecting this tool that gives us the only 
opportunity that we have to really get 
hold of this thing. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMON. I will be pleased to yield 
to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. I agree with a lot of 
what the gentleman says, especially with 
regard tq the fact that there is no way 
that the Committee on the Budget can 
in reporting a resolution in time to pass 
by May 15 know enough about all of 
these programs to know what funding 
level to recommend for sure. That is the 
reason why I do not think we should have 
reconciliation in the spring. I just give 
the gentleman one example. The com
mittee has recommended under function 
370 reduction of $100 million in the Small 
Business Administrations Loan and In
vestment Fund. 

Mr. Chairman, the Small Business 
Administration's business loan program 
is categorized under budget function 
370, Commerce and Housing Credit. 
SBA's business loan and investment re
volving fund is used to operate six 
loan programs, the primary one being 
the regular business loan program 
under section 7<a> of the Small Business 
Act. For fiscal year 1980 the Congress 
approved a total of $391 million in di
rect loans and $3.595 billion in guaran
teed loans. For fiscal year 1981 the Pres
ident recommended a total direct busi
ness loan program of $346 million, or a 
reduction of $45 million, and an increase 
in guaranteed lending to $4 billion. The 
basis of the President's proposed cut in 
direct lending is an administration pro
posal to target all direct loans. These 
target groups for fiscal year 1981 would 
consist of women, minorities, and handi
capped. All others would be excluded 
from direct loan assistance. 

The House Budget Committee in its 
report recommends a reduction in func
tion 370, including a reduction in the 
appropriation for SBA's business loan 
and investment fund of $100 million with 
the Budget Committee's statement: 

With this reduction, 1981 budget author
ity and outlays would be at about fiscal 
year 1980 levels. 

The Budget Committee is correct that 
a reduction of $100 million in budget 
authority and outlays in 1981 would 
leave them about the same as 1n 1980 · 
but it is highly erroneous as to the im~ 

pact such a reduction would have on 
SBA lending as it would involve a major 
reduction in the amount of direct loans. 

Until fiscal year 1979, each appropri
ation for SBA included a reserve for 
anticipated losses resulting at some time 
in the future on loan guarantees. In the 
case of SBA's regular business loans, the 
reserve was computed at 15 percent. Un
der the old system, for each $1 billion 
of guaranteed regular business loans, 
Congress appropriated in advance a $150 
million reserve. This was certainly the 
wise and prudent manner of funding 
future losses due to current programs. 
Beginning in fiscal year 1979, however, 
at the administration's request and at 
the Senate's insistence, we did away with 
this prudent system. Instead, we now 
only appropriate an amount sufficient 
to cover losses anticipated in the next 
fiscal year; we have absolutely no reserve 
to pay future losses when they occur 
in later years. This change did, how
ever, have one immediate effect-it re
duced the amount of budget authority 
and outlays in the current budget needed 
to support SBA's guaranteed loan pro
grams. We are now going to have to 
pay for this foolish change by an in
crease in budget authority and outlays 
not only this year but for years to come. 

Had we continued under the old "re
serve" system, losses attributable to guar
anteed loans made in fiscal year 1979 
would have been covered by amounts ap
propriated for 1979; and similarly, future 
losses occurring because of guaranteed 
loans made in fiscal year 1980 would have 
been covered by moneys appropriated for 
1980 as part of the 1980 budget. But as I 
stated we no longer follow this system 
and as a result the 1980 budget contains 
money to pay losses on loans guaranteed 
in 1979 and the 1981 budget request in
cludes funding to pay losses originating 
from guaranteed loans made this year as 
well as in 1979. In the fiscal year 1981 
budget, for example, $264 million is for 
losses or repurchases anticipated to occur 
in :fiscal year 1981 on account of guaran
tees on loans made in 1979 and 1980. 
Looking at it another way, $264 million 
of the administration's request of $594 
million in outlays or 44 percent, is un
controllable. It goes without saying that 
this will continue ad infinitum and that 
even if SBA made no more guaranteed 
loans we would still have to continue to 
appropriate money to pay losses in the 
future due to guaranteed loans made in 
prior years. 

The net result of the Budget Commit
tee's recommendation that the appropri
ation to SBA's business loan and invest
ment fund be reduced by $100 million 
from the amount recommended by the 
President, if adopted by the Appropria
tions Committee, would be to force a fur
ther reduction in the already meager 
amount of direct loans. Instead of a $45 
million reduction as proposed by the 
President, the direct loans would have to 
be reduced $145 million from the 1980 
level or a budget cut of 37 percent. 

I believe we should be going in the op
posite direction and increasing the 
amount of SBA direct lending especially 
in these times of high interest rates and 
an acute lack of capital, a shortfall which 

is devastating the small business commu
nity. Studies have clearly shown that the 
small business sector of our economy is 
the Nation's job creator and that jobs 
can be created through SBA loans, most 
of which will eventually be repaid. This 
is certainly much cheaper than the cost 
our Nation incurs by depriving the small 
business community of the capital it 
needs and thus preventing it from assist
ing our economy by adding to employ
ment, and the ensuing increase in Feder
al income taxation, and a reduction in 
unemployment benefits, food stamps, 
and. other Federal spending to assist the 
unemployed and their dependents. 

I also want to point out that this 
budget resolution, as have previous ones, 
assumes that we will not have any large 
physical disasters besetting our Nation in 
fiscal year 1981. In an attempt to keep 
original budget requests low, the admin
istration and the Congress repeatedly 
lowball the amount needed for capital for 
SBA's physical disaster program. As a 
result, supplemental appropriations are 
necessary and certainly this causes prob
lems for QilY budget system. I simply 
want to point out that the $180 million 
in new funds requested by the President, 
and apparently included in the recom
mendations of the Budget Committee, in 
all probability will not be sufficient and 
that additional capital will have to be 
provided to SBA if loan assistance is to 
be provided to disaster victims. 

Finally, I want to point out that the 
Budget Committee is again recommend
ing enactment of a limitation on the 
amount of Federal loans which may be 
made in fiscal year 1981. I certainly hope 
that my colleagues on the Appropria
tions Committee will not heed this rec
ommendation as to impose such a limi
tation upon disaster lending and · would 
simply necessitate extra paperwork by 
the Congress in order to increase the 
limitation as needed to provide disaster 
assistance. The worst aspect, however, is 
that while Congress would be shuftling 
the papers to lift the ceiling, disaster vic
tims would be denied loan assistance and 
thus additional harm would be in:fiicted 
upon them by the very ·government 
which seeks to lend them a helping hand 
in their hour of need. 

Mr. SIMON. I think the gentleman's 
position is well taken up to a point. I 
think that somehow we have to work out 
a procedure where we work with the 
Small Business Committee and the other 
committees. However, I disagree with 
my friend, the gentleman from Iowa. If 
we wait until September 15, 15 days be
fore the start of the next :fiscal year, the 
horse is out of the bam. 

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

Mr. SIMON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. SEIBERLING. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. There is a real dilem
ma here. It seems to me that if we do 
not have reconciliation in the :first budg
et resolution, then the gentleman is 
absolutely right. We have gone through 
a charade, and there is no way that we 
are going to make this really a serious 
effort, as it ought to be. On the other 
hand, there is a great deal of validity 
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to what the gentleman from Arizona 
<Mr. UDALL) says in that the Committee 
on the Budget cannot possibly develop 
the knowledge and expertise to substitute 
for the authorizing committees and the 
appropriations subcommittees. So there 
has got to be some way to make sure 
that these twin concerns are handled. 

My question to the gentleman is: If we 
vote against the Udall amendment and 
mandate reconciliation to the extent 
that the resolution does, then what is 
the escape valve, so that if the author
izing committee finds that there has 
been insufficient consideration in the 
Budget Committee, or if circumstances 
change in the economic outlook, or 
whatever, that we have some assurance 
that those factors will be taken into ac
count before we pass the final budget 
resolution, or even before then if need 
be? What is the escape valve here? 

0 1410 
Mr. SIMON. The only escape valve is, 

I am afraid, a certain amount of chaos 
if we do not reject the Udall amend
ment. For this reason: The reason there 
is chaos-and I stand to be corrected by 
the chairman of my committee-the 
ceilings that we have on this budget res
olution are not altered by the Udall 
amendment so that those who spend the 
money quickly and get their appropria
tions in first, they would get them 
okayed. 

Mr. SEmERLING. That is not my 
question. My question is, Suppose we re
ject the Udall amendment, which I per
sonally think is the only logical thing to 
do, if we are going to make the budget 
process meaningful. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tlema-n has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. GIAIMo and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. SIMON was al
lowed to proceed for 5 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. SIMON. I yield further to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. SEIDERLING. Mr. Chairman, my 
question is suppose we reject the Udall 
amendment, stick with the committee 
position, require reconciliation. What 
escape valve is there in case the budget 
resolution does not correctly take into 
account something that the authorizing 
committee might feel is essential, or 
there is a change in circumstances be
tween now and September? What is the 
escape valve in this process? 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. Chairman, I will yield 
to the chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget and then I may care to add some
thing. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Let me first say to my 
friend from Ohio that it is not the intent 
of the Committee on the Budget to write 
legislation in any of these areas as the 
gentleman well knows. 

Section 3, which is the section dealing 
with reconciliation, directs the various 
committees. For example, subsection (c) 
says that the House Committee on Edu
cation and Labor shall reduce spending 
for fiscal year 1981 in enacted laws, bills 
and resolutions by $839 million in budget 
authority and $786 million in outlays. 

Now, in arriving at that judgment as 
to how much the committees could save, 

the Committee on the Budget is not 
usurping the power of the committee. 
The gentleman from Ohio knows, how
ever, that there are many, many pro
grams where the money could be saved. 
For example, the programs in the Presi
dent's legislative reform packages have 
come before the Congress for some years 
and have annually been either ignored or 
not acted upon by the committees. These 
could be the programs in which the man
date of the House could be fulfilled, if 
the House adopts our budget resolution. 

For example, we tell the appropriate 
committees to eliminate the twice-a-year 
cost-of-living adjustment for Federal 
retirees. 

Now what will happen? They may 
substitute some other savings if they 
wish. We want them to come up with a 
total dollar amount in savings. We sug
gest these programs as possible areas 
and in fact historical areas where it has 
been demonstrated that there is at least 
a possibility of making these savings. 

Mr. Chairman, what would happen on 
June 15, for example, if the committees 
report back and say, "We cannot make 
the savings which ·we have been man
dated to make"? 

Then they would be ignoring the will 
of this body, which will have voted this 
today. 

Mr. Chairman, at that point nothing 
would happen unless this House deter
mined to do something further. That 
something further could be for the Com
mittee on the Budget or the Committee 
on Rules or someone else to report out 
some legislation in fact calling for these 
savings or other savings. 

I would hope that the committees 
would not ignore the mandate of the 
House and Senate, if they adopt this 
resolution, as I hope they will. If they 
ignored it, they would be flying in the 
face of the order of the House and Sen
ate to not make the necessary and re
quired savings. 

Mr. Chairman, let me go back a little. 
In March we had a historic meeting of 
the leadership of the House and Senate 
headed up by the majority leader of the 
House and the majority leader of the 
other body, and we discussed fully this 
whole budget process, particularly how 
we were going to attain balance, how we 
were going to reduce spending and do 
the other necessary things. 

It was the consensus of those present 
that if we were serious about balancing 
this budget, we would have to go way 
beyond the mere adoption of a budget 
resolution, that it would have to in fact 
take the combined efforts of the leader
ship of both this House of Representa
tives and of the other body to make sure 
that what we determined was necessary 
in order to enact a budget in balance 
would in fact happen. That will take, I 
will say to my friend, the combined ef
forts of the leadership and the Members 
of this body and the other body to make 
certain that certain things happen this 
summer on the spending bills ·and on the 
legislative reform bills, or I guarantee 
you we will not have a balanced budget. 

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

(At the request of Mr. SEIBERLING and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. SIMON was 

allowed to proceed for 3 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to add one further point. We still 
do have that option of a second budget 
resolution. 

If, for example, Mr. Chairman, my 
colleague from Iowa (Mr. SMITH) is cor
rect in his statement about the SBA and 
the impact there, then that can be cor
rected in the second budget resolution 
but if we do not act now, if we postpone, 
we are dead. 

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

Mr. SIMON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

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

I think the gentleman from Connecti
cut has made an extremely persuasive 
statement. I think if we are really serious 
about getting a balanced budget, then 
I do not see how we can avoid requiring 
reconciliation. 

Mr. Chairman, when I was in the 
Army-I am sure this will be recalled by 
others of us who were in the Armed 
Forces-every so often a directive would 
come down and say, "All headquarters 
will cut their staffs by 10 percent." Every
body would then scream bloody murder 
but they would have to do it. Then those 
who could produce, a few weeks later, 
evidence that they really had to have 
more people could get them, and others 
who were not able to do so found it hard 
to get them. That was the only way the 
Army came up with to keep the person
nel in the headquarters from getting too 
overblown. 

It seems to me in this huge Federal 
budget area we are going to have to 
adopt some kind of Draconian system of 
that sort. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not happen to 
agree with all priorities in this resolu
tion, and I voted to change some of 
them, but, nevertheless, the majority has 
spoken. It seems to me we are going to 
have to adopt reconciliation, impose 
these ceilings and have a system 
whereby, if some committee can demon
strate that they really should not be 
held to a particular level on a particular 
program, they can come back here and 
again place their case before the House 
with all the documentation and analysis 
and support they need, and if they can
not make a case then they are stuck 
with the budget ceiling. 

Mr. Chairman, I know of no other way 
we are ever going to get out of the mess 
that we are in with respect to the budget 
being out of control and infiation being 
out of control unless we adopt this 
system. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. UDALL) has made a 
very good argument but to me it is not 
persuasive. The logic is all in favor of 
requiring reconciliation and requiring it 
as part of the first budget resolution, 
much as I disagree with some of the 
priorities in it. · 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio. I would add 
but one other point. My good friend 
from Arizona <Mr. UDALL) said what he 
is seeking is to offer merely a procedural 
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amendment. It is a procedural motion 
but it goes to the very heart of the 
process and we have to take some tough 
action here. 

Mr. LA'ITA. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. I probably could say, 
"We told you so," but I will not. As a 
matter of fact, if you take a look at the 
debate on this subject last year you will 
find the House Republicans were sup
porting reconciliation, the Senate was 
supporting reconciliation, and the ma
jority of the House was not. 

0 1420 
Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. LATTA. I will be happy to yield 

to my chairman. 
Mr. GIAIMO. Mea culpa. 
Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, this is an 

important part of the budget process. It 
is a must if we are ever going to make 
this process work, and we are just de
lighted that the chairman is with us 
completely this time. 

Let me say that we learn a little bit 
from the failures of the past. Let me 
point out that we had a provision in the 
last budget resolution, page Hl1258 of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of Novem
ber 28, 1979, which reads as follows: 

SEc. 6. ·(a.) In 1980, each standing com
mittee of the House of Representatives hav
ing jurisdiction over entitlement programs 
shall include in its March 15 report to the 
Budget Committee of the House of Repre
sentatives specific recommendations as to 
what changes, if any, would be appropriate 
in the funding mechanisms of such pro
grams to enable Congress to exercise more 
fiscal control over expenditures mandated 
by these entitlements. 

Within a. reasonable period of time after 
March 15, 1980, the Budget Committee of 
the House of Representatives shall submit 
to the House such recommendations as it 
considers appropriate based on such reports. 

Now, you know, we hear a lot about 
these entitlement programs that make 
up the uncontrollables in the budget. 
Now, you would think with language 
like that in the resolution, passed by 
the House last November 28, 1979, that 
these committees would have hastened 
to make recommendations to the Com
mittee on the Budget to amend these 
entitlement shortcomings. Well, let me 
just read the list, committee-by-commit
tee, of the recommendations for im
provements of entitlement programs 
as presented to the Budget Committee. 

Let me start with the Committee on 
Agriculture, under entitlements-no 
comment. 

Appropriations-and they do not 
have any entitlements under their con
trol, but have to, under law, provide the 
money for these entitlements, made this 
recommendation: 

Concern noted on automatic indexing of 
entitlements. 

The Armed Services Committee's 
recommendation to the Budget Commit
tee on entitlements-no comment. 

Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs
no recommendation. 

The District of Columbia-no recom
mendations. 

Education and Labor-favors entitle
ments but will review current legislation. 

At least, they said something. 
Foreign Affairs-no recommenda

tions. 
Government Operations-the entitle

ment status of GRS may be an issue in 
reauthorization. 

House Administration-no recom
mendations. 

Interior and Insular Affairs-no 
changes to existing entitlements. 

Interstate and Foreign Commerce
no change to existing entitlements. 

Judiciary-no recommendations. 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries-no 

change to existing entitlements. 
Post Office and Civil Service-no 

comments. 
Public Works and Transportation-no 

comments. 
Rules-no recommendations, but 

there are no entitlement programs 
under Rules' jurisdiction. 

Science and Technology-no com-
ments. 

Small Business-no comments. 
Veterans' Affairs-no comments. 
Ways and Means-strongly favors 

retaining existing entitlements. 
This is the sum-total of what we re

ceived as a result of the action taken 
by this House last November 28 on the 
simple matter of entitlements. No rec
ommendations were forthcoming. 

Let me say, when we are presenting a 
budget to the American people supposed
ly in balance, and there is about $9 billion 
worth of revisions which must be made in 
present law in order to obtain that bal
anced budget, can we truthfully say that 
we have passed a budget resolution which 
is in balance, without providing the 
mechanism, namely reconciliation, to 
bring about those $9 billion in savings? 
You know the answer as well as I do. 
You cannot do it with a straight face. 

So, we have got to have reconciliation 
in this budget if we really mean what we 
say to the American people. As has al
ready been pointed out, we are not taking 
anything from the authorizing commit
tees. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Ohio has expired. 

<By unanimous consent Mr. LATTA was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional min
ute.) 

Mr. LA 'IT A. We are only saying, "This 
is what you have to do in "x" dollars in 
your committee to make up a balanced 
budget." 

That is all we are saying, and I am 
pleased to announce that on this side we 
are going to have almost unanimous sup
port. We have a couple of Members wav
ering, but we are going to have almost 
unanimous support on reconciliation be
cause we really want a balanced budget, 
and to have a balanced budget we need 
reconciliation, which is already in the 
law. We are not putting anything in the 
law that is not already there. We are just 
following the Budget Act which we passed 
in this House in 1974, and hopefully 
we can pass this overwhelmingly today 
and tell the American people that when 
we pass this resolution we are passing a 

resolution that is in balance, and we are 
going to keep it in balance. 

We are trying to hold the line on Gov
ernment spending and to balance the 
1981 budget. The spending target of 
$611.8 billion and the revenue target of 
$613.8 billion contained in the budget res
olution before us, however, are heavily 
dependent on the passage of changes in 
existing law which would result in sav
ings of over $9 billion. If we delete recon
ciliation language, the tool to enforce 
these reductions in spending, we are in 
essence increasing the spending target to 
$620 billion and removing the tools nec
essary to achieve a balanced budget. 

I ask my colleagues not to be swayed 
by the argument that the $9 billion of 
legislative savings assumed in this budg
et would be passed without reconciliation 
language. Let us take a look at the his
tory of legislative savings last year in the 
fiscal year 1980 budget. The House Budg
et Committee reported out a :first budget 
resolution recommending total spending 
of $532.7 billion and legislative savings of 
$6 billion. Over the course of the summer, 
the authorizing committees failed to act 
on most of those legislative savings pro
posals. As a result, the Budget Committee 
had to trim down the amount of legisla
tive savings assumed in its second budget 
resolution to $2.7 billion. Even this 
amount could not be realized by the Con
gress, as it turned out. Only $200 Inillion 
of the $2.7 billion was enacted into law. 

In 1979, we witnessed a similar sce
nario. Of the $2.3 billion in legislative 
savings assumed m the first budget reso
lution, only $13 Inillion was enacted into 
law. 

The point to be derived from these 
experiences should be quite clear: Unless 
we provide for reconciliation in this 
budget resolution we will be facing a 
much higher spending ceiling in Septem
ber in the second budget resolution. 

I also feel strongly that we owe it to 
the American people to adopt a realistic 
first budget resolution this year. I ask my 
colleagues if they would feel comfortable 
passing the budget resolution before us 
without the reconciliation requirements 
necessary to see that the $9 billion in leg
islative savings is achieved. If we did so, 
we would be deceiving the public into 
thinking that we are doing something to 
combat the infiation problem, knowing 
full well that our recommended spend
ing level understated our best estimate 
of spending by $9 billion. If we fall to 
preserve the reconciliation requirement 
in this budget, the argument that we are 
passing a balanced budget cannot be 
supported with a straight face. 

I am sure most of my colleagues re
call the battle we had over reconciliation 
last fall during consideration of the sec
ond budget resolution. The Senate and 
Republicans in the House supported 
reconciliation instructions in that reso
lution, but were eventually forced to give 
in to the majority of the House, who took 
the position that reconciliation instruc
tions were unnecessary and that 
there "may be practical difficulties" with 
the procedure. Well, I say that the argu
ment that reconciliation is unnecessary, 
that legislative savings will be achieved 
by merely urging committees to act has 
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proved totally groundless. And the argu
ment that practical difficulties and time 
limitations complicate the implementa
tion of reconciliation does not hold any 
weight this spring. There is just no ex
cuse for once again abandoning the vital 
and essential tool of reconciliation. 

Reconciliation instructions will not en
croach on the jurisdictions of the au
thorizing committees, as some of my col
leagues have argued. While the Budget 
Committee has suggested certain cost
savings to the various committees, the 
committees are by no means bound to 
these proposals. Using their expertise 
and knowledge of their areas of jurisdic
tion, these committees are free to report 
out alternative ways of reducing spend
ing. 

We are on the brink of a major eco
nomic crisis. Inflation is soo.ring at an 
annual rate of 18.5 percent and unem
ployment has jumped to 7 percent. Un
less we take firm action now to correct 
the misguided economic policies of the 
last few years, we may soon find our
selves in a depression rather than a re
cession. 

Put simply, a vote to strike reconcilia
tion is a vote to increase spending by $9 
billion. I strongly urge my colleagues to 
defeat the Udall amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support 
of the amendment offered by the dis
tinguished chainnan of the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, the gen
tleman from Arizona (Mr. UDALL). 

I would like to comment on the re
marks made by the gentleman from Ohio 
<Mr. LATTA) • First, I am sure he must 
be aware that our committee has already 
passed reform legislation that would 
realize cost savings of more than $16 
million in fiscal year 1980. That is re
flected in the report of the Budget Com
mittee accompanying the first concur
rent resolution. Second, recently my full 
committee ordered reported a bill, H.R. 
7102, which contains a provision that 
would result in reduced Federal outlays 
of more than $109 million in fiscal year 
1981. I might add that this provision of 
the bill is being offered by the commit
tee as an alternative to one of the rec
ommendations proposed by the Commit
tee on the Budget pertaining to third 
party reimbursement for medical care 
received in VA hospitals by certain non
service-connected veterans. 

As to the issue of reconciliation, there 
is little I can add to what the gentleman 
has already stated. My comments shall 
therefore be brief. I believe in the legis
lative process. Through the committee 
structure, the House has been an effec
tive body. 

In my view, if the reconciliation in
structions are not deleted from the first 
concurrent budget resolution, then we 
might as well abolish the authorizing and 
Appropriations Committee and transfer 
their functions to the Committee on the 
Budget. I have no quarrel with recon
cillation under the procedure established 
by the Budget Act. 

Mr. Chairman, this budget resolution 
would require the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs to reduce or terminate cur
rent benefits, or reduce the amount of 
proposed cost-of-living increases in 
benefits for our Nation's veterans, total
ing $400 million, by June 15, 1980. This 
mandate from the Budget Committee is 
made, to the best of my knowledge, with
out hearing from any individual or or
ganization in public hearings who repre
sent our 30 million veterans. Although I 
understand the American Legion, the 
Disabled American Veterans, the Vet
erans of Foreign Wars, and other service 
organizations have requested to appear 
before the Committee on the Budget on 
a number of occasions, they have been 
denied the opportunity to do so. Yet, the 
committee is willing to accept, without 
question, the suggested cuts in veterans 
benefits proposed by the administration. 
This is totally unacceptable to me. 

Mr. Chairman, in prior years when we 
disagreed with the committee, we were 
allowed to go to the House floor to over
turn decisions by the Committee on the 
Budget on the veterans budget. On a 
number of occasions, the House restored 
severe cuts imposed by the Budget Com
mittee. Since the Committee on the 
Budget was established, we have been 
forced to go to the House to assure an 
adequate level of benefits and services for 
veterans. Never has the House failed to 
support us in our efforts. It simply means, 
Mr. Chairman, that the Committee on 
the Budget is, and has always been, out 
'of step with the House-at least on 
veterans issues. 

Mr. Chairman, I want every Member 
of this body to fully understand the prob
lems we are going to create for veterans 
if the Udall amendment is not adopted. 
If we allow the Budget Committee's man
date to stand, a great number of veterans 
are going to be turned away from hos
pitals who need hospital care. More are 
going to be denied treatment in VA out
patient clinics. Many of those who can
not afford to pay for expenses to the VA 
hospitals will be denied patient travel re
imbursement allowances. Hundreds of 
thousands of Vietnam veterans will be 
denied an adequate cost-of-living in
crease in education benefits, and all serv
ice-connected disabled veterans may 
not receive an adequate cost-of-living in
crease in their compensation benefits 
effective October 1, 1980. 

It should also be noted, Mr. Chairman, 
that some of the same Members who 
have mandated these drastic reductions 
and the termination of veterans' benefits 
have introduced measures now pending 
before our committee to increase cur
rent benefit levels. Some have introduced 
bills that would create new entitlements 
costing many millions of dollars an
nually, if enacted. Some have written 
me urging that the committee hold early 
hearings in order to report their bills 
to the House. Yet, these same Members 
tell us we cannot have funds to keep 
current programs going at the level our 
veterans deserve. 

Mr.· Chairman, I hope the Members of 
the House reject the mandate proposed 
by the Budget Committee. How in the 
world can we explain such reductions to 
veterans who will be adversely affected 
when they know the House is consider
ing or has passed legislation to add 
millions to our Federal budget, includ
ing, among other things: 

First, $444 million (fiscal year 1980) 
and $352 million <flscal year 1981) to 
provide initial resettlement assistance, 
cash and medical assistance for addi
tional thousands of refugees coming into 
the country from Vietnam and other 
parts of Southeast Asia, Cuba, and else
where throughout the world; 

Second, increase the food stamp pro
gram costs by $3.5 billion in fiscal year 
1980 and $600 million more in flscal year 
1981; 

Third, approximately $300 million in 
fiscal year 1981 for health planning; 

Fourth, $1.2 billion in budget author
ity and $150 million in outlays (fiscal 
year 1981> for youth training and em
ployment programs; 

Fifth, $646 million (fiscal year 1981) 
for early and periodic screening, diag
nosis and treatment of individuals under 
medicaid <increased entitlements); 

Sixth, $912 million in fiscal year 1981 
for welfare reform; and 

Seventh, $80 million in economic sup
port assistance for Nicaragua. 

It is a tragic day, Mr. Chairman, when 
we have before us a measure that would 
mandate the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs to report a bill by June 15 to 
"save" $400 million in veterans benefits 
while we continue to add millions to the 
budget as I have outlined above. 

Our committee has initiated certain 
reform measures designed to eliminate 
inequities in several veterans' programs. 
We are considering additional proposals 
which, if enacted, would reduce Federal 
outlays substantially. I do not accept, 
however, the theory that we can, without 
proper hearings, immediately bring about 
$400 million in program savings. 

Therefore, I strongly support the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Arizona. Supporting his amend
ment does not add a penny to the 
budget targets established by the Com
mittee on the Budget. The resolution 
without reconciliation will show a bal
anced budget. We can and should have 
a balanced budget and -our committee 
will do its share to bring it about. I urge 
the members of the Committee on Vet
erans' A1fairs and all Members of the 
House to join me in voting for the 
amendment offered by Mr. UDALL. 

0 1430 
Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, wlll the 

distinguished gentleman yield? 
Mr. ROBERTS. I am happy to yield to 

the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to compliment the distinguished gentle
man from Texas <Mr. RoBERTS) for his 
statement. 
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Mr. Chairman, the amendment to 

strike the reconciliation instruction in 
this resolution deserves our support. 

The reasons tor this are not based 
upon emotion or instinct, but upon hard 
facts and common sense. 

If we strip away the camouflage and 
a good deal of the rhetoric, we are star

. ing at the starlt shape of a power grab. 
Under the guise of voting out a reso

lution to balance the budget, the Budget 
Committee actually is asking for a radi
cal transfer of power unto itself from all 
of the legislative and appropriation com
mittees of the House. Before a final vote 
is taken on House Concurrent Resolu
tion 307, it would behoove us all to look 
at this power grab in all of its nakedness. 

Now, I am not against reconciliation. 
I voted for the 1974 Budget Act of which 
reconciliation is an important and ap
propriate part. The smooth functioning 
of the budget process requires it. 

But, Mr. Chairman, section m simply 
puts reconciliation on the horse-end of 
the cart. What is worse, it is put into 
the shafts backward. 

Add to this spectacle the vision of the 
Budget Committee in the driver's seat
facing in who knows what direction
then we have a most remarkable vehicle 
indeed. 

When the command is given to 
"Giddyup" it may go forward, it may go 
backward, it may go sideways-or it may 
go straight up and come crashing down 
on its axle. 

That, I suggest, is not in the best 
interests of either the Congress or the 
country. If the budget process is to work, 
then it ought to work the way the 
Budget Act intended it would work. 

That act contemplated that the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, Agriculture, 
Post Office and Civil Service, Armed 
Services, Interstate and Foreign Com
merce, Public Works and Transporta
tion, Veterans• Affairs, Education and 
Labor, and so on, would continue to 
function as responsible and responsive 
organs of the House in dealing with the 
specialized and detailed aspects of their 
jurisdictions. 

In the resolution before us, the Budg
et Committee would simply order the 
''fine tuning" of authorizing legislation 
from any of these committees, without 
itself holding 1 hour of hearings, with
out the expertise that comes of long ex
perience and oversight of programs, and 
without having any notion of the real 
needs of the citizens. 

If this power grab is successful and the 
Budget Committee does in fact get away 
with this grab for front-end reconcilia
tion, we will have a situation roughly 
equivalent to a hospital dismissing the 
surgeons and letting the groundskeepers 
and maintenancemen operate on the 
the patient. 

I will be blunt enough to say that if 
the Udall amendment is defeated, then it 
will not make any difference whether 
Members serve on Ways and Means, 
Education and Labor, Appropriations, or 
what have you. Service will be an emoty 
honor, for those committees themselves 
will simply be bangles on some other 
horse's harness. 

I would like to turn for a moment to 
a specific matter under the jurisdiction 
of the Committee on Education and 
Labor-the child nutrition programs. 

Let me make it clear that I would not 
be standing here today taking up the 
time of the Members if the first budget 
resolution had set a target in accordance 
with the ground rules specified in the 
act. In those circumstances it would have 
been up to the Committee on Education 
and Labor to review the target and re
port the legislation. But that is not the 
case. The Budget Committee wants to 
play leapfrog with us. With a great run
ning jump it dashes up behind us and 
mandates cuts of over $500 million in 
child nutrition. That, I submit, is rather 
like playing leapfrog with a unicorn. 

Of course, the Budget Committee 
magnanimously says that we are free 
to determine in what programs and to 
what extent the savings will be made. 
But the fact is that Education and Labor 
has only a few programs in which to 
achieve legislative savings, child nutri
tion programs being one of them. 

What the mandate boils down to, then, 
is that we have to apply the cuts to the 
program categories identified by the 
Budget Committee in its report. We have 
no power to spread the burden and mini
mize the hardship, and virtually no fiexi
bility to meet a cut of this size. 

I think it might be instructive if the 
Budget Committee were required to file 
an environmental impact statement on 
the effects of the cutbacks it has ordered. 
If that had been done in this case, the 
Budget Committee would not have to take 
on faith the administration's advice that 
over a half billion dollars could be cut 
out of our child nutrition programs. As 
far as I know, it has called no witness to 
determine whether the advice is well 
founded or not. 

The committee simply heard the nice 
round figure of a half billion dollars, and 
down went the boom. It wants the Con
gress to swallow the recommendation 
whole, without giving anybody in the 
country a chance to come in and say 
what its effect wlll be. 

As the Budget Act was written, it was 
structured wisely so that any erroneous 
judgments made in May could be re
trieved in September in the second budg
et resolution. The House was thereby 
given some elbow room and a chance to 
listen to public witnesses on the effects of 
the initial targets. But by trying to build 
a September house on a May foundation 
that has not yet been properly laid, we 
are behaving imprudently as well as 
half-baked. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I feel that 
there are few Members of this House 
who believe that the resolution, even, 
with reconciliation, will result in a bal
anced budget. Or, even if it did, that a 
balanced budget would have a marked 
impact on infiation. If the economists 
know anvthing that the rest of us do 
not-and that is a postulate to which 
I am now less firmly attached than in 
former years-a balanced budget may 
result in less than three-tenths of a per
centage point decline in inflation. In 
that event, it does not become us to try 

to pull the wool over the country's eyes 
making Americans believe that this pain
ful exercise is striking any real blow at 
the economic problem. · 

But even if we accept the notion that a 
balanced budget will reduce infiation, I 
am personally convinced that what we 
are ·doing insures the opposite-that we 
will· not have a balanced budget. What 
we are doing is cutting back so dras
tically and sharply on Federal aid that 
it. will cause further disappearance of 
American jobs. This unemployment. 
mated to the Federal Reserve's high in
terest policy will insure that we do not 
have a balanced budget. Loss of revenue 
and increased unemployment benefits 
will offset any gains we make by cutting 
back on expenditures of other programs. 

I urge the Members to vote for the 
Udall amendment. Not only will it curb 
the growth of power of the Budget Com
mittee at the expense of other jurisdic
tions, it will stem the rush to ever more 
fiscal instability resulting from unem
ployment and diminished tax resources. 
That is not what a balanced budget 
means. That is not what the Budget Act 
intended. 

Mr. Chairman, no one has more dedi
cation to the goBJ of a balanced budget 
than 1-but there are ways to balance 
it without taking it out of programs that 
serve the poor and the old and the sick. 

You know how often. during the past 
30 years, I have -taken to the floor tore
count the terrible error we made back in 
1953 when we allowed the Eisenhower 
administration to close down the syn
thetic energy program. There were on
going pilot plants which were producing 
liquid fuel from. coal at a price even 
then very close to petroleum. Now we are 
27 years behind the eight ball. We have 
wasted 27 years of synthetic fuel de
velopment. 

Not long ago, the Press Journal in 
Louisiana, Mo., recalled the brilliant 
work that the Louisiana plant had car
ried out back in the late 1940's and early 
1950's. The story recalls that when the 
plant was finally closed down, the docu
ments and records were sent into storage 
in Pennsylvania. And an . inquiry made 
just recently by the newspaper to the 
Department of Energy indicated that the 
Department was not even aware that 
there had been a pilot plant back three 
decades ago. 

Certainly the Department of Energy 
has demonstrated little ability to get 
us out of our energy crisis, and I believe 
the Congress could profitably cut several 
billion dollars out of its budget-and let 
some of our good programs for the poor 
and for the educationally underprivi
leged continue to do good. 

And while w~are about it, we could 
save some billions by cutting back on 
the State Department appropriation. too. 

We could balance the budget, apd we 
could do it in such a way that wouJd not 
do any damage to the people at ali. 

Let us vote "aye'' for the Udall amend
ment, and defeat reconciliation. 

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman. I move 
to strike the requisite number of words, 
and I rise in support of the Udall amend
ment. 
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Mr. Cb.airmS.n, I make this statement 
as one who was an advocate and a propo
nent of the budget control committee. I 
thought, and .I still do, that it can serve 
as a major.in:strument in the operation 
of this House. Never did I think that I 
would have to come to the well and offer 
this type of statement. I am as com
mitted to a balanced budget as any Mem
ber of this Congress, but I want very 
muc:h to do it in a fair and responsible 
manner. 

Each committee has certain jurisdic
tion in the Congress, a rather important 
responsibility. We happen to have anum
ber of staff professionals who do nothing 
else but ply that particular road, and in 
this particular jurisdiction that is in the 
area of civil service and postal service. 

The Budget Committee never has con
sulted with this committee. Thus the 
conclusion it arrived at was an arbitrary 
one, and I just want to make clear today 
some of the ramifications of the instruc
tions that will be forced upon this com
mittee resulting from the passage of this 
resolution. 

No. 1, it was most unfortunate, in 
recognition of the fact that approxi
mately $4 billion in cuts relates to the 
jurisdiction of this particular committee. 
That being the case, it seems to me that 
the rule should have provided some de
bate on the intricacies of the subject 
matter. That is academic. That accom
modation was not provided. 

To comply with the instructions of the 
Budget Committee we are going to have 
to make a determination with regard to 
Federal pay. It seems to me that if we are 
going to get on frequency with the Budget 
Committee, then we must recognize that 
irrespective of what the figures of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics may be later 
this year, irrespective of what the Con
sumer Price Index might be later this 
year, we are going to mandate that all 
people who are F-ederal employees will 
get not more than 6 percent. God forbid 
that the rate should rise to 18 percent, 
but if it should go up to 18 percent, the 
Budget Committee mandates that they 
will not go beyond 6 percent. 

These are our instructions. We are in
structed by this committee to do this. 

The cost-of-living adjustment affect
ing all of the retirees is certainly worthy 
of a great deal of consideration, but little 
consideration has been given it. 

Let me turn, if I may, to the Postal 
Service. As we know, the Postmaster has 
moved with a rate hike proposal which 
will have the effect of increasing first 
class postage by 33% percent. I remind 
the Members that that rate hike is based 
on the present fiscal status of the U.S. 
Postal Service, which happens to be con
fronted with an oncoming fiscal deficit 
of $600 million. Now, that is bad. But 
even worse is the projected fiscal deficit 
for the subsequent year which happens 
to be $2.3 billion. Add to those woes the 
fact that now we are going to compound 
that problem by taking away all of the 
public service appropriations provided 
that institution. These are appropria
tions that by law were enacted back in 
1970 and that the institution was de
pending upon untU 1985. 

So now we are going to pull the rug 
out from underneath it and say, "You 
are not going to get any of these moneys. 
All $73-6 million in the way of public 
service moneys is going to be denied you." 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. HANLEY) 
has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. HANLEY 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.HANLEY.Mr.Chairman,weare 
also saying that in addition to the $736 
million, we are also taking another $100 
million away from the revenue foregone 
appropriation. 

Mr. Chairman, let me assure my 
friends that all of this, if it becomes fact, 
will come back to haunt this Congress. 
As I have said several times during · the 
past week or so, a future administration 
and a future Congress are going to have 
to deal with this u.s. Postal Service on 
a crises management basis because by 
virtue of this action we are indeed going 
to make the whole system crumble. 

We are putting it into absolute jeop
ardy-and this is the greatest threat of 
all-the all-precious heart of the insti
tution, the private express statute, be
cause we are forcing that institution 
probably to provide but 5 days of serv
ice. Once we do that, we open it up to 
private enterprise. I am not saying there 
is anything wrong with that, but in ex
change for the private express statute or 
the monopoly on first class mail, our 
Founding Fathers mandated the com
mitment that that service would be pro
vided 6 days a week. 

So by denying that 6th day we have 
opened a breach for the private entre
preneur. If that happens to be the case, 
the private entrepreneur will come 
aboard. For example, I would be de
lighted to serve the major cities in Amer
ica with a courier service on that 6th 
day; I will do it for less money than the 
Postal Service, and it would be e. very 
profitable business. I would not concern 
myself about the private express statute, 
as I believe my right would be sustained 
in court. 

Let me say to my friends that this 
institution of Congress is being seriously 
affected by what the Budget Committee 
is doing. If we agree to what it is doing 
entirely, then why do we not just junk 
the committee system? 

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

Mr. HANLEY. I will be delighted to 
yield to the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman referred to the approximately $4 
billion that affects his committee, the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. As he knows, it also affects the Com
mittee on Armed Services because it 
deals with the cost-of-living adjustment 
for both civilian and military retirees. 
But in arriving at these recommended 
areas where we could find $4 billion, the 
committees of the House and the other 
body on the budget were not just reach
ing out blindly. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from New York (Mr. HANLEY) 
has expired. 

<On request of Mr. GIAIMO, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. HANLEY was al
lowed to proceed for 4 additional min
utes.> 

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, let me 
respond to the gentleman. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I have 
not yet asked my question, so if the gen
tleman will yield further, I will proceed. 

Mr. HANLEY. I yield to the chairman 
of the committee. 

0 1440 
Mr. GIAIMO. We do try to stay 1n 

communication with the gentleman's 
committees, we discuss these matters 
with the gentleman and members of his 
committees on the floor of the House and 
elsewhere, our staffs are in quite good 
communication with the gentleman's 
staffs, I will say to the gentleman. There 
is no absence of communication, as the 
gentleman is trying to indicate. 

In addition to that, we also get the 
March 15 letters from the gentleman's 
committees and the other committees 
stating what the gentleman will do and, 
by inference, we draw conclusions about 
legislation to come during the year. 

But let me get to my question. We try 
to find areas where we can recommend 
savings of money to the committees not 
via the reconclliation route, but through 
the normal budget process and, of course, 
it is impllcit therein that we recommend 
that you save the money and you devise 
how to save it. If you save it in this area, 
fine; if you pick another area, that is fine 
also, it is up to you. But let us take the 
cost-of-living area. Here is an area 
where we recommend the elimination of 
the twice-a-year, cost-of-living adjust
ment for Federal retirees. Now, the gen
tleman and I personally are going to re
tire from this place· in January, as the 
gentleman well knows, and the gentle
man and I are going to draw twice-a~ 
year, cost-of-living adjustments, where
as those on social security and other 
type pensions, certainly in the private 
S:ector, get cost-of-living adjustments for 
inflation once a year. But you and I, as 
Federal retirees, will get it twice a year. 

Reform action in this area would save 
an estimated $1 billion. One bUlion dol
lars. That is a lot of money. Nothing has 
happened either on COLA or on the 
President's recommendation and the 
Budget Committee's recommendation for 
pay reform. Nothing happened last year, 
nothing has happened this year, and I 
will say to my friend that nothing will 
happen without reconcUiation because of 
the pressure of the special interest 
groups. I know how strong they are. They 
have been crawling all over me. But it is 
an area of legitimate reform and you 
have not even had any hearings on it. 

Mr. HANLEY. If the gentleman would 
be good enough to advise me when this 
administration called upon this commit
tee to do what the gentleman is suggest
ing, would the gentleman advise me, and 
when did the administration ever send 
any legislation up that would suggest 
what the gentleman is suggesting now? 

The answer is, it has not done this. 
Standing next to the gentleman 1s the 

chairperson of the subcommittee of jur
isdiction, who may be able to shed some 
light on the subject. I will be delighted 
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to yield to the gentlewoman from Mary
land (Mrs. SPELLMAN). 

Mr. GIAIMO. The reference to the 
President's recommendation was to the 
pay reform bill. If I said COLA, I meant 
the pay reform bill. 

Mr. HANLEY. Fine. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from New York <Mr. HAN
LEY) has expired. 

<BY unanimous consent, Mr. HANLEY 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mrs. SPELLMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HANLEY. I yield to the gentle
woman from Maryland. 

Mrs. SPELLMAN. I want to thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Since the chairman of the Budget 
Committee did mention COLA, maybe it 
would be well to refresh the memory of 
the House as to what we have done 
there. If the Members will recall, just a 
couple of years ago we eliminated the 
1-percent kicker. The retirees used to 
get an additional 1 percent, which was 
to make up for the lag in the time be
tween the increase in the cost of living 
and the time that there would be an ad
justment. We removed that 1-percent 
kicker with the promise-and I think 
this is very important-that there 
would be a twice a year adjustment in 
its place. 
If the word of the Congress does not 

mean anything, then so be it. Let us 
just make that clear to the Nation. We 
made a promise. We ought to keep the 
promise. 

Now, to go to the other subject that 
the Budget Committee chairman has 
brought u~pay reform-! use quotes 
around the word "reform." We have 
held three hearings on this legislation 
to date. Many more are contemplated. 
I want to assure the House that in terms 
of savings it means absolutely zero, 
zero, not 1 cent. 

The administration said we would 
save $2.8 billion. When we pressed for 
an explanation as to where the $2.8 bil
lion would come from, we learned that 
the exact amount will be "saved'' 
whether or not the bill is passed. Fed
eral employees, in order to be brought 
to comparability, should get a 10.4-per
cent increase. The administration is go
ing to be proposing a 6.2-percent in
crease because that is what they think 
it would come to under this pay reform 
bill. The difference between the 10.4 
percent and the 6.2 percent comes to 
$2.8 billion. As the administration terms 
it, it is not really a saving, it is a cost 
avoidance. Well, call it cost avoidance 
or call it whatever you will, it will be 
achieved without passing one word of 
that bill. We will save the $2.8 billion if 
the President comes in with the 6.2 per
cent adjustment figure we have been 
told he will offer. That $2.8 billion rests 
with the administration. 

Mr. HANLEY. I thank the gentlewom
an for putting both issues in proper per
spective. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. HAm.EY) 
has again expired. 

(On request of Mrs. SPELLMAN and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. HANLEY was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mrs. SPELLMAN. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I think this colloquy we 
have just had, this explanation of the 
pay reform bill, indicates that, with all 
of the knowledge that my good friends 
on the Budget Committee have <and they 
are my good, respected friends), they 
cannot possibly know the details of the 
legislation in each of the committees as 
well as do the members of the 
committees. 

Mr. HANLEY. I thank the gentle
woman for putting both issues, the issue 
of pay and COLA, into its proper per
spective. And the fact of the matter is 
that the administration did not send up a 
presentation related to COLA, and the 
matter of pay reform has already been 
explained by the gentlewoman from 
Maryland (MrS. SPELLMAN). 

Mr. P.ANETrA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HANLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. PANEITA. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentle
woman from Maryland has made an ex
cellent point, because with regards to the 
pay reform issue, what in fact the com
mittee did legitimately was to seek other 
savings that needed to be met and that 
the committee felt would 'be appropriate. 
That is all we are asking here. We are 
not telling you that you have to pass pay 
reform, we are not telling you that you 
have to pass COLA. What we are saying 
to the committees is that these are legiti
mate areas that ought to be looked at. If 
the committees can come up with other 
savings, then so be it. That is your dis
cretion. But you have, I think, affirmed 
the basic thrust here. The committees 
have the responsibility to bring savings 
back to the :floor if we are going to have 
a balanced budget. 

Mr. HANLEY. With due respect to 
what the gentleman has said, if I read 
the resolution correctly, you are instruct
ing certain committees of the House to do 
this and that on a particular day in June. 
It is an instruction, a mandate. 

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

Mr. HANLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Connecticut. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, on page 
8 of the committee print, it says: 

The House Committee on Post Office and 
Civil service and the Senate Committee on 
Governmental Affairs shall reduce spending 
for fiscal year 1981 in enacted laws, bills and 
resolutions by $3.639 billion in budget au
thority and $4.204 billion in outlays and are 
instructed to report on or before June 15, 
1980, their recommendations for changes in 
new budget authority for fiscal year 1981 ... 

Mrs. SPELLMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HANLEY. I yield to the gentle
woman from Maryland. 

Mrs. SPELLMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
Budget Committee is assuming that in 
each case we will be able to find moneys 
to replace those that they are recom
mending. I personally would feel that it 

would be an overwhelming breach of 
faith if we were to reduce the twice-a
year adjustment for retirees. I have no 
idea where we could possibly find that 
sum of money as a substitute. We have 
searched for it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. HANLEY) 
has again expired. 

(On request of Mrs. SPELLMAN and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. HANLEY was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, I can 
only conclude that we are going to pick 
it up by not having a 20-cent first-class 
stamp but perhaps a 50-cent first-class 
stamp and, as opposed to not giving any 
pay increases, reduce the level of salaries 
throughout the Federal institution. And 
if anybody else has other ideas with re
spect to how you might bring that down 
into the perspective that the gentleman 
suggests, we welcome your thoughts. 

D 1450 
Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. HANLEY. I yield to the gentleman 

from Colorado. 
Mr. WIRTH. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
I have found this discussion between 

the chairman of the committee and the 
distinguished Congresswoman from 
Maryland very, very interesting. I think 
there is one point that has been made 
and there has been a lot of undertone 
that somehow the Budget Committee is 
assuming knowledge of the details and 
the specifics of the programs. 

As the chairman of the Budget Com
mittee just pointed out, we are not doing 
that. \Ve are not targeting a specific pro
gram, but rather a level of expenditure. 

Now, if that level of expenditure, as 
the gentlewoman was suggesting, is going 
to be difficult to reach, that is something 
that is decided upon by the whole House. 
That is something that we have been 
debating and working on in the House 
for the last 2 weeks. Is it too high? Is 
it too low? What changes ought to be 
made? 

The House, it seems to me, has been 
very good about working its will as to 
what that level of expenditure and those 
particular target areas ought to be. Is it 
that appropriate for the Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee to say to the 
House: "We do not think that your par
ticular judgment, Members of the House, 
all435 Members, is accurate, but, rather, 
what we think is our judgment as a 
smaller group of people is adequate, and 
we are going to overrule what the Mem
bers of the House, a majority of the 
House, wants to do." It seems to me that 
that is the answer to the question the 
gentlewoman raises, is it going to be dif
ficult? Yes, it is going to be difficult to 
find those savings, but it is going to be 
difficult to find $22 billion in savings 
found throughout the whole budget. It 
is not going to be easy. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. HANLEY. I would only conclude 

that most desirable it would have been 
had there been some consultation with 
the committee, a bit of give and take, 

< 
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some dialog, · so that we could have 
put these figures within the world of 
the real, somethi.ng that is reachable, 
as opposed to an arbitrary mandate 
about approximately $4 billion. 

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

Mr. HANLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. I respect the gentle
man very highly in his remarks, and the 
gentlewoman from Maryland also. It ap
pears that perhaps the gentleman would 
not be able to cut back on this $4 billion. 
In other words, this money that is ab
solutely necessary has to be spent for 
those specific purposes. 

If I listen to other chairmen, I am 
sure I am going to hear the very same 
thing. That leaves me in a dilemma, the 
gentleman understands. I, for one, like 
the gentleman in the well, am in favor 
of a balanced budget. Correct? 

Mr. HANLEY. Correct. 
Mr. VOLKMER. I have heard other 

chairmen say that, that we have got to 
have a balanced budget. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. HANLEY) 
has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. VoLKMER and bY 
unanimous consent, Mr. HANLEY was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.> 

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

Mr. HANLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. If we have to spend 
this money that the gentleman says we 
have to spend, and the other gentleman 
said, and we cannot have reconciliation, 
then we are either going to have to have 
a deficit and not a balanced budget, or, 
guess what, in my opinion, the gentleman 
can correct me if I am wrong, we have 
got to raise taxes. Is that right? . 

Mr. HANLEY. There is no such thing 
as a free lunch. 

Mr. VOLKMER. If we are going to have 
a balanced budget and we are going to 
spend the money, we have got to get the 
money from somewhere. The gentleman 
may be proposing raising postal rates. 
That is another raise in taxes. Is the gen
tleman in favor of raising taxes? 

Mr. HANLEY. Not at all. I am in favor 
of anything that is reasonable and re
sponsible which reduces the budget, of 
course, a tax increase is unneces .. lry. If 
the gentleman has any ideas, we conduct 
hearings on an ongoing basis within this 
committee, and if the gentleman has 
ideas with respect to the civil service 
program or the Postal Service, whereas 
responsible reductions can be made, come 
on in. We will welcome the gentleman 
with open arms. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Let us assume the 
gentleman is correct and they cannot be 
made, and as every other chairman says 
here, these things cannot be done. We 
have to spend this money. Then we either 
have to have a deficit and borrow the 
money to spend if we do not have enough 
revenues, · or we have to raise taxes to 
provide the revenues. 

Mr. HANLEY. As I say, I am com-

mitted to a balanced budget if at all posoo( 
sible, but what is so magic about a bal
anced budget? May I ask that question? 
What is so magic about it? 

Mr. VOLKMER. As far as I am 
concerned? 

Mr. HANLEY. What is so absolutely 
magic about the balanced budget? Is that 
going to bring heaven right down on 
Earth and from that point on we live in 
a world of Utopia? 

Mr. VOLKMER. I do not believe so, but 
I do believe that it will, one, have a little 
bit to do with our inflationary rate and 
a decline therein, and the other thing, it 
will give a symbol to a lot of people that 
we spend within our means. 

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

There is a proverb that says wisdom 
consists of 10 parts, 9 of which are 
silence and 1 of which is brevity, and I 
am going to be brief. 

I would suggest to the gentleman from 
Missouri, that there is an alternative be
ing used that he did not mention, and 
that is to print the money. That is what 
we have been doing for a long time. That 
is why we are faced· with the inflation 
rate that we have today. 

I dare say there is not a Member of 
this body who has not been out on the 
stump attacking the fat in the Federal 
budget. How we love to attack the fat in 
the Federal budget. This is t;he way to 
solve our financial problems, to get rid 
of the fat. Yet, suddenly we hear today 
that we cannot even find $9 billion of 
savings in a budget of $611.8 billion. 

I hear these committee chairmen say
ing we cannot find all this fat we have 
been talking about that amounts to less 
than 1% percent of the Federal budget. 

I say to the Members, I think if we 
make an effort, we can. That is why we 
have a second budget resolution. 

The chairman of the Budget Commit
tee made the point very accurately when 
he said these reconciliation requirements 
are recommendations, that we have a 
second budget resolution to adjust the 
aggregate totals and make changes in 
our priorities. A vote for reconciliation 
says we will try to save the needed less 
than 1% percent of this budget in legis
lative savings. 

We have indicated some areas in the 
budget resolution that this might be 
achieved. 

I would only add one thing. The 
gentleman from Arizona <Mr. UDALL) 
mentioned about teeth on judgment day, 
but what reconciliation does is put teeth 
on budget day. If you do not have recon
ciliation, you do not have teeth in the 
budget, and you are not going to achieve 
all of the desirable goals we have been 
talking about over these many days. If 
you are for a balanced budget, if you are 
for lower inflation rates, if you are for 
lowering interest rates, you have to vote 
"no" on this amendment, and vote to 
keep in this resolution reconciliation. It 
is the heart of the budget process. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

In my one year and a half here in the 
Congress, I have not heard better de-

bate, and I am most appreciative of this 
discourse of ideas; and I am very grate
ful to be able to take a part in it. 

I believe the vote on this amendment 
is the true test of congressional will
to determine whether or not we want 
the balanced budget. 

Congress must fiscally discipline itself, 
and if we can do this and if we can pass 
a budget in balance or with a surplus 
and hold that line all the way throui_h 
the conference committee, then we are 
going to send out a very healthy fiscal 
message to the people of this country. 
After 11 years, it will be a welcome mes
sage. 

There are a number of specifics that 
are worthy of merit in this reconcilia
tion process. The whole House, as the 
gentleman from Colorado <Mr. WIRTH) 
said, works its will as to the aggregates 
in functional spending categories. Then 
the individual committees come in and 
flesh out, if you will, the skeletal struc· 
ture of the budget. 

Work needs to be done ahead of time 
so that you do not wait until September 
15 and then at the last minute try to 
cut $9 billion as reconciliation in a rush. 

Let us start our reconciliation cuts now. 
The pressure will be on. People will be 
focused on it. Then when you bring all 
of those reconciliation cuts from the 
committee in June, they will come in 
one package. It makes it more under
standable and simpler to vote as you 
see all of it at once. 

0 1500 
I commend the reconciliation process 

to the House and would urge a no vote 
on the Udall amendment. 

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the last word and 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not take my full 
time because I think the arguments for 
and against this amendment are very 
simple, concise, and easilY understood. 
Basically this is the ·utmus test for 
whether or not we really believe in a 
balanced budget. 

What I hear in the debate today from 
those who are favoring this amendment 
is, yes, we are for a balanced budget, but 
let us not put any teeth into it so we can 
achieve it; yes, we are willing to vote 
for this budget, but, no, it cannot be 
achieved. I hear arguments that say the 
Budget Committee is taking away the 
jurisdiction of the appropriating and 
authorizing committees. That just sim
ply is not the case. 

This reconciliation device does not tell 
the authorizing committees what to do 
or how to do it. All this does is to give 
us a device with some teeth i it, to let 
us say OK, we are going to vote for a 
balanced budget and we are going to 
achieve a balanced budget. 

There is no great magic to achieving 
a balanced budget. What you do is 
specify how much revenue is going to be 
raised and specify how much money is 
going to be spent. If the money to be 
spent matches the revenues to be raised, 
we have a balanced budget. 

What I hear today is we cannot limit 
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the spending to that amount that will 
give us a balanced budget. I think we 
have to. I think this is precisely what 
the American people are looking for. 
Are we serious? Is this a sham, or is it 
a balanced budget in genuine terms? 

Reconciliation will let us tell the 
American people well before the 1981 
fiscal year begins that we can achieve 
a genuinely balanced budget. 

I think it is absolutely essential, it is 
absolutely the true test as to whether or 
not we really believe in a balanced 
budget. I hope very much this House will 
go on record in support of reconciliation 
and vote against the Udall amendment. 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word and rise in oppo
sition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we have had a lot of 
rich oratory this morning. I agree with 
the gentleman from Florida that it has 
been a very interesting debate. 

I would like to add another simile. 
Last week I was home in western New 
York. In the back of my house there is 
a lovely slope blooming now with thorn 
and wild apple. I walked out there early 
in the morning and listened to the birds. 
It was beautiful. It was a very harmo
nious time. I wondered what w'as going 
on-

After a while it occurred to me that 
every one of those songbirds was en
gaged in the spring defense of his terri
tory before the nesting. We have had 
some of that defense of territory here this 
morning, and the song has been anal
luring one: "Yes, I am for a balanced 
budget, but do not in any way impinge 
on my particular nest." 

This is the opportunity we have to 
make the budget process in fact a fiscal 
process. What we do here establishes the 
pattern of how much getting and spend
ing we are going to do to lay waste our 
powers. Nobody else can do this pattern 
work. Once we have decided that, ob
viously it is the role of the legislative 
committees and others, the Ways and 
Means Committee and the Appropria
tions Committee to decide the details of 
how we are going to arrive at the fiscal 
aggregates set by the Budget Committee. 

We have lots of safeguards in the proc
ess, but if we start out with the idea 
that somehow we are not going to im
pinge on anybody's territory to any de
gree, let them do what they wish, do 
whatever lovely thing comes into their 
mind whenever it comes into their mind 
to do it, then we are going to continue to 
have a budget process that has no fiscal 
reality in it. A good economy cannot 
come from fiscal chaos: chaos ultimately 
hurts us more than discipline. 

It is too bad we have to be stem with 
ourselves. It would be a lot more fun if 
everybody could do his thing, if every
body could feather his own nest in what
ever way he wanted. The people are tell
ing us that the lack of fiscal discipline in 
the past has brought America to a pretty 
unhappy state. Having failed to find 
economic happiness in a state of nature, 
we better try fiscal policy for a while and 
see if it will not help us straighten out. 

I think that will bring a surer sense 
CXXVI-----«0-Part 8 

of harmony in the battle of those de
fending their territory. I hope this 
amendment will be stricken down and I 
hope we will demonstrate that we have 
the discipline and the understanding to 
do what is necessary. I think w'e must 
start in the spring if we are to get a 
handle on the myriad of entitlements, 
the so-called uncontrollables, the back
door spenders and so forth. Otherwise 
we are going to find ourselves, at the 
time of the second budget resolution 
when truly we must have reconciliation, 
too late in the process to achieve the 
goal we all want, which is by timely dis
cipline to get our economy back on a 
sound basis. True economic harmony is 
our hope-the liquid note of joy, not the 
more jarring note of partisan defense. 

Mr. O'ITINGER. Mr. Ch~rman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in support of the Udall 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the Udall 
amendment, not primarily for the rea
sons that have been put forward here, to 
protect the integrity of the Authorization 
and Appropriations Committees, but be
cause what we are doing by this recon
ciliation provision is voluntarily adopt
ing a straitjacket that will make us un
able to meet the changed conditions that 
unquestionably are going to affect this 
country and affect this budget very 
radically. 

There is no question in my mind that 
the budget that is put forward as bal
anced at the present time is a sham. It 
is not going to be balanced. The entire 
assumptions on which this budget was 
formed have evaporated. We already 
have a 2.6 percent drop in the leading 
economic indicators. All of the economic 
experts are predicting a deep recession. 
In just this last month unemployment 
reached 7 percent. It was just 6.2 percent 
1 month ago. Both the inflation and un
employment figures on which this budg
et was based have soared. 

The President's inflation expert now is 
forecasting 8 percent unemployment for 
the first quarter of 1981 and the increase 
in unemployment already represents 
something like a $12 to $14 billion add-on 
to the deficit as every 1 percent increase 
in unemployment adds $25 billion to the 
deficit. 

So we are just kidding ourselves when 
we talk about this budget being balanced. 
Recession and inflation will demolish the 
balance. The terrible thing is if we adopt 
this resolution, then we are not going 
to be able to respond to the problems that 
are going to occur. We are going to say 
these budget ceilings are more important 
than people being able to eat, people be
ing able to retain jobs. We are going to 
hold on to this budget resolution at all 
costs. Reconciliation will require appro
priations to be cut regardless of eco
nomic disaster in the country. 

The response is going to be, "Well, we 
can take care of that in a subsequent 
budget resolution." 

If my colleagues would take a look at 
what is happening now-in fiscal year 
1980-because of the artificial ceiling we 
adopted with respect to the fiscal 1980 

budget. Because of that ceiling and be
cause of the changed economic condi
tions, eight days from now, 8 days from 
now the Department of Agriculture is 
going to have to tell the various States 
that the people are going to have to go 
hungry, they cannot have food stamps. 
They are going to have to start telling 
people on unemp oyment, "Sorry folks, 
no benefits left; there is no money left." 
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Very shortly after that, the same thing 

is going to take place with respect to 
black lung benefits and medicare and 
medicaid and military pay. But no, no, 
no. The Budget Committee says we can
not act. They say the only important 
thing before the Congress, what we are 
here to do, is to see to it that those ceil
ings are maintained-and the military 
should not get paid. Why bother? People 
who cannot afford an adequate diet 
should not have adequate diets. Blit we 
have got to keep that budget ceiling. 

At the present time the supplemental 
appropriations bill, which is waiting, 
which the Appropriations Committee 
would like to see put through regardless 
of the budget ceiling so that we can 
get the food stamps out, so that we oan 
get the unemployment benefits paid, so 
we can get the military paid, is being 
held up by the Budget Committee mem
bers who say, no, the budget ceiling 
should come first. I say that is non
sense. I say we have got to have the 
flexibility. If the economy is going to 
go down into the doldrums, if we are 
going to see millions of additional peo
ple unemployed, if we are going to see 
thousands of businesses go into bank
ruptcy, this Congress has got to be able 
to act to meet those emergencies, and 
we should not put ourselves in a strait
jacket by adopting a budget ceiling and 
then saying, "balancing the budget has 
got to come first; I am sorry, folks; the 
cotU'"ltry has got to go to wrack and 
ruin." 

I urge adoption of the Udall amend
ment so that we can do what the peo
ple of this country sent us to Congress 
to do-meet the needs of this great Na
tion. 

Mr. FITHIAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words, 
and I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have reserved what
ever time is allotted me on this budget 
resolution to speak in opposition to the 
Udall amendment because I think we all 
recognize that it is the heart and soul 
of the process. I would just say by way 
of opening remarks to my friend, the 
gentleman from New York who asked 
for any ideas we had on the Post Office, 
we might think in terms of just asking 
each class of mail to pay its way, and 
whatever that costs, that is the way to 
balance the postal budget. Maybe tha~ 
sounds too simple. 

I want first to compliment the chair
man of the Committee on the Budget 
and all the members of the Committee 
on the Budget. This is my sixth year 
here. I have been here for the entire time 
and the duration of the budget resolu-
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tion. This is the first time that the 
Budget Committee has actually re
sponded totally to the will of the coun
try. This cost a lot of hours and a long 
time and a lot of hard work, and it was 
not arrived at easily. I think it is totally 
correct that if we are serious about de
livering what we say e are delivering, 
then we have to have a reconciliation 
process. I would point out that in 15 of 
the 16 preceding fiscal years this Con
gress has failed to balance its income 
with its expenditures. I cannot believe 
as a historian that those 16 years have 
been that bad. I look back 011 those 16 
years and I do not find them to be the 
worst of times. Yet by the process we 
have engaged in, we have never de
livered in but one of those years a bal
anced budget. 

Let me also suggest that the parade 
that I have seen to the well today re
minds me ever so much about the old 
tale of the emperor who went about his 
empire insisting that he had this, that, 
or the other kind of clothing on, until a 
small child said, "But the emperor has 
no clothes." Either we are going to face 
up to reconciliation or we are going to 
accept the will and the judgment of 
those who have spoken against reconcili
ation, which is to say that we will tell 
the American people that we have 
clothes on in the budget, that we are 
balancing the budget, while in fact the 
budget has no clothes--the emperor has 
no clothes. Maybe we could say in the 
words of Shakespeare, "Brutus methinks 
you protest too much." 

There are those who have protested 
that they want a balanced budget can
not find 1.5 percent in cuts. If they are 
right, then we ought to really do the 
decency to the American people to stop 
this charade and go out and say that 
we are not going to balance the budget. 
But they are wrong. We can put in place 
the discipline of reconciliation. Why, 
then, I ask, if we are to adopt the Udall 
resolution do we have the budget process 
at all? Why should we go through this 
business? We have been agonizing here 
for days. It seems to me that if we can
not then deliver, we should not promise. 
This is a balanced budget resolution. 
But I would remind you that last year 
with the committees we did not recon
cile when it was an imbalanced budget. 
The legislative savings that were written 
into the last budget were achieved by 
the collective wisdom and effort of all of 
the committees to the rate of 1 per
cent of what we promised the American 
people. One percent of what was said 
we would go out and achieve in our 
authorizing committees was actually 
achieved. 

Let me then say that the most impor
tant thing about all of this is that this 
method which the Budget Committee 
has now proposed is the fairest possible 
method. It is much fairer, I would argue 
with the committee chairmen who are 
on the opposite side, than to tell them 
on September 10 that they have 10 days 
to reconcile. At least, we have a full 
month and we have a part of a congres
sional sessjon. I would suggest if we are 
going to achieve what we agree to try to 

achieve, then it is much more doable 
now, not later. This method is sound 
because it insures that the agencies and 
the departments will have sufficient 
notification of the proposed legislative 
changes to legislate savings, make 
changes, and issue rules and regulations 
that conform to the congressional man
date, not at the last hour-everybody 
knows what this House gets into the last 
few hours of the session-not in the last 
minute, not delaying it until long after 
the fiscal year 1981 begins. 

Reconciliation simply adds the neces
sary discipline to the budget resolution 
to insure that the Congress can balance 
the Federal budget for the first time in 
more than a decade. 

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

<By unanimous consent, Mr. FITHIAN 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. FITHIAN. We become so ac
customed to deficit budgets that we pile 
one program on top of another without 
thinking of the fiscal consequences for 
this country. The time has come finally 
to draw the line on deficit budgets. Only 
by adopting the reconciliation will there 
be sufficient discipline in the budget 
process to achieve this goal. Voluntary 
compliance will not work. Voluntarism 
will not work. The only thing I see that 
has a prayer for working is the discipline 
of a budget resolution with teeth in it, 
and a budget resolution without recon
ciliation is a budget resolution without 
any teeth, and then we will have all just 
played charades for so many days. 

Reconciliation is the only means 
available to achieve a balanced Federal 
budget in fiscal year 1981. The Congress 
must make the difficult, but necessary 
and unpopular decisions, to reduce Fed
eral expenditures, balance the Federal 
budget and curb inflation. We need per
formance, not promises, assurances, not 
dreams. We need to adopt the recon
ciliation process in the first concurrent 
budget resolution (H. Con. Res. 307) if 
we are to achieve a balanced Federal 
budget this year. 

The first concurrent resolution on the 
budget <H. Con. Res. 307) is an historic 
break through in many ways. First, it 
is the first balanced budget submitted 
to the Congress since 1969, after more 
than a decade of deficits which aver
aged nearly $40 billion annually. Sec
ond, it is the first balanced budget ever 
submitted under the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974. Despite all the spe
cial interest pressures requesting spend
ing increases, the Budget Committee 
courageously resisted these unrelenting 
demands, and their effort should be 
congratulated. Third, the budget resolu
tion attracted bipartisan support for a 
balanced Federal budget in fiscal year 
1981. Bipartisan support, a long estab
lished Senate tradition, adds a degree 
of credibility and permanence to the 
House budget process. Fourth, the first 
concurrent resolution on the budget im
plements an unusual procedural device 
called reconciliation. To insure that the 
balanced budget plan becomes a reality, 
not an illusion, the reconciliation proc-

ess is a tough enforcement provision with 
some real teeth in it. Without recon
ciliation, there will be no balanced Fed
eral budget in fiscal year 1981. 

The historic adoption of reconcilia
tion lays the groundwork for a speedy 
and effective method of balancing the 
Federal budget. The reconciliation proc
ess mandates that eight House and Sen
ate authorizing committees report leg
islative savings of $9.059 billion. Thus, 
each committee must examine their 
portfolio of programs and projects and 
selectively trim these funds from al
ready authorized expenditures. 

Normally, the implementation of 
reconciliation comes in the second con
current budget resolution, under the 310 
procedure. Since there will not be suffi.
cient time to consider these budget cuts 
fully in the last 2 or 3 weeks of the Con
gress, I support the Budget Committee's 
decision to place the reconciliation proc
ess in the first concurrent resolution on 
the budget. 

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

Mr. Chairman, my vote for the Udall 
amendment is not a vote against a bal
anced budget; it is a vote against the 
process being used here. It is irrespon
sible and misleading. The gentleman 
from California on the Budget Com
mittee, in singling out committees they 
are trying to get a handle on, cited 
the Committee on Ways and Means, and 
I think that is justifiable. Let me show 
you what is being done here. The Budget 
Committee tells us the Committee on 
Ways and Means must raise $4.5 billion 
in tax increases. Let me tell you, we have 
had some hearings in that committee, 
and if you are going to get a bill out 
raising taxes, you are going to have to do 
it with a discharge petition. The Com
mittee on Ways and Means is not going 
to report out a bill to increase or speed 
up the collection of taxes. We do nDt 
have a single vote on the minority side, 
and I am not sure we have many more 
on the majority side. 

The Budget Committee decides how 
much the budget will be cut, but it gives 
the Ways and Means Committee the 
pleasure of either raising taxes or cut
ting expenditures. If we do not raise 
$4.5 billion in increased taxes, we will 
have to cut $4.5 billion from worthy 
programs. 

Let me suggest a couple of other things 
the Budget Committee has blessed us 
with. First of all, I must say in fairness 
to them they do not have much time to 
work, and they have a lot of ground to 
cover. Somebody suggested to them that 
there was about a half billion dollars in 
savings in welfare reform and the sav
ings could be taken this year and the ex
penditures the next. They were informed 
there was no way in the world to get 
those savings in 1981. First of all, the 
Senate is probably not going to act on 
the bill. But assuming they did, State 
legislatures would have to act to imple
ment the savings. Still they charged this 
$500 million as a savings for the next fis
cal year, and when we suggested to them 
that might present a problem, they rec
ommended we find it somewhere else. 
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Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, will the that he might explain that special inter-

gentleman yield? , est forces do not have infiuence on the 
Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentleman Committee on Ways and Means. 

from Connecticut. I do not want to take up the time of 
Mr. GIAIMO. I thank the gentleman the special interest forces who do not 

for yielding. I want to commend the gen- make out too well on Ways and Means, 
tleman because he more than· almost but I would like to commend the gentle
anyone whom I know has been trying man for his remarks and as someone who 
to find some legislative reform, and he was supporting a balanced budget with 
has accomplished it. He did so in disa- my colleague, the gentleman from Cali
bility insurance. He did so in the wei- fornia <Mr. RoussELOT), at a time when 
fare reform package, I believe which is it was not popular, I think that this rec
presently in conference. And he did so onciliation process is a fraud. The Com
in title XX, Social Services. I think he mittee on the Budget has to come up in 
has in his subcommittee tried to come balance and instead of making a lot of 
up with about $350 million. If we had cuts in defense and other areas where 
had more of that we would not be here they might, they say, "Go find the money 
arguing today. somewhere else," and they lateral the 

0 1520 ball off. They do not take any heat. If a 
Let me talk about that so-called $4 tax is passed they say, "Blame Ways and 

billion. The gentleman said $4.5 billion Means, Mr. Oil Producer, we just rec
package before the Committee on Ways ommend it." 
and Means. I think it is $4.2 billion. we know that your committee has 

The gentleman has already done some roughshod over the oil industry, because 
of that, too. The housing bond tax legis- the special interest forces have no in
lation which is $400 million, you reported fluence in your committee. The gentle
that out of your committee and we passed man can pick the insurance lobbies, he 
it in the House. What we are recom- can pick the corporations, he could hal
mending you do is to try to find the rest ance the budget and put us in surplus 
of it and we suggest some ways. This did because special interest forces have 
not just come out of the heads of mem- nothing to do with the gentleman's com
bers of the Committee on the Budget, it mittee. 
came out of those 8 days of meetings Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, let me 
with the leadership with inputs from the retrieve a couple minutes of my time. 
gentleman's committee and others, and I thank my colleague from California 
we are suggesting you can possibly find very much. 
$3.4 billion not in a new tax but in the Mr. Chairman, if we approve recon
withholding on interest and dividends. I ciliation, there are going to be teeth, and 
know it is tough. All this business we are let me tell you who they are going to bite. 
doing is tough, but it is possible. We are not going to get the $3.4 billion 

Perhaps the gentleman can find some- withholding and we are not going to get 
thing better. It is not a new tax but it the $780 million hospital cost contain
is a law. As the gentleman well knows ment and we are not going to get the 
you are supposed to pay your taxes on $500 million in savings from welfare be
interest and dividends. Some people do cause we do not have time now to do it, 
not. We are recommending that with- even if the Senate acted today. So we 
holding and we will get an increase of have to find that money somewhere else. 
$3.4 billion. 

Then we suggested, out of $313 bil- We are not going to find it in social se-
lion in revenues, try to find some users curity benefits. We are going to find it 
f t t find h in the poorest of the poor. 
ees, ry o per aps $500 million in The Committee on the Budget, Mr. 

user fees. We even suggested the airport 
fees and the waterway fees or whatever Chairman, already found $125 million of 
else. They are reasonable requests. it. Do you know where it was? It was in 

Finally, I have little argument with legislation that would help children who 
the gentleman's committee. The gentle- are abandoned in this Nation, who have 
man's committee has tried, has cooper- neither parent. I thought, if there was 
ated and has come forth with legislation. one proposal the Committee on the 
The Committee on Ways and Means Budget would retain it was that one. I 
came forth with one of the largest legis- even convinced the President to include 
lative. reforms last year, hospital cost it in his budget, but the Committee on 
containment. It was not the fault of your the Budget took it out. 
committee what happened to us here on Mr. Chairman, since I have been the 
the floor. However, there are other areas chairman of the SUbcommittee on Pub
where the special interest groups are so lie Assistance of the Committee on Ways 
entrenched-not in the area of your com- and Means I have done my best to live 
mittee but in others, so entrenched that within budget proposals and to cut ex
nothing will come forth. penditures where we could. However, we 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the cannot possibly find $4.2 billion, even if 
gentleman has expired. we do away with help for children and 

(At the request of Mr. JoHN L. BURTON even if we do away with help for the 
and by unanimous consent, Mr. CoRMAN severely handicapped. That money is not 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional there. That is what is wrong with recon
minutes.) ciliation and that is what is wrong with 

this process. You have to spread the bur
Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle- den. If this House will not pass tax laws, 

man from California. you cannot make up the difference from 
Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Mr. Chair- the poor. You have to take a c·ouple of 

man, I requested that the gentleman bucks away from the Marine Corps, too, 
from California have additional time . and I really do not want to do that. 

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

Mr. CORMAN. I will yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. PANETTA. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. The difficult thing is, if we 
are going to reach a balanced budget, it 
has to come from somewhere. We have 
$16 billion in reductions here. Admit
tedly, as the gentleman has pointed out, 
it is rough, it is rough no matter what 
area you go into. But you cannot come in 
here and say you are for a balanced 
budget but you cannot find the savings. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. CoR
MAN was allowed to proceed for 2 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. CORMAN. Let me respond to the 
gentleman. I just do not agree with the 
cuts the Budget Committee insists on. If 
we spread these cuts evenly over that 
$600 billion we are going to spend, that 
would be fine, but that is not what one 
does with reconciliation. If the House 
decides not to raise $4 billion more in 
taxes, we are not going to require all 
committees to make that up. The Ways 
and Means Committee is going to have 
to make it up and it will not come from 
social security recipients-and it should 
not-it will come from a very narrow 
base of people, the poorest of us, and 
they will be seriously affected. That is 
my problem. 

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

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. PANETTA. I do join with the 
chairman in paying my respect to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

The reality is, Mr. Chairman, the bulk 
of those entitlement programs, that is 
76 percent of this budget that is uncon
trollable, that the bulk of those entitle
ment programs rest within the jurisdic
tion of the gentleman's committee. That 
is just the reality with which we deal. It 
is unfortunate. It puts all of the pressure 
on the gentleman and I recognize that 
but these recommendations are not just 
the committee's, they come from the 
administration. They come from CBO. 
Indeed, they come from members of the 
·gentleman's committee themselves. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, let me 
retrieve 30 seconds of the last 2 minutes. 
Members of the Budget Committee pro
posed that $500 million could be saved 
from the AFDC program. OBO informed 
the committee it could not save $500 mil
lion in the first year. That savings would 
not occur until the first full year after 
the program was implemented. The Pres
ident also recommended these dependent 
children not be deprived. 

When I support the Udall amendment 
I am not voting against a balanced budg
et. I am suggesting to you that you have 
a process that is not working and you 
have to take it back and find a better 
solution. 

Mr. PANETTA. If the gentleman would 
yield, I would suggest it would be much 
more to the point to vote against the bal
anced budget resolution then to vote 



. 

10168 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE May 7, 1980 

against reconclliation because the two 
have to be unified. 

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

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

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

I deeply respect the work the gentle
man does as a subcommittee chairman 
of our Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say to 
the gentleman I think the gentleman has 
put in very sharp focus for us the very 
argument that is going here. 

In my view in the past, we have opted 
to fund all things over the objective of 
cutting down Federal spending or bal
ancing the budget. 

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

(At the request Of Mr. GEPHARDT and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. CoRMAN was al
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.> 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Will the gentleman 
yield further? 

Mr. CORMAN. I do yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. What reconciliation 
will require of us is to make decisions. 
For instance, in the Committee on Ways 
and Means, do we want to cut off orphan 
children, do we want to hurt people who 
really have need or do we want to pass 
higher user fees on people who have pri
·vate aircraft? I have an answer for that 
and I am sure the gentleman does, too. 
I would like to have that debate go on in 
the House. I would like to have those 
decisions made. · 

Mr. Chairman, in the past we have 
done both. We have funded the orphan 
children and we have let people get by, 
in my view, with too low user fees for 
general aviation. We could go on and on 
and talk about other tax credits and tax 
breaks that we give through the code. 

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest to the 
gentleman we can bring those things out 
of our committee and pass them on the 
fioor if people see that as the stark choice 
they have to make. 

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

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. Wffi'I'H. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I, too, want to pay my re
spect to the gentleman for what the 
gentleman. has done in his subcommittee, 
the Conmuttee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand what the 
gentleman says about the difficulty in ar
riving at the revenue :figures suggested 
by the Committee on the Budget but as 
the gentleman from Missouri has pointed 
out, we are not saying that that be the 
direction in which the revenue is raised. 
The gentleman and we have all talked 
about, for example, general aviation user 
fees. The average private pilot in this 
country is paying 15 percent of the cost 
of taking Off and landing his or her air
craft. The taxpayer is paying 85 percent 
of that load. In general aviation 88 per
cent is paid by the user of that. That is 
a perfectly legitimate place to look for 
revenues, as are Coast Guard user fees. 
bargeway fees and so forth. 

Mr. Chairman, there was also extensive 
discussion, as the gentleman knows, 
about taxes on tobacco and cigarettes. 

0 1530 
If we are looking at all of those op

tions, I understand the problems the gen
tleman is pointing out. The reasons I 
wanted the gentleman to yield-and I 
appreciate it-is to point out that there 
is no directive coming from the commit
tee by any means, but rather we are 
calling for broad discussion. 

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

<By unanimous consent Mr. CoRMAN 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.> 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, just let 
me suggest to the Members, you have all 
underscored the precise problem. You 
want the Ways and Means Committee to 
:find $4.2 billion or $3.5 billion, and there 
are a lot of places to :find it. The only 
people that have any stake in it are the 
people who are the worse off, because 
those are t~e programs that Ways and 
Means has the ability to cut back. If we 
cannot bring you a tax bill, we have to 
bring you a bill that will reduce aid to 
dependent children and aid to the se
verely handicapped, because those are 
the two categories you did not include in 
the budget. 

If you would spread out these cuts, and 
if I thought the Armed Services Commit
tee had some stake in a tax increase be
cause they would lose money if they did 
not vote for it, I would feel better about 
the burden Ways and Means has been 
asked to bear in raising this money. Mr. 
Chairman, I recommend a ''yes" vote on 
the Udall amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the motion to strike the reconciliation 
language. 

Not in a decade in this House have we 
seen such affection for our standing 
committees. 

At every tum in the budget debate, 
there is someone coming to the defense 
of committee jurisdiction. When there 
was an attempt to put a cap on spend
ing, the guardians of the committees said 
the budget resolution was not the ve
hicle. Let the committees do it. When 
we sought to bear down on uncontrol
lables, they said no. Let the committees 
do it. When we sought to reconcile budget 
targets, they said no. Let the committees 
do it. 

And where have the committees been? 
Last November we included in the second 
budget resolution a provision calling on 
them to report back to us by March 15 
on the ways we could deal with entitle
ments and other uncontrollables. Only 
2 of 19 committees even bothered to com
ply. Last November we sheepishly backed 
away from reconciliation. Since then, 
budget outlays have risen by $25 billion. 
For the sake of the committees we are 
now waiving provisions of the budget 
resolution 60 to 70 times a year. Next 
week we are going to be debating sup-

plemental appropriations for 1980 of $17 
billion. Last year the :figure was closer 
to $11 billion. 

But here we are again, being ever so 
cautious not to put too much pressure 
on the committees, for fear we may back 
ourselves into a comer and have to prac
tice what we are preaching about bal
anced budgets and :fiscal responsibility. 

The argument that we must not :fix 
ceilings in place of fiexible targets is 
nothing more than double-talk. There is 
no such thing as a :fixed ceiling on spend
ing in this Congress. If we do not fall 
back on budget waivers, we work faster 
than a magician coming up with some 
other way to spend more money. 

I do not seek to undermine the au
thority of committees. I do seek to pre
vent the complete undermining of the 
budget process. It is already a hapless, 
hopeless, useless process. Coming to this 
fioor to debate a budget resolution is like 
coming to a masquerade ball where we 
all pretend to be doing something we 
are not. We have to wear the masks, be
cause we cannot face up to the fact that 
the Federal budget is out of control. 

My distinguished colleague from Mary
land <Mr. MITcHELL) said yesterday that 
he did not know how he was going to 
vote on the Latta amendment, because 
a vote in favor of the 1981 budget would 
be more deceitful. While we disagree on 
what economic medicine is best for his 
constituents, we are in complete agree
ment on what it is we are doing with the 
budget process. We are deceiving the 
American people. 

This is not a :fiscal document we have 
here, but a political document. It is not 
designed to cool the :fires of infiation, so 
much as to cool the :fires of an angry 
electorate tired of high taxes and ineffi
cient, wasteful and abused Government 
services. 

When the debate on reconciliation is 
over and done with, I intend to call for 
a division of the question on this budget 
resolution so that we may have a sepa
rate vote on the 1980 and 1981 budget 
:figures. 

I have no reservations about the vote 
on 1981. This first budget resolution has 
been escorted through this House under 
heavy guard of the Rules Committee 
without a nick or a scratch. The dis
tinguished chairman of the Budget Com
mittee has repulsed attacks from the 
right and from the left, and in the end, 
I suspect he will :find that he has kept 
his troops in line through it all. Victory 
will be his and I congratulate him on 
this, his last battle of the budget. 

We have heard the litany of 1980 out
lays many times during our debate on 
the budget. We started in the spring with 
outlays of $532 billion. That rose to $547 
billion, and then to $567 billion, and it is 
now, for the time being, $571 billion. I 
understand that there are already plans 
in the works to shoot it up higher. 

We cannot simply fold 1980 :figures in 
with the estimates for 1981 and pass them 
out of this House as though they were a 
nonissue in this debate; 1980 is an issue, 
and we have to have a definitive up or 
down vote on this issue. 

The 1981 budget is not the issue. It is 
the nonissue. 
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And 1981 is farther away from reality 
than a pennant for the Chicago Cubs-
1980 is reality. We are still in the 1980 fis
cal year. We are faced with uncontrolled 
increases in spending this year. There is 
no reason for rhetoric, no time for pro
crastination, and no room for retreat. We 
either take a stand or we don't, here and 
now today. 

But I still think this vote ought to be 
taken, for the record. I sought to sep
arate these two budgets from the begin
ning, and fought the rule on this resolu
tion to make in order an amendment to 
make a start on reduction of expendi
tures in 1980. I now seek a division be
cause I still believe, more than ever, that 
we have to take a stand on this year's 
spending. If we do not, then we have no 
right to vote out a 1981 resolution mas
querading it as a balanced budget. If this 
Congress cannot exercise fiscal responsi
bility in 1980, then it will not exercise re
straint in 1981, and the American people 
ought to know it ahead of time. 

Obviously positioning myself as I have, 
I hope the Udall amendment will be 
soundly defeated. 

Keep reconciliation alive. Without it 
we bury the budget process. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Texas, the majority 
leader (Mr. WRIGHT). 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I op
pose this amendment. The amendment 
would dull the claws and blunt the teeth 
of this resolution. 

The reconciliation process, which re
quires our committees to stay within the 
budget ceiling for each category of 
spending, is the heart and soul of the 
budget procedure. Without it, the totals 
we approve today for each function will 
be only targets. With it, they will be en
forceable ceilings. 

This amendment would postpone un
til next September the enforcement of 
those ceilings. It is true that we have 
followed that procedure in the past. It 
is true, as the authors of the amend
ment declare, that the budget resolu
tion presently before us calls for an un
usual discipline this early in the year. 

But it also is true that we face a highly 
unusual situation. Inflation has hovered 
for weeks near 18 percent. Total debt, 
public and private, has soared to $4.5 
trillion. 

Interest rates skyrocketed to un
precedented heights, stalling out our 
economic growth. Only now, at least 
partly in recognition of our determina
tion to balance the budget, are interest 
rates beginning to come back down to 
normal. 

These are unusual circumstances. 
They call for unusual action. They call 
for unusual discipline and unusual de
termination. 

If we go forward with the reconcilia
tion provision intact--requiring com
nnttees to abide within the total spend
ing ceiling-the world will see that we 
are serious. 

Those who lend money will see that we 
mean it, and interest rates will continue 
on the downward path. 

The consuming public will see that 
Congress is serious about halting infla
tion, and the inflation psychology will 
begin to abate. 

We have acted in good faith these last 
few weeks while this resolution has been 
under consideration. We have rejected 
amendment after amendment. We have 
demonstrated the determination to hold 
fast to the $2 billion surplus and the 
$10.5 billion budget cushion. 

We have resisted temptations to un
balance the budget with more spending 
and also with unmanagable tax reduc
tions. 

Having gone forward under the ban
ner of a balanced budget, let us not now 
retreat when the tide is just beginning 
to be turned. I urge you to reject this 
amendment, to hold fast to the balanced 
budget and to retain the reconciliation 
provision which lets us enforce it. 

D 1540 
Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the requisite number of words, 
and I rise in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I was not privileged to 
be a Member of this body in 1974 When 
the Budget Act was adopted by this 
House and by the Congress, but I have 
had occasion during the course of these 
past few weeks to reread the debate that 
took place on the floor in relation to it. 

My recollection is that the distin
guished gentleman from Missouri <Mr. 
BoLLING), who is now chairman of our 
Committee on Rules, was the manager 
of the bill. In the course of the various 
colloquys that took place, there is just 
not the slightest question in my mind but 
that the reconciliation process was never, 
never intended to apply to the first 
budget resolution. So it seems to me that 
the Budget Committee at the very least 
is overreaching in offering reconciliation 
at this stage. 

But I think the most serious problem 
of the debate and of the process is that 
we are debating as if the budget resolu
tion really was what counted in our 
economy and in our Nation at this time. 
Of course what really counts is what is 
happening in the real world outside of 
this Chamber. 

Our distinguished colleague, the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. OTTINGER), 
has related what is happening, not only 
on the basis of our sense of it and our 
constituents' sense of it but on the basis 
of what most economists are predicting, 
and that is an 8 to. 9 percent unemploy
ment level sometime in the early part of 
the calendar year 1981. 

In the course of this debate we some
times get the feeling that the only legis
lation, the only law, that matters is the 
Budget Act and the budget resolution 
process. 

I want to read to the Members from a 
section of a law which I think is par
ticularly applicable at this stage in our 
economy. Public Law 95-524, signed into 
law on October 27, 1978, barely a year 
and a half ago contains a provision 
titled, title VI, countercyclical public 
service employment program. The sec
tion reads as follows: 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

SEc. 601. It is the purpose of this title to 
provide for temporary employment during 
periods of high unemployment. It is the in
tent of Congress that such employment be 
provided during periods when the national 
rate of unemployment is in excess of 4 per
cent, and that the number of jobs funded 
shall be sumcient to provide jobs for 20 per
cent of the number of unemployed in excess 
of 4 percent, or 25 percent of the number of 
unemployed in excess of 4 percent in periods 
during which the national rate of unemploy
ment is in excess of 7 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, it just so happens that 
the unemployment levels now are in ex
cess of 7 percent. What I just read hap
pens to be the law as it exists today. 

Section 602 goes on to say: 
On or before March 1 of each year, the 

President shall report to the Congress the 
amount that would be needed to be appro
priated for the following fiscal year in order 
to provide jobs . . . in fiscal years during 
which the President estimates that the na
tional rate of unemployment will exceed 7 
percent, for 25 percent of the number of 
unemployed in excess of 4 percent. 

Then, Mr. Chairman, it goes on to say 
as follows: 

Such report shall contain the President's 
estimate of the unemployment rate for the 
following fiscal year, the number of unem
ployed in excess of 4 percent of the labor 
force, and the average man-year cost of each 
public service employment opportunity. 

Pursuant to that mandate, pursuant 
to that existing provision of law, the 
President in the budget that he sent up 
to us in January said that following: 

This program-provides temporary em
ployment assistance grants to State and loca.l 
prime sponsors and Indian tribes during pe
riods of high unemployment. It will provide 
an average of 200,000 jobs in 1981. As re
quired by section 602 of Public Law 95-524, 
the following information is provided for 
1981: 

The unemployment rate is estimated to be 
7.4 percent. 

The number of unemployed in excess of 
4 percent of the labor force is estimated to 
be 3.62 million. 

rrhe average cost per year of title VI pub
lic service employment opportunities is esti
mated to be $10,194. 

The amount that would be needed to be 
appropriated to provide public service jobs 
for 25 percent of the unemployed in excess 
of 4 percent is $9.950 million. 

Mr. Chainnan, those are the Presi
dent's figures in his budget. Clearly the 
law would require that he provide for 
$9.95 billion to pay for $3.62 million 
public service CET A positions. Instead 
the President's budget called for only 
$2.044 billion and 200,000 jobs. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. WEiss) has 
expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. WEISS was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional min
utes.) 
Mr.~SS.Mr.Chairman,whenthe 

President submitted his revised budget 
in March of 1980, in some mysterious 
way he concluded that the unemploy
ment in :fiscal 1981 would be only 7.3 
percent and offered a reduction in coun
tercyclical public service employment 
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from the January figure of 200,000 to 
149,000, and a reduction in budget au
thority from $2.044 billion to $1.35 bil
lion. Today, of course, the estimate of 
unemployment is between 8 and 9 per
cent. 

Our own Budget Committee in its re
port, in the face of all the projections 
and the requirements for money in ex
cess of $9.9 billion to meet the require
ments of the law on the books right now 
also recommends reducing public serv
ice employment under title VI of the 
countercyclical public service employ
ment program by 50,000 enrollees to the 
150,000 figure of the President. 

Mr. PANE'ITA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WEISS. I will yield in just one 
moment. 

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman,-that if 
we are going to be adhering to one pro
vision of the law, then we ought to be 
adhering to other provisions of the law 
as well. If in fact we are facing the kind 
of unemployment levels which the Presi
dent has projected, then we ought to be 
following the mandates of the law on the 
books right now and providing at least 
for the possibility-and that is all the 
budget resolutio~ would give us-of ex
pending moneys for the public service 
jobs which Public Law 95-524 mandates. 

Reconciliation would prohibit us from 
dealing with the very dire circumstances 
that millions of Americans who are in 
the process of losing their jobs-and 
hundreds of thousands have already lost 
their jobs-would be faced with in the 
forthcoming year. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman now yield? 

Mr. WEISS. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. PANE'ITA. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, with all due respect to 
the gentleman's arguments, I think he is 
arguing more against the overall resolu
tion than against reconciliation. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will allow me to reclaim my time, 
I am not. 

What I am saying is that even if those 
projections were not in existence today 
but were likely to be in existence in the 
forthcoming 6 months, say, by the time 
this budget resolution would go into 
effect, if we have reconciliation, between 
now and September we would not be able 
to meet the expectations of the worst re
cession since the 1930's. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further just so we 
may clarify the point, the gentleman is 
talking about $16 billion in reductions 
in this resolution; $9 billion is in the 
form of legislative savings. Those are 
the only areas covered by reconciliation. 
The area of CETA reductions and the 
area of the other reductions the gentle
man is talking about do not fall in the 
realm of reconciliation. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will allow me to explain it, the 
fact is that the budget resolution itself 
talks about these provisions resulting in 
the reduction of $349 million in outlays 
in 1980 and $1.350 billion in public au
thority and $841 million in outlays in 

1981. This is part of the budget resolu
tion that is before us. 

Mr. PANETTA. But it is not part of 
reconciliation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. WEISS) has 
again expired. 

<On request of Mr. NELSON, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. WEISS was al
lowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.> 

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

Mr. WEISS. I am pleased to yield to 
the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to try to nail down this point, because I 
think the gentleman from New York 
<Mr. WEISS) has raised a most serious 
question here that needs to be clarified. 

The gentleman from New York is ac
tually arguing against the totals, the 
aggregate totals and the specific recom
mendations that the Budget Committee 
has made in its budget resolution. 

. o 1550 
The gentleman's arguments do not 

attach to the question of reconciliation. 
Let me give an example. The $9 billion 

directed to the eight committees, those 
funds for reconciliation do not prevent 
entitlement programs which, under ex
isting law, would be considered to be 
activated to increase spending for cer
tain kinds of programs that the gentle
man is saying. 

Mr. WEISS. If the gentleman will al
low me, unfortunately the program I 
have just read from the budget and from 
the public law itself is not an entitlement 
program. What it does is to set forth the 
intention of that legislation as to what 
the number of positions ought to be. 

If the Education and Labor Commit
tee were, between the time that this 
reconciliation went into effect in the 
middle of June and September, to come 
forward in recognition of the depression 
that is facing us and suggest the expend
iture in an amount above that which 
has been forced upon us with the recon
ciliation process, it in fact would be sub
ject to a point of order. It could not .be 
adopted. It could not go into effect to 
cure the problems that the country is 
facing. 

Mr. NELSON. If the gentleman will 
further yield on that point, I would re
spectfully suggest to the gentleman that 
he is arguing against that particular ag
gregate in the budget resolution and that 
his argument does not attach to the 
question of reconciliation. 

Mr. WEISS. If I may, I have been 
hearing that argument all afternoon. 
And, of course, it is almost like the Lin
colnian argument as to how many hairs 
make up a beard. Every time you point 
to a particular hair, you say, "That is 
not a beard," and you point to another 
one, and you say, "That is not a beard. 
We are not telling you which part to 
shave, just shave the beard." But the 
fact is that, in totality, the various com
ponents make up the aggregate. 

OK, you do not have to cut CETA, 
right? You can cut child welfare pro
grams, health programs, aid to the han
dicapped programs. But the fact is that 

you cannot say to all of them, "We are 
not forcing a cut on you." Of course you 
are forcing a cut. 

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

Mr. WEISS. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to agree with my friend, the 
gentleman from New York, and point out 
that what you are doing is taking targets 
in the first budget resolution and making 
ceilings out of them, as the people on the 
Budget Committee have admitted. That 
means that appropriations are going to 
be held at the desk and you cannot make 
changes that otherwise you could make, 
regardless of the targets that were estab
lished in the budget for changed condi
tions. I think that is what the gentleman 
from New York and I am really con
cerned about. 

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

Mr. WEISS. I yield to the gentleman 
from illinois . 

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend the 
gentleman, first of all, for going back and 
reading the legislation that brought 
about this whole budget process. If more 
Members would go back and read the 
debate, they might be very well informed. 

It is true that when it was initially con
ceived, there were those of us who 
thought that reconciliation was more in 
keeping during consideration of the sec
ond budget resolution. What has hap
pened and what we could not foresee at 
that time is that then given only 15 days, 
unfortunately, senior members on our 
Appropriations Committee have come up 
to the point, in practical fact, and said, 
"There is no way now, with this con
straint on us that we can do it." 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. WEiss) 
has again expired. 

<On request of Mr. MICHEL and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. WEISS was al
lowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WEISS. I yield to my colleague, the 
gentleman from illinois. 

Mr. MICHEL. And because of that, it 
is very much in order that we consider 
reconciliation now in terms of the first 
budget resolution so that we are not 
caught unawares. 

Mr. WEISS. If I ma.y say this to my 
distinguished friend: The fact is that un
til this year, my recollection is that the 
reconciliation process was not used at all. 

Mr. MICHEL. That is exactly the point 
the gentleman from illinois has been 
making. There has been a very, very sig
nificant deficiency. 

Mr. WEISS. Not only has reconcilia
tion never been offered in regard to the 
first budget resolution, it has not even 
been suggested previously for the sec
ond resolution. Until we got caught in 
this mania of balancing the budget, re- · 
gardless of the cost to the economy, of 
the cost to our people, we were concerned 
with reducing costs, reducing wastes, re
ducing expenditures, but we never tried 
to fit ourselves into an iron jacket. I 
think the whole discussion as to recon-
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ciliation is only part of this obsession 
with the balanced budget, about which I 
think before this year is out we are all 
going to be saying, "It was a nice idea, 
but not in this kind of economy." 

Mr. MICHEL. The gentleman is mak
ing part of a point that I was making 
earlier, and only to the extent, I would 
say to the gentleman, that reconciliation 
was, if he read completely that debate, a 
very significant part of the overall 
process, and without it, it really leaves 
an awful lot to the imagination. 

Mr. WEISS. I am glad the gentleman 
really agrees with me on this. It was in
tended to apply to the second budget 
resolution and not to the first budget res
olution. 

Mr. Wffi.TH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WEISS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to try again, as my colleague, the 
gentleman from Florida and the gentle
man from California tried to do, to see 
if we can get the gentleman to under
stand the distinction between a discre
tionary program like CET A, which is 
the one the gentleman was referring to, 
which is not covered in this reconcilia
tion resolution. 

The program the gentleman was re
ferring to, CETA, the Udall amendment 
has no relevance to CETA whatsoever, it 
is not applicable to CET A. CETA is a 
discretionary program which falls under 
the authority of the Appropriations 
Committee. The Udall amendment does 
not apply to the Appropriations Com
mittee process at all. The Udall amend
ment applies to various legislative en
titlement programs of which CETA is 
not included. 

Mr. WEISS. Assuming, for the sake 
of argument, that that in fact is so-

Mr. WIRTH. Well, it is so. 
Mr. WEISS. It applies to a food stamp 

program, it applies to a welfare program, 
it applies to a whole host of public as
sistance programs. The argument is still 
the same. We are talking about an econ
omy that is in severe distress, where 
everybody is saying that things are going 
to get much, much worse. We are facing a 
recession worse than anything since the 
1930's, and at in spite of that, what the 
Budget Committee is recommending to 
us is that we tie our arms behind our 
backs so that we cannot react to that 
situation. I find that to be incomprehen
sible. 

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

Mr. Chairman, this has been a rather 
unusual debate. If I personally tended 
toward exaggeration, I would say it has 
been almost an historic debate. For ex
ample, I find myself supporting the posi
tion of the gentleman from New York 
<Mr. WEISS) and opposing therefore the 
carefully crafted position of the gentle
man from Illinois <Mr. MicHEL). 

But just to set my position straight, 
first let me say that I favor a balanced 
Federal budget. Furthermore, I favor re-

duction of the national debt by a surplus 
in the budget. And, therefore, to pursue 
those goals most effectively, I join in 
support of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Arizona <Mr. 
UDALL) to strike section 3 of the concur
rent budget resolution. It is time for us 
to look at the facts. 

The budget resolution does not truly 
represent a balanced budget. It only 
balances the budget on paper. The latest 
Economic Indicators show tha;t the de
cline in our economy is going to be much 
worse than forecast previously. The un
employment figures for April show a 
drastic rise. Unemployment, which was 
6.2 percent 1 month ago, is now 7 per
cent. The budget resolution assumes an 
average rate of unemployment in fiscal 
year 1981 of 7.5 percent. Mr. Kahn, the 
President's inflation manipulator, is pre
dicting a total of 8 percent in the first 
quarter of 1981. At the 8 percent level 
the negative flow of one-half of 1 per
cent would result in an adverse effect of 
between $12 and $14 billion on the con
current budget resolution's estimated 
surplus of $2 billion. 

Whether we are members of the Com
mittees on Post omce and Civil Service, 
Veterans' Affairs, Ways and Means, Edu
cation and Labor, Armed Services, or 
Public Works and Transportation, we 
are certainly not prepared to carry out 
the proposed cuts or increase revenues 
in a budget resolution by mandating 
legislative changes that we know the 
Congress should not adopt. 

Frankly, we are fooling ourselves and 
our constituents if we think otherwise. 

For example, I doubt that we would 
be prepared to cut or reduce Veteran 
benefits or services by $400 million. 

As a ranking member of the Post omce 
and Civil Service Committee, I am espe
cially concerned with the recommenda
tion to reduce postal appropriations bY 
$836 million for fiscal year 1981 and a 
complete elimination to the Postal Serv
ice after 1981. That kind of cut in funds 
for the postal system will result in dis
astrous reductions in service which the 
American people have received for more 
than 100 years. 

Elimination of the public service sub
sidy would end 6-day mail service and 
result in other major service cuts to be 
determined by the Postal Service. The 
revenue foregone appropriation provides 
reduced postal rates for religious, chari
table, and educational organizations and 
institutions. 

Therefore, there would be no oppor
tunity, if we did not strike section 3, for 
the Post omce Committee to offer care
fully considered alternatives to the ad
ministrative proposals. The legislative 
committees' role would render meaning
less. 

In this regard, Mr. Chairman, I vote i.n 
favor of Mr. UDALL's motion in order to 

preserve the role of the legislative com
mittees in carrying out programs under 
their jurisdiction. The imposition of rec
onciliation as the first step in the Con
gressional Budget process really amounts 
to giving the Budget Committee author
ity to legislate on the nature and scope 
of Federal activities and infringes on the 
appropriation process. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Charrman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin, the de facto Sec
retary of State. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Charrman, I just want to point 
out that we are not poles apart on this 
issue. Furthermore, there have been rn.re 
occasions that I could be in agreement 
with my colleague and dear friend, the 
gentleman from Illinois. But on this is
sue I am in complete agreement, and I 
compliment the gentleman for his re
marks. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Arizona, to strike section 3 of 
House Concurrent Resolution 307. 

At the outset, I want to emphasize that 
my support of this amendment in no way 
detracts from my support of a balanced 
budget for fiscal year 1981, as recom
mended by the House Budget Committee 
in section 1 of the concurrent resolution. 
I am convinced that a balanced budget is 
an important first step toward curing our 
inflationary problems, and commend the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit
tee on the Budget for his courageous 
leadership on this issue. 

I do however, strongly object to sec
tion 3 of the concurrent resolution which 
would invoke reconciliation in this the 
first step of the congressional budget 
process contrary to the intent of the Con
gressional Budget Act. 

If section 3 is .permitted to stand, it 
will in my opinion do irreparable dam
age to the authorization/ appropriation 
process. Standing committees of the 
House would become mere bookkeepers 
in the legislative process by abdicating 
their expertise and respective jurisdic
tions to the Budget Committees. Such a 
radical change in the legislative .process 
is not in my view essential to achieving 
a balanced budget. Specific cuts in pro
gram categories should not be predeter
mined by the Budget Committees in the 
absence of the judgment of the appro
priate standing committee of jursidic
tion. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from Arizona for his lea;dership in offer
ing this amendment and urge its adop
tion. 

Mr. DERWIN SKI. Mr. Chainnan, in 
all modesty, I will accept the compliment 
of the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen
tlewoman from New Jersey. 

Mrs. FENWICK. I thank my colleague 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know what is 
going to restrain this Congress, to tell 
you the truth. We speak of the legiti
mate committee process, and what has 
it produced? We have heard that this 
is no time for economy and that we can
not have constraints because of the con
dition of the economy. But we have had 
complete cycles in the economy, and 
when did we ever have a balanced budget 
and some drop in the national debt? 

I am desperate, and I think the coun
try is desperate. We are getting the feel
ing that we cannot stop the runaway 
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spending. We cannot stop the growth of 
agencies. we cannot control the opera
tions of this Government. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. We can. All we have 
to do is to mandate a balanced budget; 
then the legitimacy of the committees 
lies in the expertise of these Members 
which the panel on the Budget Commit
tee has not had time to acquire. You 
must look at the tremendous experience 
that comes with committee responsibil
ity over the years, the knowledge, the 
in depth feel for the problems. You do 
not have it in this new game with CPA's 
that the Budget Committee plays. That 
is why the Udall amendment is abso
lutely essential to the legitimacy of the 
legislative process. 

Mrs. FENWICK. But the expertise of 
the committees has been disastrous. 

0 1600 
Mr. DERWINSKI. Only those commit

tees that do not agree with us on sav
ings. When they agree with us, they have 
been in order. 

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman from MarYland. 

Mr. BAUMAN. The gentleman serves 
on several very distinguished committees 
and has built up a great deal of exper
tise on his own. I gather in his discussion 
of legislative turf that has just preceded 
his yielding to me, he is interested in 
preserving the programs that have had 
such a great success and have come out 
of his two committees. Which is it, Post 
omce or foreign aid he is most concerned 
about? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. I would say they 
are both vital to the well-being of our 
country, with certain limitations. 

I could think of for example abolishing 
agriculture subsidies, speaking of a less 
sacred entity. I could think of a number 
of programs that we could well abolish, 
such as HUD subsidy programs, the an
nual public works overkill, and others. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Dllnois <Mr. DERWINSKI) 
has expired. 

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

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I am sure my friend knows that while 
he says we should let the committees 
work their will, that in the past, the 
Budget Committee has made recommen
dations, for example, in fiscal 1980, last 
year, of legislative savings in the first 
budget resolution of $6 billion. However, 
without reconciliation, the end result was 
a savings of only $200 million or about 
3.3 percent. So the committees were 96.7 
percent nonresponsive to the suggestions 
for legislative savings. Is the gentleman 
saying that something has changed? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Yes. 
Mr. SHUSTER. And this year there is 

going to be a different response? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. What has changed 
is the mood of the country. The lack of 
support last year for adjusted figures 
reflected the lack of drive, the lack of 
mood in this Congress. We still had the 
spending mood last year. Now, we have a 
balance-the-budget mood. I expect the 
committees to adjust accordingly, but I 
expect them to do it based on their 
knowledge of their turf, as opposed to the 
well-intended but very often misdirected 
goals of the Budget Committee. That is 
the real issue before us. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I thank the gentleman 
and congratulate him on his confidence, 
which I do not share. 

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman from Colorado. 

Mr. WIRTH. I understand the gentle
man's interpretation as the country's 
mood being the great enforcer on the 
committee's structure. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the· gen
tleman from lliinois <Mr. DERWINSKI) 
has again expired. 

<At the request of Mr. WIRTH and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. DERWINSKI was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. WIRTH. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, what happens if, in 
fact, we pass the Udall amendment, we 
go to the middle of September and the 
committees have not acted to arrive at 
the $9 billion the gentleman from Penn
sylvania is talking about, instead of that 
we have the dismalless-than-4-percent 
record that characterized our activities 
last year. Where do we go from there? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. I read into the gen
tleman's question the disbelief that the 
House or the full Congress, having taken 
this position of support of the view of 
the gentleman from Arizona <Mr. 
UDALL). would then turn its back on its 
responsibility. I fail to understand why 
all of a sudden tshe only fountain of 
truth and the only strength in the entire 
Congress seems to be in this newly de
veloped budget process. Strength lies in 
our authorization and in the Appropria
tions Committees. 

If we support the gentleman from 
Arizona, then we will support him to the 
end of the process, which is to handle 
the reconciliation in the proper manner 
within each committee. 

Mr. WffiTH. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I think that that response 
begs the point if I might. The point is 
that reconciliation provides the enforce
ment for the legislative savings that the 
whole House agrees to. 

If you follow the argument of the gen
tleman in the well and you go to the 
Udall amendment, that spills over even if 
you assumed reconciliation by the 15th of 
September, the House goes into ad
journment, and we have election time 
and arrive at the 97th Congress, how 
do we achieve the legislative savings if 
the gentleman is incorrect that the mood 
of the country is not adequate as the 
great enforcer to achieve the $9 billion 
in legislative savings? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. The real point I am 
making is that I do not . believe the 

Budget Committee and its figures which 
it intends to mandate upon every one 
of our authorizing committees. The 
Budget Committee has arrived at neither 
a scientific or logical figure in most 
cases. 

I argue that the real responsibility, 
and therefore the discipline, must be 
returned to the committees that actual
ly hold that awesome responsibility. In 
that case, we would logically, if we adopt 
the Udall amendment, logically follow 
through and meet the intended goals. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words, 
and I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we have had an 
historic debate here today. I think that 
what is at stake is the very future of the 
Budget Act itself. 

I understand the arguments in sup
port of the amendment of the gentleman 
from Arizona. I respect the concerns of 
the committee chairmen, who are con
cerned that the Budget Committee is 
trying to invade their turf. 

I know how dimcult it is whenever we 
get into a debate here on turf or reforms 
or committee jurisdictions or all of those 
questions. They are probably the most 
dimcult and brutal debates that we ever 
have in this chamber. 

Invading jurisdiction is not the intent 
of the Budget Committee, and certainly 
it is not the intent of this gentleman 
from Connecticut or the members of the 
committee which I have the privilege to 
chair. 

I want to assure the chairmen of the 
committees that the Budget Committee 
is not trying to encroach upon their 
jurisdiction. We are given a job to do, 
and that is to look at the totality of 
Federal spending and see how best we 
can arrive at a balanced budget, which 
the people of the Unitd States are de
manding. 

I also recognize the argument of some 
of the speakers who have been in the 
well who have other purposes and other 
motives in mind, and they make them 
quite clear when they speak. They are 
not interested in balancing a budget. 
They are not interested in controlling 
spending. They are not interested in 
cutting spending. In fact, they are in
terested in turning on the printing press 
which we have done in Government 
these many years. 

We will see them by their votes as 
they vote for or against budget resolu
tion or efforts to control spending. 

I want to address myself to those of 
this body who wonder why we are hav
ing this great debate over this word 
"reconciliation." 

My goodness, it takes time and effort 
to have to explain it to each other and 
certainly to a lot of the public. What we 
are saying is that in a budget of $611 
billion, we are trying to make some sav
ings, and we are making $16% billion in 
reductions in spending programs. 

We are asking the revenue commit
tees to come up with an additional $4.2 
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billion in ascertainable revenues. We are 
asking committees of appropriate juris
diction to come up with ascertainable 
legislative reforms which will result in 
saving $9 billion. 

Let me tell the Members, if these 
things do not happen, we can· forget a 
balanced budget. If that is what we want 
to do, then let us do it. Let us say so, 
and let us tell the American people we 
really cannot live within the disciplines 
of the Budget Act, we are incapable of 
doing it here in Congress. We are good 
at voting programs, at spending moneys, 
but when it comes to cutting, reducing or 
reforming, we do not want to do it. 

I do not think that is what we want to 
do. If this were a usual year, an ordinary 
year, we perhaps would not be arguing 
reconciliation in the first budget reso
lution. But this is not a usual year. 

0 1610 
Let me go back. First, let me go back to 

last fall when the other body attempted 
to put reconciliation in its second budget 
resolution, in the fall resolution, and 
there was great disagreement in the 
other body to the extent that they sus
pended debate and had several days 
of caucus by the majority party and the 
minority party. After that debate recon
ciliation was adopted in the other body 
by a vote of 90 to 6. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Connecticut has eXpired. 

<By unanimous consent Mr. GIAIMO 
was allowed to proceed for 5 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. GIAIMO. The resolution then 
came back to this body. I and members 
of the majority resisted efforts to im
pose reconciliation over the objections 
of the members of the minority who 
t:hought and believed that it had to be 
effected. The basic argument that I used 
and believed in iast fall was we have 
legislative reform working in our com
mittees, we have confidence that our 
committees are trying to do their best. 
That was our argument last fall. Let us 
give our committees the benefit of the 
doubt; let us not try to compel them 
via this very heavy legislative tool of 
reconciliation. 

Now, do my colleagues know what 
happened? The president in his original 
budget last year sent up a legislative 
reform package of $6 billion for the first 
budget resolution. We adopted it. 
Nothing happened. We reduced it in the 
second budget resolution to $2.7 billion. 
Of t'he $2.7 billion, how much in legis
lative reform came out of our commit
tees? $200 million. 

So the legislative reform-voluntary 
method did not work last year. 

This year my colleagues should know 
the other body has reconciliation not 
only for 1981, as we do, but also for 
1980, as we do not. Early this year when 
the inflation rate went to about 18 per
cent, there was a panic in this city. The 
money markets were in disarray. There 
was uncertainty in the investing sector 
of America. There was uncertainty by 
the businessmen and women of America 
on whom we depend to pay taxes that 
make this great Federal budget of ours 
operate. There was great uncertainty on 

the part of the President as to his Janu
ary budget, which he had sent up. 

As a result of meetings between the 
President and the leadership of the House 
and the other body it was decided to set 
up an emergency ad hoc committee 
headed by the distinguished majority 
leader of the House, the gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. WRIGHT) and the distin
guished majority leader of the other 
body, the gentleman from West Virginia, 
Senator BYRD. On this ad hoc committee 
were the leadership of the House and 
the other body and representatives of 
the various committees on an ad hoc 
basis, and also the chairmen of the 
House and Senate Budget Committees. 
There were several basic agreements that 
evolved out of these 8 straight days of 
meetings. The first was that we should 
balance the budget, that we, the Fed
eral Government, have got to send out 
the signal to the Nation that we are 
committed to the war on inflation, that 
we are determined to reduce inflation in 
this country which is eating America 
alive, and that we must do it immedi
ately. We recognized that we must take 
steps in the monetary area, in the regu
latory area, in the energy area, and 
many other areas. But certainly first 
and foremost, the most important thing 
we must do would be to put our own 
fiscal house in order and put our own 
budget in balance. That was agreed to 
in principle by all at those meetings. 

Second, it was agreed that we would 
do this sincerely by reducing expendi
tures, not by estimating taxes above 
where we thought they would be, which 
would give us more revenues, obviously, 
and more leeway to spend. But it was 
essential we balance the budget by re
ducing expenditures. We recommended 
that and agreed to it, and we went over 
every program, every function of Gov
ernment, looking for areas where we 
could reduce spending. 

Also present at those meetings were 
the Secretary of the Treasury, the Di
rector of the OMB, and the Chairman 
of the Council of Economic Advisers 
representing the President. 

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

<By unanimous consent Mr. GIAIMo 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, we had 
a crisis on our hands. We have a crisis 
on our hands now. We have inflation at 
18 percent. We have interest rates at 
unacceptably high levels, even though, 
thank goodil.ess, they seem to be begin
ning to come down. We had chaos in our 
financial markets threatening the very 
structures of the society upon which 
220 million Americans depend. We rec
ognized we had to face up to this crisis 
and make substantial cuts, which we 
have done, totaling $16.5 billion. It was 
recognized that there were areas where 
we could find some revenues without in
creasing taxes through some user fees 
perhaps, . or through the withholding of 
existing taxes on interest and dividends. 

Third, we looked at the legislative re
form packages which Presidents tra-

ditionally send up year after year after 
year, pleading with the Congress to en
act laws which will reform and change 
parts of some of these programs which 
cannot be justifiably defended. We rec
ognized that if we could not use recon
ciliation as a tool, the same thing would 
happen this year as happened last year. 
The recommendations would be ignored 
by the committees, not because the com
mittees do not want to cooperate, but 
because it is so difficult. 

It is so difficult to overcome many of 
these special interest groups in this Con
gress. I am a veteran of World Warn, 
but do my colleagues think they can 
withstand the veterans lobby in this 
country which can overwhelm the com
mittees of the Congress if they are not 
forced and pushed and told by the House 
and the other body to enact certain re
forms? Do my colleagues know the 
power of the postal lobby in this coun
try and of the special interests of the 
Postal Services concerned with second, 
third-, and fourth-class mail in this 
country? I could go on and on. We rec
ognized if we are to balance this budget 
this year we must have reconciliation 
and we must have it now in May and 
June. 

It will do us no good to wait until the 
second budget resolution in September 
when it will be too late, given the fact 
that Congress will have to adjourn for 
the elections, and it will be too late for 
the Congress to rectify the inactions of 
committees. If there is inaction now, 
what will happen by June l5 if the com
mittees fail to act? It is up to you. It 
is up to all of us. If we decide in this 
House that something must be done, 
then it will be done. 

0 1620 
If we decide to go along with the com

mittees as some have said, it is not going 
to happen. Then so be it. At that point, 
Mr. Chairman, we will not have a bal
anced budget. At that point we will have 
ignored the discipline of the Budget Act. 
The purpose of the Budget Act is not to 
do the legislating for committees; the 
purpose of the Budget Act is to look at 
the total budget of this Nation and try 
to establish some priorities and try to cut 
that pie up into the various shapes, into 
the various sizes needed by the various 
functions of our Federal operation. And 
that is what we are trying to do. 

If you want to condemn this com
mittee for stepping on toes, so be it. 
What this committee is trying to do is 
save the integrity of this Congress inso
far as its commitment to the American 
people that it is going to stop spending 
money it does not have. It is going to 
stop taxing people via the indirect tax 
of inftation, which is the most vicious 
and cruel tax of all. It is trying to get a 
handle on Federal spending. 

What this amendment would do would 
be to remove the discipline which you, 
not the committee-which you, the 
Members of this great House of Repre
sentatives-would be imposing on your 
committees. 

I plead with you, if you want to bal
ance the budget, 1f ¥OU want to preserve 
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the integrity of this Congress, vote down 
this amendment. 

Mr. Mll..LER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite num
ber of words, and I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Udall amendment. That may sound 
strange to some Members of this body 
who have watched me come time and 
again before the Congress to ask for 
appropriations, to ask for authoriz~tions 
for programs to help children, to help 
the less fortunate of our society. 

I became interested in politics in a 
period of time when all politicians who 
were out on the stumps talked about 
setting new priorities. When I ran for 
the Congress the first time, I also talked 
about setting new priorities, and when I 
got here, I found out here that every 
ntber Member of Congress had talked 
nbout setting new priorities. I found out 
that what that really meant was the 
justification for the spending that you 
desire and the definition of another 
gentlems.n's waste. 

I think that what we have done is we 
have kidded the American public all too 
long that we are setting priorities when 
in fact we have set none. I have watched 
the deficit in this Congress be raised 
time and time again. I have never seen 
it raised for anything that I believe in. 
I have seen it raised for the :MX missile. 
I have seen it raised for strategic weap-

. ons when that was in vogue. Then I saw 
it turned around and it was raised for 
conventional weapons when that was in 
vogue. I have seen it anticipated that it 
be raised for something ·called a rapid 
deployment system, for a B-1 bomber 
that could not do its mission. What be
came apparent to me was that by having 
that variable in the system, in the equa
tion of this adjustable deficit, time and 
again the people that I came to try to 
help, the people whom I was concerned 
about that this country has an obligation 
to-the old and the unfortunate and the 
poor and the children of this country
never had the deficit raised in their 
name. So the deficit was raised with 
amendments, and conservatives would 
generally support amendments for these 
programs that I disagree with, and then 
they would vote against the ·budget be
cause the budget was in deficit. That is 
called having your cake and eating it, 
too. Only in Congess can you do that. 

But let us now review what took place 
in this Congress last week. We had the 
Obey amendment that barely lost. We 
had the Ottinger amendment. We had 
other amendments offered. Then we had 
the Gramm-Holt amendment. Do you 
know what? The Gramm-Holt amend
ment did not pass. Why? Because they 
had to cut too many people too deeply 
to eke out the kind of defense spending 
that they wanted, that they thought 
Afghanistan and blunders around the 
world by this administration would 
justify. To get that kind of defense 
spending you had to cut the old too 
deeplv; you had to cut the children too 
deeply; you had to cut other recipients of 
necessary programs, and that did not 
sell in the Congress. That approach did 

not miss as narrowly as did the Obey 
amendment. That approach was 
trounced. But if we were playing under 
the old rules of adjustable deficit, I 
suspect the Gramm-Holt amendment 
would have passed, because we all know 
that national security is a great garnerer 
of votes in the Congress. So Gramm-Holt 
would have passed; but the deficit would 
have been increased; the conservatives 
would have voted against the budget; 
and the liberals would have been hung 
with being bigtime spenders because we 
have an obligation to report a budget of 
this country. I say no more am I going 
to play in that arena. 

We will find out if in fact there is a 
great Democratic coalition in this coun
try, and we will operate under a balanced 
budget. I want to pay tribute to the 
chairman of the committee, the gentle
man from Connecticut <Mr. GIAIMO), 
who I think has done a :fine job. I happen 
to think his budget stinks, but I think 
he has done a wonderful job. So these 
are not my priorities. This is not what 
I would vote for necessarily, but I do be
lieve that it has kept many of the things 
that I do not believe in and that I think 
are wrong for this country from also 
being included in the process. I do not 
think that that would have happened 
without the pressure for a balanced 
budget. And I certainly do not believe 
that that will happen if we do not apply 
reconciliation, because without recon
ciliation I know where they are going to 
get the money. The gentleman from 
California <Mr. CORMAN) knows where 
they are going to get the money. They 
are going to get it from the less fortu
nate. But I do not think this Congress 
is going to be so prepared just to extract 
it from those individuals as they did 
without reconciliation. I think we are 
going to ask the Defense Committee to 
chip in a little bit, and maybe we will 
want to look at some of these programs 
a little more closely than we have looked 
at in the past, because don't you .ever 
mislead your constituents that that def
icit is going for the poor and the unfor
tunate in this country. That deficit is 
the cushion by which the special inter
ests keep you from looking at what they 
are doing to the Federal budget. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
STunns) . The time of the gentleman has 
expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. MILLER 
of California was allowed to proceed for 
5 additional minutes.) 

Mr. Mn..LER of California. If you have 
a deficit and you can get everybody to 
agree to deficit spending as a modus 
operandi of the Congress, what you can 
do then is you can keep them from look
ing at tobacco subsidies; you can keep 
them from looking at pork barrel; you 
can keep them from looking at tax sub
sidies that can no longer be justified
those things that used to be called tax 
preferences but which today have lapsed 
into loopholes. You can keep the Con
gress from looking at those. But if the 
Congress is under the mandate to take 
care of the people in this country who 
are in desperate need, as Ronald Reagan 
would say, to take care of the truly needy, 

and you work within a balanced budget 
and a reconciled budget, you must then 
look at all avenues to garner the reve
nues so that that can be done. So while 
I may not agree with this budget, and I 
would have hoped that the Obey amend
ment would have passed so that this 
budget would have been more humane, 
and while I agree with the people who 
have spoken here this afternoon, I think 
the people of this country are going to 
come back to us and ask us to help this 
economy, ask us to help those unfortu
nate people who are unemployed, and we 
will have to deal with that later on. 

But what is most important to me is 
I believe that this process finally has 
become the vehicle whereby nobody 
again will be able to run off with the en
tire store because, as I have sat here for 
6 years, those people who are interested 
in the defense of this country and in
terested in it in the sense of any contract 
that will go to their district must be 
good, will no longer be able to create a 
deficit at my expense, and no longer will 
many of us have to pay for their sins, be
cause the budget will be in balance and 
those kinds of foolish expenditures will 
no longer be tolerated because the money 
will not be available. 

So I suspect that many liberals might 
want to look at reconciliation as a ve
hicle to keep what has happened for so 
many years in this Congress from hap
pening again whereby we are just con
stantly saddled with a deficit that is 
there for no other purpose than to pro
tect the special interests in this coun
try, many of whom tell you at the end 
of the letter, "By the way, I believe in 
a balanced budget." 

0 1630 
You cannot do it and we should not 

do it and I think we ought to end that 
game right here and now and I ask the 
Members who oppose the Udall amend
ment. 

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

Mr. MILLER of California. I will be 
delighted to yield. 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman has expressed my sentiments 
exactly. I wish to commend the gentle
man. This process cuts both ways. As the 
gentleman pointed out, we found that 
out on the Latta amendment and the 
Holt amendment. It is not correct to say 
that liberal programs are the only ones 
that are going to suffer. 

Yes, Mr. Chairman, some of them are 
suffering in this resolution, although the 
gentleman and I voted to change its 
priorities. But without a system to force 
this Congress to make decisions on 
priorities and to take the system seri
ously, we are never going to reorient 
priorities, we are never going to get tax 
reform, we are never going to get the 
kind of liberal democratic program that 
I think this Congress is to some extent, 
deserting. Until we get this system in 
place and make sure that everybody un
derstands it is there to stay and get the 
public to understand it is there to stay, 
we are not going to have a new priorities 
kind of Congress. 

Maybe the next Congress is not going 



May 7, 1980 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 10175 
to have the right priorities but if it does 
not the people are going to be better able 
to see what a difference it makes if we 
make this system work. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gentle
man for his statement and I hope my 
liberal friends will support him because 
if there is one thing that is clear, it is 
that heavy deficit spending in times of 
severe inflation does not help liberal pro
grams. It destroys them, because infla
tion makes the value of the money that 
went to support them worth less and less. 
All we ha. ve to do is look at the devasta
tion that this budget resolution repre
sents for many of them. There are many 
other things, such as price controls, 
payroll tax cuts, productivity incentives, 
energy conservation incentives, and so 
forth, that need to be done if we are to 
lick inflation, but those are not before us 
today. What is before us is the oppor
tunity to show that Congress is serious 
about fighting inflation on all fronts. 

Mr. Mll.aLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I commend the gentleman for his 
remarks. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I would just 
like to say that the gentleman from Ohio 
touched on a subject that I cannot be
lieve I missed but I did, and that is the 
pressure for real tax reform, for ending 
the loopholes, the pressure will never 
mount as long as the special interests can 
count us into deficit spenting because 
then, what we will have to do in the 
Committee on Ways and Means is, we 
will pit the homeless children of this 
country, the old folks of this country 
against the special interests of this coun
try. 

The CHAmMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MILLER of 
California was allowed to proceed for 1 
additional minute.) 

Mr. Mn..LER of California. We will 
take those constituencies and march 
them to this Congress and let the Con
gress choose between them and the oil 
companies and the tobacco producers 
and those kinds of loopholes. I dare say 
that I have faith that this Congress will 
pick those individuals, those citizens of 
this country who are in need and they 
will do it at the expense of those tax loop
holes that are only here because we have 
been conned into raising the deficit year 
in and year out so that we keep away 
from looking at those kinds of special 
preferences that are fraught throughout 
this entire governmental system of 
spending. 

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

Mr. Chairman, at the risk of ruining 
the reputation of the two preceding 
speakers, I would like to agree with their 
conclusions but, for the most part, I 
would like to completely disassociate my
self from their remarks. I will explain 
that. I do disagree with some of the ar
guments these gentlemen have advanced 
but I admire their conclusions and, good 
men, I think, can differ. 

I want to say amen. Amen to there
marks to the gentleman from Connecti
cut who only a few months ago was 
against budget reconciliation and is now 
for it. That in itself is a reconciliation. 

Amen. Come down brothers and sisters, 
come to the well and speak out, speak out 
in behalf of the balanced budget. Oh yes, 
brothers and sisters. This is music to my 
ears. 

Turn your books to No. $612 billion and 
we will all sing the balanced budget song. 

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

Mr. BAUMAN. I yield to the gentle
man. Amen. Yes. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend the gentleman. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Amen. 
Mr. GIAIMO. I want to commend the 

gentleman. The gentleman has been 
working long and hard, trying to make 
a convert here. The gentleman has fin
ally made one. 

Mr. BAUMAN. I just want to say that I 
am sorry that the gentleman's retirement 
has brought him to this late conversion. 
If we had only had him with us for the 
balanced budget last year and in years 
past he may have been able to stay in 
Congress forever simply on what might 
have been his record. 

And the gentleman from California 
(Mr. MILLER), I want to praise his con
clusions, too. Yes, I want to say that it is 
true that the programs conservatives 
support programs such as national de
fense which do cost money. If we are go
ing to have a country, it does cost some
thing to preserve it. But the gentleman, 
too, has arrived at the correct conclu
sion on reconciliation. 

Mr. Chairman, may I say this: The 
most unworthy argument of all I have 
heard in favor of the Udall amendment 
was that of "turf." I do not mean the 
grassy stuff that cost so much to roll out 
on your lawn; since they are not building 
any homes now we do not need much 
turf. I am talking about legislative turf. 
We get accused in this Congress repeat
edly of putting our own personal and pa
rochial interests ahead of the national 
good. I can understand a district's paro
chial interest being put, on occasion, 
ahead of what might be described as a 
national good. But a chairman, and a 
subcommittee chairman being offended 
because the Committee on the Budget has 
the audacity to add up the spending 
figures and say, "We have to make cuts, 
please consider a cut, please make a little 
cut in one of your programs." 

The answer comes back, "I am the 
chairman. I am the subcommittee chair
man. You dare to suggest that I must 
consider the possibility of making a cut 
in a program under my jurisdiction?" 

What poppycock, my colleagues. What 
poppycock. Go back and explain to your 
people that you could not balance the 
budget because of the pride of some com
mittee chairman. 

Eighteen percent inflation. Eighteen 
percent, twenty-percent interest rates 
and you argue legislative turf. 

You know, we had a former Attorney 
General of the United States, Ebenezer 
Hoar. He made the comment once that 
Congressmen are like hogs-and I think 
that is a very unfortunate phrase--but 
he said they are like hogs, if you want to 
get a hog's attention in the barnyard, 

you get a stout 2 by 4 before you give him 
the command and hit him across the 
snout. ThUs you get his attention. 

Well, I am glad that collectively the 
congressional snout has been struck by 
the 2 by 4 of 18-percent inflation. You 
finally noticed we need a balanced 
budget. 

So I say today, reconcile, my brothers 
and sisters, reconcile here on this amend
ment and vote against the motion by the 
gentleman from Arizona <Mr. UDALL) 
to strike this important clause. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will my 
brother yield? 

Mr. BAUMAN. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from lliinois (Mr. 
HYDE). 

Mr. HYDE. I want to thank my brother 
in tne well, and I think the gentleman 
does not sufficiently appreciate the 
depth of the conversion that has oc
curred. 

Mr. BAUMAN. It is very deep here, I 
would say to the gentleman. 

Mr. HYDE. It was a few short months 
ago that the distinguished chairman 
from Connecticut was in the well talk
ing about the child health insurance pro
gram and the gentleman from Michigan 
had an amendment to make it an an
nual appropriation rather than an en
titlement and the crusader from Con
necticut stood there and said: 

We are going to look at these entitle
ments, but not this one. Not this one. This 
is the wrong time. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Do not speak too harsh
ly of the gentleman. 

Mr. HYDE. The depth of the conver
sion is remarkable. 

Mr. BAUMAN. It is. And I say redemp
tion is at hand. We must overlook the 
past sins of all and now that we have 
come to the bar of economic justice, we 
must do right. 

Mr. HYDE. Would the gentleman say 
that political scientists should well note 
that a new axiom of political science 
has been here established that an 18-per
cent inflation rate is the point at which 
the Democratic Party understands that 
deficit spending is bad for the poor and 
the underprivileged? 

Mr. BAUMAN. The polls also may have 
something to do with it, I will say to 
the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. BAu
MAN was allowed to proceed for 2 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
excoriated the majority side a little bit, 
even though I have agreed with some 
of them on the pending question. I would 
like to address now some remarks to my 
side of the House. 

Mr. Chairman, I am informed under 
the rule we are not able to speak on the 
budget after we vote on this amendment 
except by unanimous consent, so I want 
to speak to my leaders-wherever they 
are; they are around somewhere I am 
sure. I want to say this to them. We as 
the minority party ,will remain so, and 
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justifiably so, if in fact we choose to be 
the Rose Ruiz of deficit spending. 

Now let me explain that. If we as a 
party, are going to get in at the last mi~e 
and support the Giaimo budget, we Will 
betray our principles and deserve to be 
disquaUfied. 

The Giaimo budget is a deficit budget, 
and includes a $100 million tax increase. 
It is a budget that does not balance, a 
budget that causes great economic harm, 
a budget that has a classy veneer on it, 
but underneath is the same old liberal 
economic philosophy that has brought 
us to the ruin we face today. 

01640 
we have no obligation, as the conser

vative party, to pull the chestnuts of 
these liberal folks out of the fire. They 
pretend to control this House but they 
do not. The closest budget amendment 
that came near to passage which made 
any sense was the Republican Rousse
lot amendment that would have only 
balanced the budget and reduced taxes. 

Make them come to our side and deal 
after we defeat this budget, and we will 
give you a budget the American people 
can be proud of; that will help the 
people. 

The majority leader, the gentleman 
from Texas-for 9 months more, at 
least-Mr. WRIGHT, said that this was 
not a charade, a political charade, as my 
leader, the gentleman from illinois, <Mr. 
MicHEL) said. It is indeed a political 
charade, this so-called balanced budget. 
A charade is defined in Webster's dic
tionary as, "An almost transparent pre
tense." 

There "ain't no" almost about this 
transparent pretense. This budget is out 
of balance. We should force the majority 
to accept its responsibility and not give 
them aid and comfort. 

We should not vote for this final pas
sage of this unbalanced budget resolu
tion. We only have a few days left to cor
rect these budget problems, and we will 
do it, but if you vote for it, you vote for 
inflation and deficits and the same old 
bankruptcy with a new veneer on it. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether 
I should address the body as "my col
leagues," or "my brothers and sisters,'' 
but in any event, although I have great 
respect for the gentleman from Arizona, 
I think we must defeat his amendment 
which would eliminate reconciliation 
from the first budget resolution. 

We are an institution with one trillion 
dollars of debt. We incurred that debt 
under the system that this amendment 
would perpetuate. We cannot afford that 
system. We have an interest bill of be
tween $100 and $150 billion a year. Think 
for a moment what it would mean to this 
Nation if those dollars were available for 
the benefit of the people. 

But, irresponsible spending of the past, 
imbalanced budgets of the past, have 
created a debt which we cannot now af
ford to a.Ssume. We cannot afford to make 
the payments on the interest, let alone 
the principal. In order to achieve fiscal 

responsibility we must start with a bal
anced budget. However, the balanced 
budget is not the target. The target must 
be the trillion dollar debt. We must re
duce our debt. Which means we must 
first break even, and then start building 
yearly surpluses. 

For, whatever went on in the last 20 
years in this body, we know that the com
mittee system was willing to spend money 
it did not have, and that nobody knew 
how to stop it. We must have fiscal re
sponsibillty. We must have discipline. We 
must have the so-called CPA's to tell us, 
"You are going broke,'' and we have got 
to listen to them. Any other institution 
would have to listen or it would end up 
like Chrysler. 

The tax revenues will not continue to 
take care of irresponsibility. We are on 
the verge of what could be a constitu
tional convention to mandate a constitu
tional amendment requiring that we 
maintain a balanced budget. It would be 
the height of irresponsibility on our part 
if we forced the people to go to those 
lengths. 

So, I hope that we defeat this amend
ment, but more important, I hope that 
we realize that we can no longer have 
deficits· that we cannot afford our inter
est ove~head. We must impose fiscal dis
cipline upon this body. Our Budget Com
mittee is that discipline, and let us work 
with them-not against them-because 
they are going to be the salvation of this 
body and of this Nation. 

Mr. SEmERLING. Mr. Chairman, will 
tho gentleman yield? 

Mr. HEFTEL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. SEmERLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
think the gentleman has made a very 
fine statement. I would simply like to 
take this opportunity to respond to a 
couple of points made by the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

If there was a conversion of some of 
the people on this side of the aisle, it 
started in 1974 when we adopted the 
Budget Act. At that time, I know a lot 
of the colleagues said, "Well, it will never 
work,'' but now complaints are being 
made because there is a serious effort to 
make it work. 

If there was a further step in the con
version, it did not take place this year. 
It took place in 1978, when a majority of 
this House voted that by fiscal year 1981 
we should have a balanced budget. That 
is exactly what the committee's resolu
tion would do. 

The question before us, the real test, 
is, do we mean it? Are we going to make 
it stick? 

There may be times when it is neces
sary, because of economic or other cir
cumstances, to ha.ve an unbalanced 
budget. Even so staunch a Republican 
as former President Nixon espoused the 
idea of a "full employment balanced 
budget," wl).ich meant that in times of 
serious unemployment we might have to 
have an unbalanced budget. But, the 
corollary to that is that when times are 
good, we shoUld have a surplus and use 
it to pay off some of that debt. Certainly 
in times of severe inflation and excru-

ciating interest rates we should at least 
try to avoid a budget deficit. 

The gentleman has ma.de an excellent 
point, and I do not think he is a recent 
convert, either. However, I believe he 
recognizes that these things cannot al
ways be done instantly. It has taken 
time to get down from the $66 billion 
deficit of the last budget of the Ford ad
ministration to a balanced budget in 
this the fourth year of the Carter ad
ministration. But the time has arrived, 
and we must make it clear that we mean 
business. 

Mr. HEFTEL. Whether the conversion 
took place in 1976 or some other year, I 
think what matters is that we learn to
day what that conversion meant, and 
that we dedicate ourselves to fiscal re
sponsibility. Be we liberals or conserva
tives-Democrats or Republicans-our 
national debt threatens all of us-and 
all of our institutions. 

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

Mr. Chainnan, I take the well at this 
time both ·to oppose the Udall amend
ment and to make several other remarks 
on the resolution which I think are ap
propriate at this moment. 

I think one of the most important 
reasons to oppose the amendment is be
cause if it passes, as has been indicated, 
the opportunity to rea.lly achieve a 
balance which is aimed at under this 
resolution is simply not going to be there. 
I think the most important reason for 
this House to pass the balanced budget 
resolution is so that the cOUllltry can 
discover, after we have a balanced budget 
resolution passed, that we have to do a 
whale of a lot more than simply balance 
the budget if we really want to get a. 
handle on inflation and if we really 
want to attack the real causes of in
flation. 

The fact is that the two industrialized 
states with the lowest rates of inflation 
last year, Germany and Japan, had 
deficits which were far greater in eco
nomic terms than was the deficit of the 
U.S. Government last year. In fact, their 
deficits translated into an economy our 
size would be approximately $75 billion 
in the case of Germany 8.1Ild $125 billion 
in the case of Japan. 

That ought to indicate to us that we 
need to do a whale of a lot more than 
simply balancing the budget if we do 
really want to control inflation. I hope 
that by balancing the budegt we will then 
be able to redirect the country's attention 
to some of the more fundamental needs 
that we must address if we are going to 
in fact whip inflation. 

We perhaps then might get some at
tention to the necessity to reform our 
transportation system in this country, to 
remove some of the economic irrationali
ties which exist there. We might then 
get some more attention paid to what we 
to reform the way we deliver medical care 
in this country, to promote group prac
tice and other methods by which we can 
bring medical costs down. We might even 
get some more attention paid to what we 
really have to do on energy if we want to 
reduce that portion of the inflationary 
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pressure which we have in this oountry 
at the present time. 

D 1650 
Mr. Chairman, I would also like to 

address my remarks to both the Udall 
amendment and the resolution in gen
eral. 

To the Members of the House who 
voted for my amendment last week, let 
me say that I appreciate that support. 
This budget resolution is not the budget 
resolution which I want. I deeply believe 
it does fall too heavily on the shoulders 
of the poor. It does not do enough to at
tack some of the real economic problems 
we have. I worked as hard as I could on 
my amendment to change it, and so did 
a lot of you. But that amendment lost 
by 12 votes. 

We have another battle coming down 
the line, and that is the battle in con
ference with the Senate. As the Members 
know, that Senate resolution is substan
tially below the House resolution on do
mestic programs for the jobless, the poor, 
and the ill. It is substantially above the 
House resolution on Pentagon spending. 

In my judgment, Members of this 
House who want that final conference 
report to reflect the values of the House 
rather than the Senate budget resolution 
ought to in the end support the resolu
tion as it now exists. I think the best way 
we can strengthen the House position in 
conference, in dealing with what I con
sider to be an atrocious State resolution, 
is to have broad support for this resolu
tion when it leaves the House all across 
the political spectrum. If not, you weaken 
the ability of the House committee to de
fend the House priority structure in that 
conference committee. 

I would urge you to vote against the 
Udall amendment and to vote for the res
olution on final passage. I would say that 
those who are thinking about voting 
against this resolution, whatever the out
come of the Udall amendment, will have 
plenty of time to review the final prod
uct when it comes back from -conference. 
You will have plenty of time · to deter
mine whether or not it is a fair product 
which you can take to the country. 

If you really want to get the country's 
attention focused on some of the real 
economic programs we are going to have 
to deal with if we are going to lick infla
tion in this country over the next 10 
years, I would suggest that at this time 
you stick with the committee and vote 
for the cpmmittee resolution on final 
passage. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, the 
Congress is once again entering its yearly 
effort to formulate a budget for the Fed
eral Government. As in past years the 
rhetoric of · the budget process is laced 
with reference to how the budget will 
bring real relief to the taxpayer, and 
how the budget will be an exercise in :fts
cal responsibility. Somehow this optimis
tic rhetoric gives way to the demands of 
big government. The final shape of the 
budget will be more of the same high 
tax, high spending that has been the 
norm for many years in Washington. 
Why does this happen year after year? 
How can a Congress that was elected in 
the year of Proposition 13 and the tax 

revolt end up spending record amounts 
of taxpayers money? 

Part of the blame can and does fall 
on the bureaucracy. The GSA fraud and 
the other examples of waste have been 
cited many times in this Chamber. This 
year the President added his own role to 
the budget ibusting process by offering 
:flve different budget packages in less 
than 4 months. This confusion of pack
ages has been an easy mark of those 
who want to focus blame for why we 
have a budget no one wants funded by 
a tax burden no one can bear. The bu
reaucratic or Carter incompetence ex
cuses still do not provide a full explana
tion of why this year's budget is going 
to look just like every other year's 
budget. No matter how much time is ex
pended on the rhetoric of :flscal respon
sibility or on the actual House considera
tion of the budget it is almost a 
certainty that :ftscal year 1981 will waste 
just as much money, encounter just as 
much fraud, and burden just as many 
taxpayers as other recent budgets. In 
fact, there is a high probability that :fts
cal year 1981 will exceed its predecessors 
in these categories. 

Why then does the growth of the Fed
eral budget, and its related burden on 
the taxpayer, persist in quantum annual 
expansions? The answer lies in the proc
ess itself. Born out of a desire to reform 
the budget process in 1974 the current 
system is a blue print for failure. During 
the course of the congressional budget 
cycle the present system will eliminate 
accountability, obscure responsibility, 
and call into question the reliability of 
the numbers and statistics used. These 
:flaws stem from the faulty assumptions 
in the original reform and in the blatant 
efforts to co-opt the system once the 
:flscal roof began to cave in on the big 
spenders in Congress. No matter which 
programs voters want promoted or how 
big a budget taxpayers want to pay for 
the current state of budgeting in the 
House is an embarassment that should 
appall anyone who desires good govern
ment for their money. 

Originally, the budget process spelled 
out in 1974 encompassed all spending of 
the Federal Government. This compre
hensive approach was to be embodied in 
two resolutions. One to b.e passed in 
May to provide general targets for spend
ing and one passed in September that 
created binding ceilings for appropria
tions. A process of reconciliation between 
standing committees and the budget 
ceilings was also instituted to allow for 
adequate time to hold the line on agreed
upon spending levels. Thi.s system im
mediately ran into a problem in the 
House. Many Congressmen dislike say
ing no to pleas from interest groups for 
more spending. The original process of 
allowing the Congress to blame the 
budget ceilings set earlier for their de
cisions gave way to a headlong effort to 
:flnd ways around the ceilings. The bind
ing power of the second budget resolu
tion collapsed as standing committees 
refused to commit to reconciliation. 
Finally, a third budget resolution came 
into being. This allowed the Congress to 
simply total up all of its spending and 
report out a resolution showing revised 

budget ceilings reflective of the new, 
higher totals. In effect, the House re
signed itself to returning to the pre-1974 
budget process without formally doing 
so. 

If the failure of the budget process 
would have stopped there everything 
could have been out in the open and the 
voters could have decided whether or not 
the failure was unavoidable or whether 
new Congressmen were needed to hold 
the spending line. Unfortunately, many 
incumbents were hesitant to allow the 
voters such a clear choice. Instead of 
scrapping the 1974 system, a series of 
"reforms" took place to maintain the 
veneer of a budget process while allowing 
spending to go on unchecked. 

The first breakthrough to muddy the 
budgetary waters was to allow off-budget 
items to be resurrected. These accounts, 
located in three Cabinet Departments 
and two agencies will amount to $24.1 
billion for :flscal year 1981 in budget au
thority and $18 billion in outlays. While 
there are some offsetting receipts in 
these accounts they still amount to a 
major deficit that is not included in the 
overall budget. The growth of off-budget 
items has simpli:fled the process of mak
ing the budget look a little smaller and a 
little more in balance than it really is. 

Another breakthrough was the third 
budget resolution and supplemental ap
propriations. It is unrealistic to expect 
that a multibillion-dollar budget may 
not need adjustments during the course 
of the budget year. Fuel costs, natural 
disasters, economic downturns and other 
factors may cause the need for additional 
funds to be appropriated in one account 
or some reprograming to take place 
between two accounts. However, these 
realities of budgeting have served as an 
easy opportunity to have the first and 
second budget resolutions become just 
political documents. In late April each 
year the House can make a great show 
out of holding the line on spending or, 
in the case of :flscal year 1981, having a 
balanced budget. 

By the fall when the second resolution 
comes around it is increasingly difficult 
for the House to stand by the many 
times ludicrous levels passed in the giddy 
weeks of April. Instead of having to go 
on record capitulating to the spending 
sprees of the standing committees the 
second budget resolution gives a little 
ground, but still upholds the figures of 
April. Sometimes outrageous steps are 
taken to maintain fantasy in the face of 
reality. For :fiscal year 1980 various 
amendments were added to the second 
budget resolution by the Budget Com
mittee to keep the deficit under $30 bil
lion. Among them an assumption that 
$300 million would be saved by hospital 
cost containment. This bill was not even 
on the House floor at the time the 
amendment passed. Today it has still not 
moved in the Senate though the House 
passed a weakened version. Another 
amendment discovered a $2 billion sav
ings for "the earlier effect of cash man
agement initiatives," whatever that 
meant to its proponents. What it ac
tually meant was that $2 billion was to 
be cut out of the de:flcit by a stroke of 
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an accountant's pen. No real cut and no 
real saving occurred, except it did sound 
good in the press. A third amendment 
cut of $1.5 billion from the deficit by 
adding that amount as a "technical 
adjustment" to the revenues. The re
sult was a tight sounding budget with a 
$29.2 billion deficit. 

What happened to the second budget 
resolution for fiscal year 1980? Addi
tional spending burst through the ceil
ings by $19.1 billion, creating an addi
tional $8.5 billion in the deficit. Instead 
of forcing the House to face up to. its 
outrageous assumptions of the second 
resolution by having a vote on a third 
resolution, the Budget Committee placed 
the third resolution in the first resolu
tion for fiscal year 1981. The Rules Com
mittee then obliged the Budget Commit
tee by preventing a separate vote on the 
third resolution. If all of this sounds 
confusing, it is. Just as confusing an 
enemy aids the winning of a battle so 
does confusion of the voters make it 
easier for Congress to move ahead on 
spending without the need to account for 
itself. 

The :flood of new spending eventually 
has to be paid for. In the Federal Gov
ernment this payment is in the form 
of newly printed inflated dollars. The 
accounting for these cheaper dollars 
comes in the national debt. The size of 
the national debt used to be a few bil
lion dollars with savings bonds and other 
Government securities accounting for a 
majority of the debt. Now the national 
debt is approaching a trillion dollars. 
This figure has been dismissed as unim
portant by many economists who believe 
the debt is "money we owe ourselves" 
anyway so there is no need to worry 
about its size. However, as of fiscal year 
1981 the interest payments alone on the 
national debt will reach $83.6 billion. 
That means more tax revenues or more 
usurping of private capital just to pay 
interest. 

The size of the national debt, therefore, 
became another embarrassment for the 
Congress. It is di1fioult to posture as a 
fiscal conservative if there have to be 
votes to increase the debt ceilings every 
now and then. At first the Congress tried 
brinkmanship. The Treasury allowed the 
money supplies to run down to nothing 
and then alarm bells would ring around 
Washington. "The Government must de
fault or the bureaucrats go without pay," 
would come the cry. "Benefits would be 
cut off," would be another cry. In the end 
the debt ceiling would be raised in the 
name of saving the republic. 

This did not work last fiscal year. Too 
many in the House began to understand 
the brinkmanship game. They consid
ered it an affront to the taxpayers and 
issued stem warnings well in advance 
of the brinkmanship ploy that either 
spending be held within its limits or they 
would stand by and let it all hit the fan. 
Thankfully for the big spenders, the 
Budget Committee and the Rules Com
mittee discovered a new method of duck
ing the debt issue. A provision was passed 
as part of a rule to the second budget 
resolution of fiscal year 1980 to allow 
some unelected clerk of the House to 
simply erase the debt limits and allow 

the ceiling to rise as the red ink piled up. 
This passed, so now there is no need to 
put the House through the embarrass
ment of showing the taxpayers it does 
not know how to add; only some un
elected clerk gets that onus. 

The' debt limit avoidance will not be 
enough to satisfy the electorate in 1980. 
Proposition 13 and the tax revolt have 
forced the concept of a balanced budget 
into the political agenda. This year there 
has been a boom in balanced budgets. 
The President issued a balanced budget, 
on his third try, and the Budget Commit
tee did him one better by reporting out 
a small surplus. What is incredible about 
both of these balanced budgets is that 
spending actually goes up by record 
amounts. How could this happen? Two 
very harmful ploys were used to fashion 
the balancing acts. The first was some 
more of the accounts manipulations that 
were used in the second resolution of 
fiscal year 1980. Assumptions were made 
that were dubious, such as underestimat
ing inflation. Programs were delayed 
until the end of the fiscal year 1981 year, 
thereby assuring a third resolution for 
fiscal year 1981. 

The second damaging ploy used was 
the cruel fiction that the budget is bal
anced at all. To cover the giant leaps in: 
spending giant leaps in taxation are in
cluded. The windfall profits tax, the oil 
import tax, and other tax·es that the con
sumers will have to face in the form of 
higher prices are included. Higher taxes 
under social security and higher tax 
rates because of intlation forcing incomes 
into higher tax brackets make an appear
ance. For fiscal year 1981 the increase in 
the tax burden, not counting infiation 
burden, will be close to $100 billion. The 
balanced budget, therefore, is only bal
anced by confiscating more money from 
the incomes of taxpayers. 

It is no wonder that the voters are 
confused and the taxpayers bewildered. 
The rhetoric says one thing, the figures 
say another, and the final outcome will be 
yet another. In the end the taxpayer pays 
more and gets less service, the Govern..; 
ment gets bigger and does less, and the 
big spenders in Congress get off scot free 
because few people understand what hap
pened. This is no way to run a govern
ment and no way to budget. Unfortu~ 
nately, the system has been created to 
fail. It is up to the voters to demand 
elected officials commit themselves to 
building a system that works. 

Mr. Chairman, this House is in the 
process of creating a budget for fiscal 
year 1981. Unfortunately, the process of 
budgeting tax dollars and holding spend
ing to that budget has been an utter 
failure. In fact, I would have to say that 
it has been a cruel sham on the taxpayers 
of this Nation. In the last 5 years, we 
have had to have three third budget 
resolutions to allow unbridled spending 
to exceed the levels of the second budget 
resolution. This year we are not even 
allowing a separate vote on the third 
budget resolution. In past years this 
House has allowed the national debt to 
climb without any effort to stop the 
spending spree. This year we will not 
have any votes on the debt as last year 
the House voted to just let things take 

their course. This year we supposedly 
have a balanced budget, but it is bal
anced only by juggling figures which 
wlll inevitably lead to a fourth third 
budget resolution next year and because 
almost $100 billion in new tax burdens 
have been placed on our citizens. This 
process is a sick joke on the American 
public, and no one is laughing. 

The legacy of failure of the budget 
process is a legacy of waste within the 
Federal Government. Since the Congress 
refuses to be held accountable for over
spending the bureaucracy sees no need 
to hold itself responsible either. Every 
year billions of dollars of taxpayers' 
money are wasted because of fraud that 
goes unpunished, inefficiency that goes 
uncriticized, and unnecessary spending 
that goes unchecked. The examples of 
such waste have become common fixtures 
in daily news. Their burden on the tax
payer and on the efficiency of vital Gov
ernment services are also well known. 
Since everyone knows about waste and 
the harm it does to this Nation, why 
does it persist? In fact, it seems to wow 
each year. 

The reason waste exists and spreads in 
the Federal Government is the budget 
process is presently incapable of identi
fying and addressing the problem. Part 
of this problem is the nature of govern
ment itself. Bureaucracy has a vested 
interest in self-preservation. Since gov
ernment supposedly exists because there 
is a problem that needs solving, solving 
the problem can ·be the fastest way to 
end the life of a given agency. The Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration was considered the star among 
bureaucracies in the 1960's. It received 
all the money it needed and was lavished 
in publicity and compliments. Once it 
had succeeded in landing a man on the 
Moon it was destined for oblivion. · To
day NASA has to fight for its life and 
suffers from both obscurity and budget 
cuts. Such are the rewards for success in 
Washington. 

Therefore, failure is its own reward in 
the world of big government. If poverty, 
or urban decay are still around at the 
end of a fiscal year, then both future 
existence and future expansion of the 
agency in charge are assured. In some 
cases, criteria to define the problems are 
changed to assure that a problem is still 
around. This has happened with unem
ployment statistics and with food stamp 
eligibility. A case could be made that 
many programs used to address these 
issues may not exist or would be phased 
down if the original criteria were still in 
place. 

The games bureaucrats play do not 
fully explain why waste persists. The 
96th Congress was trumpeted as the 
"Oversight Congress." By definition this 
implies that the Congress would cut 
through the bureaucratic gamesmanship 
and ask pointed questions about why 
programs exist and what could be done 
differently if existence was justified. 
Except in isolated cases this attempt at 
oversight has failed. A Department of 
Education was narrowly approved in the 
face of clear evidence that it was not 
needed and could possibly hurt educa
tion in America. The Department of En-
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ergy spends more dollars yet the Nation 
has less energy. Other programs with 
recent records of waste have received ad
ditional funds. How can this happen? 

One of the key elements of the failure 
for Congress to exercise oversight is that 
information on Government finances is 
not complete. This may be hard to un
derstand in a city seemingly awash with 
information. However, the present budg
et system works against full knowledge 
of the information necessary to conduct 
oversight on programs. 

One of the building blocks for the 
Federal budget is the Treasury account 
number. These 11-digit numbers serve in 
the same way checking account numbers 
do to identify where dollars go in the 
bureaucracy. Treasury account numbers 
are on all documents sent to Capitol Hill 
by the bureaucracy during budget time. 
They are also in the massive appendix to 
the budget issued by the President. How
ever, once these numbers come to the 
Hill they virtually disappear. The budget 
resolutions do list the general function 
numbers, but these are only the last 
three digits of the Treasury numbers. By 
the time authorization and appropriation 
bills reach the fioor of the House no 
Treasury numbers appear at all. In fact 
the moneys within these accounts are 
usually rearranged in the form of legis
lative titles that correspond to statutory 
language. 

Why are Treasury accounts impor
tant? If a bill comes to the House fioor 
and the House wishes to identify a spe
cific program being administered by a 
specific agency it can sometimes take 
hours of research to track the informa
tion. To track how many Treasury ac
counts may be part of a general effort to 
eradicate a problem and to identify the 
actual amounts of Federal dollars being 
spent could take days. When you consid
er that there are over 1,000 Treasury ac
count numbers there could be years 
worth of man-hours involved in any sin
gle effort to conduct oversight over the 
expenditure of funds. Given the small 
staffs of individual Members and the 
severe time constraints on the House 
when first the budget and then a moun
tain of funding bills reach the fioor all 
at once, there is virtually no way over
sight can be conducted on a broad scale. 
Why then are Treasury numbers deleted 
from funding legislation? By deleting 
the numbers the power of information 
becomes focused in the hands of the bu
reaucracy and the majority staffs of the 
Budget and Appropriations Committees. 
The smaller minority staffs of these 
committees confront the same con
straints of resources as do Member of
fices. The result is that unless a Member 
wants to take the staff's word on how 
money is being spent either vast 
amounts of time must be spent recheck
ing the figures or the attempt is aban
doned. 

The importance of Treasury accounts 
is underscored by the perennial question 
of "where do you cut the budget?" Every 
year Members out of frustration with the 
growth of Government of!er across the 
board spending cuts. These are always 

met with opposition because they are 
supposedly "meat ax" approaches. The 
reason they are across the board cuts 
and not specific is because in any given 
funding bill it is impossible to break the 
money down by accounts to make the 
specific cut. By keeping the information 
on treasury accounts difficult to compile 
the big spenders assure that meat ax 
cuts will be offered. 

Without easy access to Treasury ac
counts Members of Congress must em
bark into oversight without the necessary 
maps. This places all but a chosen few 
at a great disadvantage in confronting 
the vague statements of agency spokes
men and of the chairmen of the stand
ing committees. Unless a Member or his 
or her staff wish to devote hours to de
ciphering Treasury documents and man
ually indexing the funds with the 
accounts and then cross-indexing these 
figures with both agency organization 
charts and bill language can there be 
even a rudimentary attempt at oversight. 
This is not to say oversight does not 
occur. However, it does answer the 
question of why no comprehensive over
sight has succeeded. 

With the fiow of funds so muddied by 
several layers of legislative language and 
the clear tracking of funds difficult at 
best it is no wonder that many programs 
can slip through each year regardless of 
the best efforts put forth by budget cut
ters. Efforts to cut through the launder
ing of Federal funds have met with 
opposition by both the big spenders and 
the bureaucrats. Efforts to have the 
highly touted Inspector General reports 
from the various agencies coded by 
Treasury acounts have not met with any 
success. Efforts to have the Treasury 
numbers listed in the budget resolution 
reports or in the funding bill reports 
have gone nowhere. In other words, for 
all the rhetoric about oversight, nothing 
has been done to open up the one key to 
information about Federal funds that 
would make oversight a reality. 

With Members of Congress forced to 
chip away at the Federal bureaucracy 
with inadequate tools the opportunity for 
the big spenders and the bureaucrats to 
run rampant with tax dollars is ample. 
One of the most successful methods of 
pushing big spending without looking like 
big spendL'lg is being pushed is using 
the old "Who's on first" routine. When 
an authorization bill comes to the fioor 
a proponent argues against a spending 
cut because it should be made in the 
appropriation bill. When the correspond
ing appropriation bill comes to the fioor 
the same proponent tells the budget cut
ter that the cut should have been made 
on the authorization bill. The reason 
given is that the commitment to spend 
has already been made, therefore, the 
hands of Congress are tied. When, in 
the case of the International Develop
ment Bank authorization, the budget cut 
is offered to the authorization bill and 
the budget cutter states openly that the 
appropriation bill will be too late to cut 
the funds the proponents retort that it is 
already too late because the authoriza
tion is of itself the implementing of a 
previous commitment. In the end the 

spending goes through yet everyone can 
point the finger at a previous action. 

Another way to promote spending has 
been the brinksmanship act. A Federal 
bureaucracy goes about spending money 
and expands eligibility over and above 
congressionally mandated levels. The bu
reaucracy usually finds some expan
sionary loophole in the original legisla
tion that can be interpreted to cover the 
new expenditures. When the agency is 
about to run out of funds it comes to the 
Congress and states that unless more 
funds are authorized certain groups will 
go unfunded. In the case of food stamps 
this ploy is used to perfection. Each year 
the food stamp rolls expand without ex
plicit congressional mandate, but when 
the money runs out the food stamp bu
reaucrats immediately list the original 
target groups as the ones who will be hurt 
unless extra funds are approved. This 
very event will happen in Congress in the 
near future. The bureaucrats always 
state that they cannot separate the funds 
for recipients to cut the newer groups 
and always state that they have no time 
to readjust if money is not forthcoming. 
In October 1979 the USDA tipped its 
hand by stating it was going to try 
brinksmanship on food stamps. At that 
time I called attention to this fact. In 
a few weeks Members of Congress will 
express surprise and alarm to the pro
gram running out of funds and maybe 
they will succeed in stampeding the 
House into buying the "wolf cry" one 
more time. 

The brinksmanship players, the self-
preservationists, and the information 
withholders have all become permanent 
fixtures in the world of budgeting. They 
work in all program areas, some that lib
erals like and some conservatives might 
like. The bottom line to their existence 
and their success is that the system of 
budgeting fails to allocate resources in 
an open, or knowledgeable manner. In 
the end the system suffers and the tax
payer suffers. Until something is done to 
stop the waste, by opening up access to 
the necessary tools, the status quo will 
continue. The Congress can change that 
status quo. To do so may eliminate some 
of the alibis used when spending and 
taxation goes beyond the limits of reason 
and it would eliminate some of the old 
boy networks that have arisen in Wash
ington between big spenders and bureau
crats, but it would bring better govern
ment to the Nation. I think most people 
would consider that a positive tum of 
events. 

Mr. Chairman, the American taxpayer 
is bewildered by the record rise in Fed
eral spending. In fiscal year 1969 the 
Federal budget was only $184 billion. At 
that time the boom in domestic programs 
and in the Vietnam war were at their 
height. For 1981, when America is at 
peace, but with its defenses at the lowest 
level in recent memory, the budget is at 
$628 billion. Many beleaguered taxpay
ers wonder how so much money could 
be spent in such a short time and yet 
there seems to be no improvement in 
what they receive from their Govern
ment. In fact it seems that with infla
tion at record levels, interest rates at 
record levels, and bureaucracy tying up 
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productivity that things have actually 
gotten much worse as Government 
spending increased. 

The rate Government spends tax dol
lars is becoming ludicrous. Just a few 
blocks from here the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce has what they call a Federal 
spending clock. The clock has two faces 
and a large tote board. The smaller clock 
face has a hand that sweeps past ticking 
off every time $10,000 is spent by the 
Federal Government. The hand sweeps 
by so fast it is hard to keep track of. It 
only takes a half second for the hand to 
sweep by once. On the larger clock a little 
light :flashes every time $100,000 is spent. 
A light :flashes every 5.8 seconds. Every 
58 seconds a beep is heard which docu
ments another million dollars being 
spent. That is almost hard to imagine. 

My colleague from California, Mr. 
RoussELOT, documented back in Febru
ary that the Federal Government now 
spends more every second than the aver
age family of four makes in a year. That 
works out to $17,364 per second. This 
:figure is for fiscal year 1980. I am sure 
the spending per second will go much 
higher in fiscal year 1981. These two ex
amples: A clock hand sweeping by at 
ever increasing velocity and a figure 
showing spending higher than earnings 
begin to indicate that matters are clearly 
getting out of hand on Federal spending. 
The taxpayer knew this fact years ago. 
However, every election year the tax
payers who are mad in April over their 

. tax burden are confused in November by 
the mountain of rhetoric where every in
cumbent is able to say they voted to cut 
spending and hold the line on taxation. 
The voter gets further .confused when 
they read remarks by the President or a 
bureaucrat regarding how they are doing 
all they can to cut spending and to hold 
the line on Government growth. If every
one is cutting spending and holding 
the line how come things are out of con
trol? This has become a major quandary 
for the taxPayer who watches his or her 
paycheck shrivel up to virtually nothing 
as withholding taxes cut bigger portions 
out each year and inflation eliminates 
their buying power. What is going on? 

In other remarks I have made re
cently, I have tried to explain how the 
system of budgeting hampers any real 
efforts to cut Government growth. The 
bureaucracy has its own games of insti
tutional survival that defeats the system. 
In the Congress the budget process ends 
up being an exercise in frustration as fig
ures get juggled and bills get passed no 
matter what is done by the budget cut
ters. In the attempt to have oversight 
over big government the tools to conduct 
adequate program review are either non
existent or unavailable save to a select 
few. 

What can be done? The first thing is 
to remember that the tools to cut the 
budget already exist. There is no need for 
sunset laws, or for zero based budgeting, 
or for any other new reform to be passed. 
The Congress has the tools to do all that 
needs to be done at this very moment. 
The only thing lacking is the courage to 
use the tools. Sunset can be accomplished 
by simply not voting funds for a given 

program or agency. In the case of the 
Federal Trade Commission the agency 
was legally sunsetted 3 years ago. Only 
the hesitancy of Congress to shut tbe 
rogue agency down and pursue other 
means of protecting the consumer has 
prevented sunset from happening. As 
long as emergency appropriations are 
passed to prolong the FTC life the Con
gress is on record circumventing the sun
set apparatus it was given in the Consti
tution through having the power of the 
purse. 

Zero-based budgeting is another ex
ample of fallacy covering fact. If a man
ager is a good one he or she will always 
begin from the standpoint that their job 
and agency are expendable. From that 
"zero base" an analysis takes place to 
see if there is still a need for their or 
their agency's existence, and, if so, in 
what form. In Washington institutional 
survival is the name of the game. No 
bureaucrat in his or her right mind would 
consider themselves expendable. Last 
year the major snowstorm buried the 
capital in 28 inches of snow. The head 
of the civil service issued an announce
ment that only necessary personnel 
should come in to work until the snow 
was cleared away. Immediately the phone 
lines into Washington were flooded with 
frantic calls from bureaucrats inquiring 
if they were necessary personnel. In this 
type of survival mentality environment 
there is no way zero-based budgeting will 
ever occur on a grand scale. 

That leaves the Congress as the sole 
protector of the treasury. Only if Con
gress holds the line will spending be held 
within reason. But I have already stated 
that the system is designed to fail, be
cause most big spenders do not want to 
be on record voting big tax burdens to 
their constituents year after year. How 
then can the Congress stop the growth 
of Government? It does have the tools, 
but how will it get the courage? 

The first thing forgotten in the budget 
process is the fact that the Congress 
serves its constituents, not the bureauc
racy. This fact seems to be forgotten 
during budget time. Only bureaucrats 
and the professional constituents are 
heard when it comes to spending the 
Nation's wealth. The bureaucrats are 
heard because it is their collective neck 
that is on the line if Congress decides 
to listen to the taxpayer instead of the 
tax wasters. The professional constituent 
is another matter. A cottage industry has 
arisen in Washington for countless 
groups posturing as speaking for the 
"voter" or the "taxPayer" or the "con
sumer." These groups are sometimes only 
one or two individuals with a computer 
mailing list for fundraising who make 
a living of testifying on behalf of the 
Nation. There are many groupg that will 
state openly the size of their constituency 
based on membership rolls and do not 
posture beyond those bounds. There are 
many others, however, that say they 
speak for millions when they speak only 
for themselves. Congress has fallen into 
the trap of listening and believing these 
self-styled advocates. The result is that 
the view of reality in Washington is 
warped. The first thing Congress should 

do is begin to listen to its real constitu
ents and not to the professionals, who 
have vested interests in keeping big gov
ernment big. 

The change in Congress responsive
ness to America will only come if the 
voters force that change. Change will 
only come if the voters are informed 
about what is really going on. The change 
will only take place if the Congress opens 
up its budget system to allow for the fiow 
of vital information to all Members of 
Congress. The use of Treasury account 
numbers in all budget documents will 
allow any Member to locate specific data 
on specific funds and to assess their effec
tiveness. This is not now available. A 
budget system that has open rules so 
Members can address speciflc issues in 
the budget should be mandatory. Who 
cares if the process. may take longer than 
it presently does? Is the object of the 
budget to allocate funds and decide on 
spending levels in an atmosphere of 
openness and full knowledge, or is it to 
see how fast big spending can be rail
roaded through? More time spent on the 
budget and on assessing all information 
in an atmosphere of openness would mean 
Congress would spend more time being 
sure existing programs functioned prop
erly instead of creating new programs 
that are bound to fail. Oversight, how
ever, is not as popular an issue as is cre
ating something new. The press is not as 
interested in fine tuning as it is in the 
big new spending package. The voter can 
help reorient the Congress in November. 

Another tool that would be crucial in 
cutting Government spending and con
ducting oversight is current services. 
Current services is ' a term used to de
scribe the amount of services being car
ried out by a given agency in light of 
congressional mandate. Each year the 
funding level for providing current serv
ices goes up the rate of inflation set 
by the omce of Management and Budget 
(OMB). Any funding over the level of 
current services is an expansion of the 
program by the bureaucracy. Only after 
the Congress has acted on this new level 
will that become the current service level 
for future years. Unfortunately, current 
service figures are lumped in with expan
sion above current services when they are 
presented on the floor of the House. This 
is called budget creep. What happens is 
when a budget cutter offers an amend
ment to cut a given budget by a set 
amount the proponents of big spending 
state that the cut is cutting into the 
"meat" of the program. Since most 
Members do not have UP-to-date current 
services :figures, they cannot dispute this 
argument and most budget cutting 
amendments fall. This is a game that is 
played year in and year out. In fact, there 
are current services figures available. 
They are in printouts that come from the 
Congressional Budget Office and OMB. 
These printouts also list how much each 
agency is expanding ita budget above 
current services. This list is compiled by 
Treasury account number which shows, 
once again, how imporant those numbers 
are. The following is a functional list of 
the original printout on current services 
for the fiscal year 1981 budget: 
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CARTER ADMINISTRATION PROPOSALS (FISCAL YEAR 1981) 

COMPARISON WITH CURRENT SERVICES 

Bud~et 
authonty Outlays 
(billions) (billions) Budget function 

050 Defense __ -- -- ---------- ------ -- +13. 065 
150 International affairs ______ ______ __ + . 686 
250 General science_ ___________ __ ___ _ +. 148 

n~ ~~E~~~~~-i"~~=h=;~;i~i=-~= = = == == = = 1: !!i 
400 Transportation ____ -------- ------ +1. 975 
450 Community and regional develop- + . 

839 

+8.565 
+.148 
+.128 

+1.368 
+.603 
+.055 
+.812 

+ . 403 
5oo Ed~c~~}.;ii; --tf-airlirii --ani:i--sociar 

• services __ -- ------ ---- --- - ---- +3. 278 +1. 582 
550 Health __________ ________ ________ /s: ~ll +. 685 

~~~ ~~~~~~:1ceu:~~ts== ============== +. 545 +~: ~~~ 
750 Administration of justice_______ ___ +. 092 +. 048 
800 General government____ ___ _____ __ +. 096 +. 097 
850 General purpose fiscal assistance__ + 1. 153 + 1. 153 

~~ ~~f~~:~ces_--~~== ====== ==== = = === = --+2~ooo ____ +i~soo 
TotaL __ ______ __ ________ ____ __ +34. 759 +20.480 
Total (minus defense function) ___ +21. 694 +11. 915 

These figures show that it is possible 
to eliminate $34.7 billion in budget au
thority without cutting into the "meat" 
of any program. It works out to $21.6 
billion, if it is decided that the military 
increases are needed. In fact, the Con
gress could decide the merits of each 
function expansion above current serv
ices. Instead this entire analysis is not 
even discussed during House considera
tion of the budget. Budget creep is sim
ply assumed, added in, and covered up_ 

Current services provide a method by 
which the Congress can truly assess the 
growth of Government. If the Congress 
decided it wanted to hold the line on 
spending it could cut the $34.7 billion and 
have a larger budget cut than any cur
rently being advocated for fiscal year 
1981. This, therefore, is how the budget 
can grow even with large sounding budg
et cuts. If you cut $18 billion from the 
budget, you still have an expansion by 
a similar amount through budget creep. 
This is a rather startling finding. What 
is even more amazing is that the 
bureaucracy, the Carter administration, 
and several key leaders of the majority 
party have known about this all along. 
On the other hand, it took the hard 
work of staff people from Congressman 
BAUMAN's o:mce and a number of aides 
from other oftlces almost a year to dis
cover and analyze this material. Is it no 
Wt>nder that the budget grows, and over
sight fails when this type of coverup is 
going on? 

In the future course of the fiscal year 
1981 budget process I plan to offer mo
tions and amendments that will try to 
force this Congress to open up its budg
et process and to tell the American tax
payer what is really happening to their 
money. It is an effort that may take more 
than this year to do. A number of other 
Members who share my commitment to 
open Government and accountable deci
sionmaking have already expressed a 
deep interest in bringing responsibility 
back to the budget. This is the alternative 
we offer. It is not specific cuts, but a 
method of opening up Government so 
that, in the future, decisions are made 
with full knowledge. From that base Gov
ernment will be brought under control, 
and taxes will be eased_ I hope a majority 
of my colleagues concur. 

OXXVI-641-Part 8 

• Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, al
though I support a balanced budget, I 
strongly oppose the budget resolution 
and the misplaced priorities and the 
geographic and social inequities that it 
contains. 

This budget resolution will cut pro
grams that provide essential services and 
support for financially troubled cities, 
for the elderly, for mass transit, for the 
unemployed, for the fight against crime, 
and for needy children. The budget res
olution will severely limit the eligibility 
of persons for current programs, such as 
food stamps and low-income energy as
sistance. At the same time, it will delay 
the effective date of new initiatives, such 
as the youth education employment 
initiative and the child health assurance 
program. I proposed amendments that 
would have improved the budget resolu
tion by restoring funding for many of 
those programs, but those amendments 
were not permitted to be offered under 
the rule and as a result we have had no 
chance to discuss the changes I pro
posed. 

I am also concerned that this budget 
resolution accepts the idea that higher 
unemployment is a requirement for re
ducing inflation. Our experience during 
the last 19 years, during which this Na
tion has experienced both a growing 
level of unemployment and an accelerat
ing rate of inflation, has proven that 
that notion is bankrupt. In the 1960's, 
unemployment averaged 4.8 percent, and 
the Consumer Price Index increased at 
an annual rate of 2.5 percent. During 
the 1970's, consumer prices rose at an 
average rate of 7.4 percent, but unem
ployment also increased to 6.2 percent. 
Higher unemployment has not "cured" 
inftation in the last two decades. What 
makes us think that an unemployment 
rate of 7.6 percent will cure inflation 
next year? 

Moreover, I oppose the budget resolu
tion because it is geographically biased. 
While it cuts or eliminates programs that 
are essential to the Northeast and the 
Midwest, such as the State share of rev
enue sharing and countercyclical assist
ance, it leaves virtually untouched those 
pork-barrel expenditures that benefit the 
South and West. As a result of the re
ductions in this budget resolution, New 
York State is expected to lose close to 
$800 million. Of that amount, more than 
$200 million will be lost to New York 
City alone. These are not minor cuts in 
insignificant programs. These cuts are 
major, and they will reduce our ability 
to fight crime, to conserve energy and 
to rebuild our deteriorating cities. 

Yet, at the same time that it forces 
cities and States like New York into even 
tighter financial straits, the budget res
olution mutely accepts and condones the 
growing transfer of wealth in this coun
try from the East to the West. 

As a result of the decontrol of oil prices 
and the exemption of State royalties and 
severance taxes from the windfall profit 
tax, the revenues of the oil-producing 
States are expected to increase by $128 
billion over the next 10 years. Applying 
the windfall profit tax to those revenues, 
as ·my second amendment to the budget 
resolution would have proposed would 

generate more than $10 billion by 1990-
and would still leave the oil producing 
States with $118 billion in increased rev
enues. 

That $10 billion would be more than 
enough to fund the States' share of r_ev
enue sharing if that program were lrm
ited to those States that are experienc
ing significant fiscal distress or that will 
be really hard hit by the country's re
cession. It could also be used to fund 
programs to promote the economic de
velopment of the Northeast and Mid
west. 

Like a domestic version of OPEC, the 
oil-producing States will be able to use 
their vast revenues to increase services, 
to attract industry, and to lower other 
taxes. Alaska has already begun that 
process by abolishing its income tax and 
paying cash dividends to its citizens. And, 
like a domestic version of the Third 
World, the Northeast and the Midw~st 
will be importing ever more expensive 
fuel, and will continue to need massive 
Federal assistance. 

My third principal objection to the 
budget resolution is that it fails to ad
dress the problems of our cities and the 
need for massive reinvestment in our 
cities. Over the next decade we must re
build our mass transit systems, we must 
develop incentives for private industry 
to remain and grow and provide jobs in 
our older cities. And we must rebuild the 
infrastructure of streets and bridges and 
water mains and sewers that make life 
in urban areas possible. What does this 
budget resolution do about these prob
lems? Unfortunately, instead of fully 
funding mass transit, it calls for appro
priations $100 million less than the level 
authorized under current law. It reduces 
funds for new economic development pro
grams by 50 percent, despite the view of 
the Public Works and Transportation 
Committee that "Federal assistance to 
economically distressed areas should be 
increased rather than curtailed." It de
lays grants for sewer rehabilitation and 
improved wastewater treatment. And it 
delays research and development for 
new, alternative energy sources that 
would free the Northeast from depend
ence on both the domestic and foreign 
versions of OPEC. 

Finally, this budget does not confront 
the endemic problem of waste and mis
management in the Federal bureaucracy. 
The report of the Budget Committee 
notes that the President's January 
budget included about $30 billion for 
personnel compensation, benefits, and 
overhead costs. From that figure, the 
committee cut only $954 million, or a 
mere 3 percent. In spite of the fact that 
the budget will eliminate such impor
tant and useful programs as LEAA, 
there are no specific reductions for some 
of the wasteful and useless activities of 
the Federal Government, such as exces
sive printing and publication costs, movie 
production, and nonessential travel. If 
we adopt this budget resolution, we will 
reduce child nutrition programs, but 
there will be no freeze on the construc
tion of Federal buildings. GAO has 
shown that the use of consultants is 
abused throughout the Federal bureauc
racy, yet the budget reduces programs 
with a direct effect on peoples' lives, 
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while agencies like the Department of 
Energy will still be able to spend 80 per
cent of its remaining budget on con
sultant contracts. 

For these reasons the misplaced prior
ities in the budget, the failure to treat 
all regions of the country equally, the 
absence of an urban program, and the 
failure to focus necessary cuts on proven 
waste and proven inefficiency I cannot 
support the budget resolution, and I urge 
its defeat.• 
• Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairm!:\n, I must 
register my opposition to this budget 
resolution, and I ask my colleagues to 
join me in voting "no" on final passage 
for the following reasons: 
THE GIAIMO BUDGET IS "BALANCED" THROUGH 

AN INCREDIBLE TAX INCREASE 

As we all know, there are two good 
reasons for supporting a balanced 
budget: 

The first is that deficits tempt, and 
in extreme cases force, the Government 
to monetize the debt, which causes 
in:fiation. 

The second is that heavy Government 
borrowing "crowds out" the private bor
rowing of available savings, with a 
severe negative impact on the economy. 

As long as the Federal Reserve re
mains determined to tighten up on its 
excess creation of money, the monetiza
tion of debt is not the main worry. In
stead, the object of balancing the budget 
is to keep individuals and businesses 
from getting clobbered by Government 
borrowing which siphons off potentially 
productive investment and drives up 
interest rates. 

But remember that the method of bal
ancing the budget is crucial. If a deficit 
is reduced by restraint in spending, it is 
all to the good. A dollar not spent by 
the government is a dollar not taxed, 
borrowed, or monetized. 

If the budget is balanced by a revenue 
increase caused by a rise in taxable em
ployment or productivity, this is simply 
the fiscal dividend of national prosper
ity. 

But the Giaimo budget chooses neither 
of these acceptable methods of budget 
balance. Instead, the Giaimo budget is 
"balanced" through a massive 1-year tax 
increase. In effect, this budget proposes 
to tax away the very resources that 
would have been crowded out by a deficit. 

In other words, the Giaimo budget de
stroys the very reason for balancing the 
budget. 

Why should we support a budget bal
anced by huge increases in the marginal 
tax rates on individuals and businesses? 
Why support a number of new taxes, 
especially on savings, investment in 
housing and the use of energy? In dollar 
terms, the increase in receipts due to 
raising tax rates or imposing new taxes 
in fiscal year 1981 is $69.6 billion in the 
Giaimo budget, and overall receipts are 
scheduled to increase by nearly $100 
billion. 

These are unconscionable policies to 
be proposing in the midst of a recession, 
with productivity, employment and out
put falling. 

But evert more importantly, we should 
vote against final passage because the 
Giaimo budget will not be balanced. 

All of the foregoing assumes the 
Giaimo budget, now balanced on paper, 
will be balanced in fact. Let us consider 
the more likely prospect: This budget 
will not be balanced because of the 
recession. 

When unemployment rises, there is 
virtually no way to stem the drop in 
revenues and the automatic rise in 
spending on entitlements which occur. 
The Congressional Budget Office esti
mates this combined effect at $25 to $29 
billion for each 1 percentage point rise 
in unemployment <$20 to $22 billion in 
lost revenue, and $5 to $7 billion in higher 
spending). This estimate does not in
clude the inevitable increases in dis
cretionary "antirecession" spending 
programs. 

Largely because of the deteriorating 
economic situation, the CBO already 
estimates that the President will need 
the oil import fee to balance the budget, 
and the CBO is using optimistic assump
tions about inflation and recession. 

If, in fact, the budget cannot be bal
anced for even 1 year, despite massive, 
multiple tax-rate increases, it is time 
to admit that this strategy only takes 
us further from the ·goal of consistently 
balanced budgets. 

Furthermore, a vote for the Giaimo 
budget is a vote for a deep recession. 

Whether or not you believe that the 
majority will actually succeed in balanc
ing their budget, there is no reason for 
you to vote for this budget resolution. 

If the Giaimo budget stays in balance, 
it can only do so at the expense of the 
people we are trying to protect from gov
ernment financial pressure. 

If it does not, then we have the worst 
possible combination-rising Govern
ment borrowing, rising tax rates, and 
swelling spending, while the Federal Re
serve applies the monetary brakes. 

Either way, the Giaimo budget spells 
disaster. 

Now is not the time for a contradic
tory tax increase, which would only 
serve to deepen the recession. Instead, 
we should be designing policies to re
store health to our economy, to rein
state strong, noninflationary economic 
growth, to get this country moving 
again. 

Finally, if you are planning to vote 
for this supposedly balanced budget out 
of political necessity, remember that the 
real political issue in November will be 
jobs and growth as the means of com
bating in:fiation. 

The long-awaited recession of 1980-
81 has arrived in full force. In April 
alone, 827,000 Americans lost their jobs, 
the largest jump in unemployment since 
January of 1975. The black unemploy
ment rate climbed to 12.6 percent. The 
joblessness rate for teenagers rose to an 
incredible 16.2 percent. And those who 
still had jobs saw their purchasing power 
drop by 7.3 ·percent. 

Last month, the index of leading eco
nomic indicators plunged 2.6 percent, 
the largest decline in 5% years. The 
housing industry collapsed as construc
tion tumbled 5.8 percent, the sharpest 
monthly drop in 36 years. The auto a:nd 
steel industries were hit hard-Ford 

suffered record los3es, layoffs of steel 
and auto workers soared. And record 
high interest rates combined with 18-
percent inflation to put thousands of 
small businesses permanently out of 
business. 

This is only the beginning. By No
vember, 8 percent of all American work
ers will be unemployed-by late spring 
of 1981, unemployment will be up 
around 9 percent. 

That means that within a year, mil
lions of Americans wlll not be paying 
taxes, will not be breadwinners for 
their families, will not feel like whole 
people in the eyes of their friends, and 
millions will need assistance from the 
Government until they are again gain
fully employed. 

I urge you to make a humane choice 
and reject this contractionary, job
destroying budget of despair. If you do 
not feel you can vote "no,'' then I ask 
you to at least vote ''present" rather 
than to join in bringing on still more 
economic hardship to the American 
people.• 
e Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in strong support of the amend
ment offered by the distinguished chair
man of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, Mr. UDALL. 

My comments are directed to those 
who would say we cannot have a bal
anced budget without reconciliation in 
the first concurrent budget resolution. 
Other Members who have commented on 
this have clearly established that this 
is simply not the case. No Member of 
the House feels stronger than I do that 
we must balance the budget and I shall 
do everything I possibly can to bring it 
about. 

The chairman of our Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs, the gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. RoBERTs) has already ex
pressed his willingness to bring about 
certain reforms that would reduce fed
eral outlays in :fiscal year 1981. Knowing 
him as I do, I am sure the House will 
be considering legislation from the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs that will re
duce Federal outlays whether, as a com
mittee, we are mandated or not. 

My opposition to reconciliation in the 
first resolution stems from the fact that 
our committee will be mandated to bring 
about savings by June 15. In other words, 
the committee will have no more than 
4 weeks to make its recommendations 
to the Budget Committee. 

I have two problems with this pro
cedure. First, I have serious reservations 
about the level of cuts proposed by the 
Budget Committee that would total more 
than $400 million. This cannot be done 
without adversely impacting on our Na
tion's veterans. Most of the recom
mendations of the Budget Committee 
have been rejected by the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs on more than one oc
casion. 

Second, if we are to realize anything 
near this amount of cost savings, we 
must have adequate time to review the 
pr 1grams so that we can be sure the 
cuts we are proposing are realistic. 

We must not be mandated to make 
hasty decisions. It is unwise to institute 
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instant reform. Members of this body will 
regret making cuts without proper hear
ings. This can only be done if we are 
allowed to hold these hearings during 
the next 2 months. By that time, I am 
certain we can recommend to the House 
legitimate reforms. Only then can we 
bring about savings in a rational manner. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Udall amendment. It will not increase 
Federal outlays at all. We can still have 
a balanced budget when the House es
tablishes its ceilings in the second con
current budget resolution in September. 
We can then impose mandated cuts to 
the Authorization and Appropriations 
Committees if at that time we are not 
within the targets or ceilings recom
mended by the Committee on the Budget. 
That is the procedure established by the 
1974 Budget Act. Let us give it a chance 
to work by adopting the Udall amend
ment.• 
e Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, al
though the revised second budget resolu
tion for fiscal year 1980 has a substantial 
increase for food stamps, which I com
pletely support, I cannot vote for that 
section of House Concurrent Resolution 
:W7 because it cuts funds for elementary 
and secondary education. We need in
creases in both programs and it is wrong 
to finance one at the expense of the 
other. For that reason I will vote "pres
ent," • 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Arizona <Mr. UDALL). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote: 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were--ayes 127, noes 289, 
not voting 16, as follows: 

(Roll No. 218) 

AYES-127 
Addabbo Diillgell Mitchell, Md. 
Anderson, Dixon Montgomery 

Cali!. Duncan, Tenn. Mabtl 
Andrews, Early Murphy, Pa.. 

N .Oak. Edgar Musto 
Applegate Edwards, 08.11!. Myers, Ind. 
Bailey Ferraro M y-e rs, Pa. 
Barnes Fish Nedzi 
Beard, R.I. F.orio Nichols 
Bennett Ford, Mich. NOlan 
Bevill Ford, Tenn. Oaka.r 
Biaggi Garcia Obersta.r 
Bingbam Gilman Ottinger 
Bonior Gonzalez Patten 
Brinkley Hanley Perkins 
Brodhead Harris Peyser 
Broomfield Harsha Price 
Brown, Call!. Hawkins Quillen 
Buchanan Heckler Rahall 
BurtoOJ, JohOJ Holtzinan Rangel 
Burton, Phillip Hol"ton Reuss 
oa.vanaugh How:ard Richmond 
Chappell IJ>eland Rinaldo 
Chisholm Johnson, Cali!. Roberts 
Clay Jones, N.C. Rodino 
Collins, Dl. Jones, Tenn. Roe 
Conte Ka.stenmeier Rosenthal 
Conyers Kazen Roybal 
Corman Kildee Shannon 
Coughlin Lederer Smith, Iowa 
D' Amours LelaOJd Solarn 
Davis, Mich. Lent Spellman 
Davis, S .C. Luj!B.n St Germain 
de la Garza McKay Staggers 
Dellums Mathis Stark 
Derwinski Maltsui Steed 
Dickinson Mavroules Stokes 
Diggs Mikulski Stratton 

Thompson 
Traxler 
Udall 
Vanik 
Vento 

Walgren Wolff 
Waxman Yatron 
Weiss Young, Alaska 
Williams, Mont. Zablocki 
Wilson. C. H. Zeferetti 

NOES-289 
Abdoo.r Gephardt 
Aka.ka Giaimo 
Albosta Gibbons 
Alexander Gingrtch 
Ambro Ginn 
Annunzio Glickman 
AlllthonJy Goldwater 
Archer Goodling 
Ashbrook Gore 
Ashley Gradiscm 
Aspin Gramm 
Atkinson Gra.ssley 
AuOoin Gray 
Ba.dham Green 
Bafalls Grtsham 
Baldus Guartnl 
Barnard Gudger 
Bauman Guyer 
Beard, Tenn. Hagedorn 
Bedell Hall, Ohio 
Beilen.son Hall , Tex. 
Benjamin Hamilton 
Bereuter Hance 
Bethune Hansen 
Blanchard Harkin 
Boggs Heftel 
Boland Hightower 
Bolling Hillis 
Boner Hinson 
Booker Holland 
Bouqua.rd Hollenbeck 
Bowen HopkiDJS 
Brademas Hubbard 
Breaux Huckaby 
Brooks Hughes 
Brown, Ohio Hutchinson 
BrQyhill Hutto 
Burgener Hyde 
Burlison !chord 
Butler Jacobs 
Byron Jeftiords 
Campbell Jeffries 
Carney Jenkins 
Carr Jenrette 
Carter Johnson, Colo. 
Cheney Jones, Okla. 
Clausen Kemp 
Cleveland Kindness 
Clinger Kostmayer 
Coelho Kmmer 
Coleman LaFalce 
ColliM, Tex. Lagomarsino 
Conable Latta 
Coroomn Leach, Iowa 
Cotter Leach, La. 
Courter Leath, Tex. 
Crane, Daniel Lee 
Crane, Philip Lehman 
Danliel, Dan Levita.s 
Daniel, R. w. Lewis 
Da.nnemeyer Livingston 
Daschle Lloy<i 
Derrick Loefiler 
Devine Lang, La. 
Dicks Long, Md. 
Dodd Lott 
Donnelly Lowry 
Dornan Luk.en 
Dougherty Lund1ne 
Downey Lungren 
Drinan McClory 
Duncan, Oreg. McCloskey 
Eckhardt McCQrmack 
Edwards, Ala. McDade 
Edwards, Okla. McDonald 
Emel'Y McEWen 
English McHugh 
Erdahl Maguire 
Erlenborn Markey 
Ertel :Mla.rks 
Evans, Del. Marlenee 
Evans, Ga. Martin 
Evans, Ind. Mattox 
Fary Mazzoli 
Fa.scell Mica 
Fazio Michel 
Fenwick Mlller, Ce.li!. 
Fin;'iley Miller, Ohio 
Fisher MinJeta 
Fithian Minish 
Flippo Mitchell , N.Y. 
Foley Moffett 
Fomyrthe Mollohan 
Fountain Moore 
Fowler Moorhead, 
Frenzel Call!. 
Frost Moorhead, Pa.. 

Murphy,Dl. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Obey 
Panetta 
Pa.sha.yan 
Paul 
Pease 
Pepper 
Petri 
Pickle 
Porter 
Preyer 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Quayle 
Railsback 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ritter 
Robinson 
Rose 
Rost.enlkowskl 
Roth 
Rousselot 
Royer 
Rudd 
Runnels 
Russo 
Sabo 
Santini 
Satterfield 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Sebelius 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Sh:a.rp 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Simon 
Skelton 
Smith, Nebr. 
SIIDwe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stack 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Stenhoim 
Stewart 
Stockman 
Studds 
stump 
Swift 
Symms 
SyOJar 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Trible 
Ullman 
Van Deerlin 
VanderJagt 
Volkmer 
Walker 
Wampler 
watkins 
Weaver 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Willilams, Ohio 
Wi'son, Bob 
Wilson, Tex. 
Winn 
Wil"th 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wy>att 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Yates 
Young, Fla. 
YOUillg, Mo. 

NOT VOTING-16 
Anderson, Ill. 
Andrews, N.c. 
Danielson 
Deckard 
Fuqua 
Gaydos 

Hammer-
schmidt 

Hefner 
Holt 
Kelly 
Kogovsek 

0 1700 

McKinney 
Madigan 
Marriott 
Moa.kley 
Patterson 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Anderson of Illinois, wl th Mr. Ko-
govsek. 

Mr. Gaydos with Mr. Hammerschmidt. 
Mr. Danielson with Mr. Deckard. 
Mr. Andrews of North carolina, with Mrs. 

Holt. 
Mr. Patterson with Mr. Kelly. 
Mr. Moakley with Mr. Madigan. 
Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Marriott. 

Messrs. CARTER, LEWIS, LONG of 
Maryland, MARKEY, and McCOR
MACK changed their votes from "aye" 
to "no." 

Messrs. DE LA GARZA, COUGHLIN, 
and DUNCAN of Tennessee changed 
their votes from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose 

does the gentleman from Connecticut 
<Mr. GIAIMO), the chairman of the com
mittee, rise? 

0 1710 
Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the com
mittee for 10 minutes. I intend to yield 
5 minutes of that 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio <Mr. LATTA), in 
order to explain to the committee where 
we are now and what is about to happen. 

The CHAIRMAN. I.s there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Connecticut? 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the right to object. 

I reserve the right to object simply to 
make sure that those who may be op
posed to the resolution have a chance 
to be heard. I would like to ask the 
gentleman whether or not those who 
might be opposed to the resolution will 
also receive 5 minutes. 

I have no idea how the two gentle
men who are the subject of the request 
are going to vote, except in the case of 
the gentleman from Connecticut. 

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

Mr. BAUMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Connecticut. 

Mr. GIAIMO. I do not want to get into 
a lengthy debate on this. The gentleman 
from Ohio needs 5 minutes to explain 
v."hat he intends to do or What t!he 
minority intends to do. I would like to 
explain to the majority what we in
tend to do. 

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

Mr. BAUMAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio, reserving the right to object. 

Mr. LATTA. May I say to the gentle
man from Maryland, I will be happy to 
yield him some time out of my 5 minutes. 

Mr. GIAIMO. I am asking for 5 min
utes for the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The CHAffiMAN. I.s there objection to 

• 
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the request of the gentleman from Con
necticut? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 

Connecticut <Mr. GIAIMO) is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. LATTA). 

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

Mr. LAT"rA. I yield to the gentleman 
from illinois. 

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

Mr. Chairman, for those Members who 
were not on the fioor when we were dis
cussing and debating the Udall amend
ment, I made the point that I wanted to 
make the request to divide the question 
on spending for 198(} and 1981. Members 
will recall that during the course of the 
deliberation on the rule, I requested that 
the previous question be voted down in 
order to open up the rule to provide for 
that specific vote on that amendment. 
That was denied. So · here we will have 
an opportunity with the division of the 
question to have a separate vote on 1980 
and 1981. I will make that request im
mediately after the disposition of the 
gentleman from Conneticut's amend
ment has been disposed of and prlor to 
final passage. 

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

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentleman 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. GIAIMO. As I understand it, the 
next vote would be on the motion to 
rise, and then the gentleman would move 
to divide? 

Mr. MICHEL. I would be in the House. 
Mr. GIAIMO. In the House? 
Mr. MICHEL. Yes; and prior to final 

passage. I was going to make it by way 
of a parliamentary inquiry, but I think 
that it explains the ground rules very 
well, and I thank the gentleman !or 
permitting us to make a point. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chainnan, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land (Mr. BAUMAN). 

Mr. BAUMAN. I thank the gentleman 
for yieldi.ng. 

Mr. Chainnan, I take this time to ap
peal to the Members of the minority 
party not to vote in favor of this budget. 
This is not a balanced budget in any 
sense of the word. It is a sham and a 
delusion. It claims to have a $2 billion 
surplus, which the COngressional Budget 
Office the other day, although it was 
quickly squashed, indicated is already 
way out of balance. 

We have fought in our party for years 
in order to bring to the American people 
an end to inflation, an end to high taxes 
and some sort of balance in our economy. 

Now, we are being asked to support 
a budget that is out of balance, that is 
at the highest level of spending in his
tory, $612 billion, and a budget that pre
supposes $100 billion in tax increases be
cause of the policies of the party in 
control of this Congress, both real tax 
increases and inflationary tax increases. 

I appeal to the Republican Members 
not to abandon our position at this time. 
I know some of our leaders feel an ob-

ligation to vote for this because perhaps 
they are concerned that the label says 
"balance." It is not balanced. If we at 
this last juncture abandon our historic 
stand, we could forever remain a minor
ity party and that is what some want in 
this Chamber. But I suggest to the Mem
bers that those on the other side who 
jeer so loo.dly have brought us to the 
present crisis of 18-pereen,t infiation, 
18-percent interest and high unemploy
ment all at once, a horror few could ever 
have accomplished. 

So stand by your principles at this 
crucial point and vote against this 
grotesque unbalanced budget. The sad
dest event of all will occur if Republican 
votes provide the majority fur a contin
uation of the liberals' economic bank
ruptcy that is ruining America. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Ohio <Mr. LATTA) has 1¥2 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 ¥2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. LATTA). 

Mr. LATTA. I thank the gentleman. 
Let me say to my colleagues, we have 

reached that point of decision. Let me 
address my remarks primarily to my 
friends on my right and also to my friend 
who just preceded me. 

We have brought many of our friends 
on the left kicking and screaming to a 
position of support for a balanced 
budget. We have been advocating a bal
anced budget for far too long without 
success. Today we have a balanced budg
et, not balanced the way you and I 
would like to see it balanced, but it is 
balanced to the extent that we will not 
be borrowing money to finance a deficit 
in fiscal year 1981. The need for a bal
anced budget has been accepted by many 
who have opposed balanced budget reso
lutions in the past. 

We have not gotten all that we wanted 
for defense, but the other body's :figure 
for defense is higher than the resolution 
now before us. Our Republican substi
tute was higher than the Budget Com
mittee's proposal on defense. This figure 
needs to be increased and I think it can 
be in conference. 

As I brought out on the fioor the other 
day in a colloquy with the majority 
leader, we will probably come back from 
conference with a :figure nearer to what 
we had in the Republican resolution 
than the figure in the pending resolution. 
To do this, we must get to conference. In 
order to get to conference, we need to 
pass a resolution. 

We have achieved, by the vote just 
taken, a principle that Republicans 
unanimously-unanimously-supported 
by a fioor vote of last year, the matter 
of reconciliation. In this we have won 
one of the most important battles of the 
budget. 

This is another important victory for 
Republican process, in molding a work
able and effective budgetary process. 

We have made other gains. It was my 
amendment, adopted in committee, 
which assures us of a productivity-type 
tax cut. Now, we can argue that we have 
not gotten all that we wanted and vote 
down the resolution. But past experi
ence-and check the record~indicates 

that the House has voted down a reso
lution, it meant higher expenditures 
were then included to gain votes for 
passage rather than less spending. 

I recall the insertion of an Obey 
amendment for education, that cost the 
taxpayers over $300 million after the 
House failed to accept a conference 
report. 

Now we can travel this same route 
again. 'we can vote down this resolution 
and force the chairman and the ma
jority members of the Budget Commit
tee to go in search of votes to pass the 
resolution by making additional expend
itures to please this or that interest 
group. I do not think we want to go that 
route again. I think we want to establish 
the principle of a balanced budget for 
our Nation and start living within our 
means. If we &re to reduce inflation, 
lower interest rates, and put people back 
to work we must start now. Because I 
feel so deeply about the need for a bal
anced budget, I am reluctantly going to 
support the resolution we have before us, 
even though it is not all that I would have 
liked. This will not be an easy vote for 
me but I'm hoping it will help set us on 
a course of :fiscal responsibility for many 
years to come. 

I would urge my friends to vote today 
for the concept of a balanced budget. 
Let us do our part to answer the prayer 
of the American people for a balanced 
budget and a way out of the :fiscal mess 
we have been in for so long. 

D 1720 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Connecticut 
<Mr. GIAIMO) to close debate. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend my friend from Ohio and 
associate myself with his remarks and 
thank him for the many, many weeks 
and months of hard work that he has put 
into making this budget a reality. 

I want to advise the Members that we 
are now ready to rise as a committee 
and that we are going to vote on the 
adoption of the budget. I also understand 
that there will be a motion to divide the 
question by the gentleman from lliinois 
(Mr. MICHEL). 

That means that we will be voting on 
the 1980 budget which has to be revised 
upwards, as my colleagues know, by a 
third budget resolution which is in
corporated herein, and on the 1981 
budget. 

I further understand that we will be 
voting on the 1981 balanced budget first, 
if the question is divided. · 

After that we would have a separate 
vote on the 1980 budget, which is in 
heavy deficit, as my colleagues know. 

I want to caution those of my col
leagues who might feel disposed to vote 
against a 1980 budget that there are bil
lions of dollars in appropriations for 
fiscal 1980 waiting to come to this fioor. 
There is $2.9 billion for food stamps. 
There is $2.3 billion for defense. There 
is $2.7 billion for pay raises in defense 
and in the civilian agencies. There is 
money for disaster relief, the highway 
welfare, social services, child welfare, 
fire fighting, refugee assistance. There 
are literally billions of dollars worth of 
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supplemental appropriations which can- Budget Committee's proposal is less re
not be brought to the fioor unless we sponsive in its treatment of some im
pass the 1980 revised budget. portant social programs. For this reason, 

Because of higher inflation, as my col- I strongly supported the amendment of
leagues know, the estimated costs have fered by Congressman OBEY which would 
gone higher, and we have to raise the have preserved the level of defense 
ceiling. So please do not be persuaded to spending and maintained a balanced 
vote against the 1980 budget revision. It budget, while strengthening an appro
would literally bring disaster on our priate balance between defense and 
co~mtry. · domestic expenditures by restoring funds 

As for 1981, it is in balance. I urge my for high priority social programs. I was 
colleagues to vote for it. deeply disappointed when the Obey 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the amendment failed on the House fioor by 
gentleman yield? a narrow 12-vote margin. 

Mr. GIAIMO. I yield to my colleague Mr. Chairman, final passage of the 
from Wisconsin. budget resolution is also made more dif-

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would ficult by the way in which the House 
simply urge Members on this side of the debate has evolved, providing us with no 
aisle who voted for my amendment last opportunity to vote on separate issues 
week to vote for this resolution. If my of major policy significance such as the 

· colleagues want to put the Budget Com- elimination of Saturday mail delivery. 
mittee in the best position to defend the While the budget process must set tar
House bill as opposed to the other body's gets for fiscal restraint, it should not 
priorities, we need votes from this side deprive the Congress of the chance to 
of the aisle for the resolution. set policy in a direct and forthright man
• Mr. RATCHFORD. Mr. Chairman, for ner, examining proposals for legislative 
many of my colleagues in the House, the change on their merits. I am deeply dis-

. · vote on final passage of the first budget turbed by the proposed elimination of 
resolution for fiscal year 1981 poses a Saturday mail delivery, and view the 
-painful dilemma. proposal of such importance as to war-

We cannot afford to ignore the man- rant a thoughtful debate on its impact 
date for a balanced Federal budget in and a separate vote on its adoption. The 
1981. For the great majority of Ameri- budget before us will not give us the 
cans, the goal of a balanced budget has opportunity to consider these issues. 
become too important a symbol of dis- The task before us is clear. With a 
cipline for the Congress to fail in the strong mandate for a balanced budget, 
current effort. Our action today will send we have no alternative but to approve the 
an unmistakable signal-of commitment proposal of the House Budget Committee 
and of sacrifice-to the American public which is now before us. For those of us 
which will set the tone for the anti-in- with a deep concern for the impact of 
fiation fight in the 1980s. spending cuts on social programs, the 

Yet there will be a price to be paid for House version of the budget looms as our 
the balanced budget, and the sacrifices best alternative, more responsive to our 
will teach us all the sense in which many national needs than either the Presi
Federal programs have a very direct im- dent's budget or the Senate proposal. 
pact on the health and welfare of our The emerging Senate budget resolution 
Nation. The budget cuts of 1981 will be is particularly troubling, with danger
felt in every community in the Nation, in ously skewed priorities for Federal 
programs for the elderly, in job opportu- spending. The House budget already sup
nities for our youth, in health care for ports for a strong national defense, in
the sick and housing for the poor. While eluding an increase of $15.2 billion or 
there are examples of waste to which we 11.5 percent in defense outlays-to move 
can and must respond, the idea that we further in this direction, as the Senate 
can sharply cut spending without at least proposes, would be unconscionable. We 
delaying progress toward improvements must oppose further cuts which would 
in the quality of American life is a myth. cripple programs addressing our pressing 
The lesson will be a difficult one to learn. domestic as well as defense needs. 

The budget dilemma in fiscal year 1981 The challenge of a balanced budget 
serves as a reminder that there is no will be difficult-the responsibility of a 
''free lunch." Whether in the area of vet- compassionate budget will require all of 
erans' benefits, education or environ- our collective discipline and strengths. 
mental protection, we cannot provide for Given the alternatives, I urge my col
our servicemen, teach our children, or leagues to approve the House budget be
clean our air and water without also pay- fore us today, and then to oppose any 
ing the price. With the current state of future attempts in conference to destroy 
the economy, we must respond with a the careful balance which the House 
balanced budget, and some spending cuts version attempts to preserve.• 
are unavoidable. Our task remains one Mr. GIAIMO. I would remind my col
of carefully weighing our national needs, leagues that our first vote here last week 
setting clear priorities for Federal spend- was on the Giaimo amendment, which 
ing to insure that we use our scarce re- revised the 1980 budget. we voted for it 
sources wisely and effectively. overwhelmingly. I would urge my col-

The final vote is made particularly t th th t d th 
difilcult by the failure of the House to leagues to vo e e way ey vo e on e 

Giaimo amendment last week. demonstrate a greater sensitivity to some 
of our most pressing social needs. While Mr. Chairman, I move that the Com-
the House budget provides for a strong mittee do ·now rise and report the con
national defense, including the greatest current resolution back to the House 
single-year jump in authorized defense with an amendment, with the recom
spending si~ce World War II, the House · mendation that the amendment be 

agreed to and that the concurrent reso
lution, as amended, be agreed to. 

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

the Speaker having resumed the Chair, 
Mr. BOLLING, Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the con
current resolution <H. COn. Res. 307) 
setting forth the congressional budget for 
the U.S. Government for the fiscal years 
1981, 1982, and 1983 and revising the 
congressional budget for the U.S. Gov
ernment for the fiscal year 1980, had 
directed him to report the concurrent 
resolution back to the House with an 
amendment, with the recommendation 
that the amendment be agreed to and 
that the concurrent resolution, as 
amended, be agreed to. 

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

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. MICHEL: Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, has the 
Speaker put the question on final pas
sage? 

The SPEAKER. Not yet. 
The question is on the concurrent 

resolution. 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I demand 

a division of the question. Specifically I 
ask that a separate vote be taken on sec
tion 6, the so-called third budget resolu
tion for fiscal year 1980. 

The SPEAKER. The first question is 
on agreeing to sections 1 through 5 and 
section 7 of House Concurrent Resolu
tion 307. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

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

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

ML MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, in dividing 
the question, is it not correct that the 
first vote is on the 1981 budget resolu
tion and the second vote is on the 1980 
budget resolution? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is cor
rect. We are voting on the 1981 resolu
tion. 

The question is on agreeing to sections 
1 through 5 and section 7 of the concur
rent resolution. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 225, nays 193 
not voting 14, as follows: ' 

Akaka 
Albosta. 
Ale'{ander 
Ambro 
Anderson. 

Ca.U!. 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Ashley 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
AuCoin 
Bailey 

[Roll No. 219} 

YEAS-225 
Baldus 
Barnard 
Bedell 
Bellenson 
Benja·min 
Bennett 
Bevill 
Blagg! 
Blanchard 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Boner 

Bonker 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Brad em as 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Brown, Cali!. 
Burlison 
Byron 
Carr 
Chappell 
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Coelho 
conable 
Oonte 
COrman 
Cotter 
D'Amours 
Daschle 
Davis, S.C. 
delaGarza 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dodd 
Donnelly 
Dougherty 
Downey 
Drinan 
Duncan, Oreg. 
Duncan, Tenn. 
Eckhardt 
Edgar 
Edwards, Ala. 
English 
Ertel 
Evans, Ga. 
Evans, Ind. 
Fary 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Ferraro 
Fisher 
Fithian 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foley 
Ford, Mich. 
Founta.ln 
Fowler 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Gephardt 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 
Ginn 
Glickman 
Gonzruez 
Gore 
Gramm 
Green 
Guarini 
Gudger 
Ha.ll, Ohlo 
Hall, Tex. 
Hamilton 
Hance 
Hanley 
Harkin 
Harris 
Hettel 
Hightower 
Holland 
Hollenbeck 

Abdnor 
Addabbo 
Andrews, 

N. Dak. 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Badham 
Bafalis 
Barnes 
Bauman 
Beard, R.I. 
Beard, Tenn. 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bingham 
Bonior 
Broomfield 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
Butler 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carter 
Cavanaugh 
Cheney 
Chisholm 
Clausen 
Clay 
Cleveland 
Clinger 
COleman 
Colllns, Ill. 
Collins, Tex. 
Conyers 
Corcoran 

Howard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
I chord 
Ireland 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Jenrette 
Johnson, Calif. 
Johnson, COlo. 
Jones, N.C. 
Jones, Okla. 
Jones, Tenn. 
Kastenmeier 
Kazen 
Klldee 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Latta 
Leach, La. 
Leath, Tex. 
Lederer 
Lehman 
Levitas 
Lloyd 
Loemer 
Long, La. 
Long,Md. 
Lowry 
Luken 
Lundine 
McCloskey 
McCormack 
McHugh 
McKa.y 
Maguire 
Markey 
Marks 
Matsui 
Mattox 
Ma.zzoli 
Mica 
Min eta 
Minish 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead, Pa. 
Mottl 
Murphy, Ill. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Murphy,Pa. 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nedzi 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Obey 
Panetta 
Pashayan 

NAYB-193 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Ph111p 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. w. 
Dannemeyer 
Davis, Mich. 
Deckard 
Dellums 
Derwinoki 
Devlne 
Dickinson 
Diggs 
Dtx;on 
Doman 
Ea.rly 
Edwards, Calif. 
Edwards, Okla. 
Emery 
Erdahl 
Erlenbom 
Evans, Del. 
Fenwick 
Findley 
Fish 
Ford, Tenn. 
Forsythe 
Garcia 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goldwater 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Grassley 
Gray 
Grisham 
Guyer 
Hagedorn 
Hansen 
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Patten 
Patterson 
Pease 
Pepper 
Pickle 
Preyer 
Price 
Pritchard 
QuUlen 
Rahall 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Reuss 
Roe 
Rose 
Rostenkowskl 
Runnels 
Sabo 
Santini 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Simon 
Skelton 
Smith. Iowa 
Spellman 
Stack 
Staggers 
Stanton 
Steed 
Stenholm 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Thompson 
Traxler 
Udall 
Ullman 
VanDeerlln 
Vanik 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Wampler 
Watkins 
Weaver 
White 
Whitley 
Whitten 
W111iams, Mont. 
Wilson, Tex. 
Wirth 
Wol1f 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young, Mo. 
Zablocki 
Zeferettl 

Harsha 
Hawkins 
Heckler 
HilUs 
Hinson 
Holtzman 
Hopklns 
Horton 
Hubbard 
Hyde 
J ·acobs 
Jeffries 
Kemp 
Kindness 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Leach, Iowa 
Lee 
Leland 
Lent 
Lewis 
Livingston 
Lott 
Lujan 
Lungren 
McClory 
McDade 
McDonald 
McEwen 
Madigan 
Ma.Tlenee 
Martln 
Mathis 
Mavroules 
Michel 
Mikulski 
Miller, Calif. 
M11ler, Ohio 
Mitchell, Md. 
Mitchell, N.Y. 

"Moffett 
Moorhead, 

Calif. 
Musto 
Myers, Ind. 
Myers,Pa. 
Nolan 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Ottinger 
Paul 
Perkins 
Petri 
Peyser 
Porter 
Pursell 
Quayle 
Railsback 
Rangel 
Rhodes 
Richmond 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Robinson 

Anderson, Dl. 
Andrews, N.C. 
Danielson 
Gaydos 
Hammer-

schmidt 

Rodino Stangeland 
Rosenthal Stark 
Roth Stewart 
Rousselot Stockman 
Roybal Stokes 
Royer Stratton 
Rudd Stump 
Russo Symms 
Satterfield Tauke 
Sawyer Taylor 
Scheuer Thomas 
Schroeder Trible 
Schulze Vander Jagt 
Sebelius Walker 
Sensenbrenner Waxman 
Shannon Weiss 
Shumway Whitehurst 
Shuster Whittaker 
Smith, Nebr. Williams, Ohio 
Snowe Wilson, Bob 
Snyder Winn 
Solarz Wydler 
Solomon Yates 
Spence Young, Alaska 
StGermain Young, Fla. 

NOT VOTING-14 
Hefner 
Holt 
Kelly 
Kogovsek 
McKinney 
Marriott 

D 1740 

Moakley 
Roberts 
WUson,C.H. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Kogovsek for, with Mrs. Holt against. 
Mr. Moakley for, with Mr. Kelly against. 
Mr. Charles H. Wilson of California for, 

with Mr. Hammerschmidt against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Roberts with Mr. Marriott. 
Mr. Danielson with Mr. McKinney. 
Mr. Gaydos with Mr. Andrews of North 

Carolina. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee changed 
his vote from "nay" to "yea." 

So sections 1 through 5 and section 7 
of the concurrent resolution were agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
agreeing to section 6 of the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 241, nays 174, 
answered present 1, not voting 16, as 
follows: 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Ambro 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Ashley 
Asp in 
Bailey 
Baldus 
Barnes 
Beard, R.I. 
Bedell 
Bellenson 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bo111ng 
Boner 

[Roll No. 220) 

YEAS-241 
Bonior 
Booker 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Brad em as 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Brown, Calif. 
Burlison 
Burton, Phillip 
Byron 
Carr 
Cavanaugh 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Coelho 
Collins, ru. 
Conte 
Conyers 
Corman 
Cotter 
D'Amours 
Davis, Micl\. 
Davis, S .C. 
de la Garza 

Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Donnelly 
Dougherty 
Downey 
Drinan 
Duncan, Oreg. 
Early 
Eckhardt 
Edgar 
Edwards, Calif. 
Emery 
English 
Ertel 
Evans, Del. 
Fary 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Ferraro 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foley 

Ford, Mich. 
Ford, Tenn. 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gephardt 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gore 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Gudger 
Hall, Ohio 
Hance 
Hanley 
Harkin 
Harris 
Hawkins 
Heckler 
Hettel 
Hightower 
Hillis 
Holland 
Hollenbeck 
Horton 
Howard 
Huckaby 
Hutto 
I chord 
Jeffords 
Jenrette 
Johnson, Calif. 
Jones, N.C. 
Jones, Okla. 
Jones, Tenn. 
Kastenmeier 
Kazen 
Kildee 
Kostmayer 
Leach, La. 
Lehman 
Leland 
Lent 
Lloyd 
Long, La. 
Long, Md. 
Lowry 
Luken 
Lundine 
McCloskey 

Abdnor 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Applegate 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Atkinson 
AuCoin 
Badham 
Bafalis 
Barnard 
Bauman 
Beard, Tenn. 
Bereuter 
'Bethune 
Broomfied 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
Burton, John 
Butler 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carter 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Clausen 
Cleveland 
Clinger 
Coleman 
Collins, Tex. 
Conable 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R.W. 
Dannem.eyer 
Daschle 
Deckard 
Derwin ski 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Dornan 
Duncan, Tenn. 
Edwards, Ala. 
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McCormack 
McEwen 
McHugh 
McKay 
Madigan 
Maguire 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller, Calif. 
Min eta 
Minish 
Mitchell, Md. 
Mitchell, N.Y. 
Moffett 
Mollohan 
Moorhead, Pa. 
Murphy, Ill. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Murtha 
Musto 
Myers,Pa. 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nedzi 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Panetta 
Patten 
Patterson 
Pease 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Peyser 
Preyer 
Price 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Railsback 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Rinaldo 
Rodino 
Roe 

NAYB-174 
Edwards, Okla. 
Erdahl 
Erlenbom 
Evans, Ga. 
Evans, Ind. 
Fenwick 
Findley 
Fish 
Fisher 
Fithian 
Forsythe 
Fountain 
Fowler 
I<'renzel 
Gingrich 
Ginn 
Goldwater 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Grisham 
Guyer 
Hagedorn 
Hall, Tex. 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Harsha 
Hinson 
Hopkins 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hyde · 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jetrries 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Colo. 
Kemp 
Kindness 
Kramer 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach, Iowa 
Leath, Tex. 
Lee 
Levitas 
Lewis 

Rose 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Santini 
Scheuer 
Seiberling 
Shannon 
Simon 
Skelton 
Smith, Iowa 
SDIOWe 
Solarz 
Spellman 
StGermain 
Stack 
Staggers 
Stark 
Steed 
Stewart 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Thompson 
Traxler 
Udall 
Ullman 
VanDeerlin 
Vanik 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weiss 
White 
Whitley 
Whitten 
WUliams, Mont. 
W111iams, Ohio 
Wilson, Tex. 
Wirth 
Wolff 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Mo. 
Zablocki 
Ze!eretti 

Livingston 
Loemer 
Lott 
Lujan 
Lungren 
McClory 
McDade 
McDonald 
Marks 
Marlenee 
Mathis 
Mattox 
Ma.zzoli 
Michel 
MUler, Ohio 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead, 

Calif. 
Mottl 
Murphy,Pa. 
Myers, Ind. 
Nolan 
O'Brien 
Pashayan 
Paul 
Petri 
Pickle 
Porter 
Quayle 
QuUlen 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ritter 
Robinson 
Roth 
Rousselot 
Royer · 
Rudd 
Runnels 
Russo 
Satterfield 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Sebelius 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shelby 
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Shumway Stump 
Shuster Symms 
Smith, Nebr. Tauke 
Snyder Taylor 
Solomon Thomas 
Spence Trible 
Stangeland Vander Jagt 
Stanton Walgren 
Stenholm Walker 
Stockman Wampler 

Weaver 
Whitehurst 
Whittaker 
W'ilson, Bob 
Winn 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Young, Alaska 
Young, Fla. 

ANSWERED ''PRESENT''-1 
Holtzman 

NOT VOTING-16 
Anderson, Ill. 
Andrews, N.C. 
Danielson 
Ga}tdos 
Hammer-

schmidt 

Hefner 
Holt 
Kelly 
Kogovsek 
Lederer 
McKinney 

D 1750 

Marriott 
Martin 
Moakley 
Roberts 
Wilson, C. H. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Kogovsek for, with Mr. Martin against. 
Mr. Lederer for, with Mr. Hammerschmidt 

against. 
Mr. Moakley for, with Mrs. Holt against. 
Mr. Charles H. Wilson of Ca.lifornia for, 

with Mr. Marriott against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Roberts with Mr. McKinney. 
Mr. Gaydos with Mr. Kelly. 
Mr. Danielson with Mr. Andrews of North 

Carolina. 

So section 6 of the concurrent reso
lution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

DESIGNATING CERTAIN LANDS AS 
ADDITIONS TO THE SANDIA 
MOUNTAIN WILDERNESS, NEW 
MEXICO 
Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H.R. 3928) to 
amend the Act of November 8, 1978 <92 
Stat. 3095), to designate certain Cibola 
National Forest lands as additions to the 
Sandia Mountain Wilderness, New Mex
ico, with Senate amendments thereto, 
and concur in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ments, as follows: 
Page 3, after line 3, insert: 
SEc. 2. Section 4 of the Act of November 

8, 1978, is amended by changing "$12,000,000" 
to "$20,000,000". 

Page 3, after line 3,insert: 
SEc. 3. The proviso in section 1 of the Act 

of November 8, 1978, is amended to read as 
follows: "Provided, That the tract of land 
described in this section shall not be in
cluded within the exterior boundaries of the 
Cibola National Forest until the secretary 
of Agriculture determines that the city of 
Albuquerque, New Mexico, has acquired an 
option to purchase a tract of land containing 
approximately 640 acres located immedi
ately to the west of such tract for open space 
or city park use: And provided further, That 
if such option is not exercised the tract of 
land described in this section shall no longer 
be included within the exterior boundaries 
of the Cibola National Forest.". 

Mr. SEIBERLING (during the read
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Senate amendment be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gentle
man from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the original request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5legislative days within which 
to revise and extend their remarks on the 
Senate amendments just concurred in. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

AUTHORIZING CONCERTS BY THE 
NATIONAL SYMPHONY ON CAPI
TAL GROUNDS 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

concurrent resolution <H. Con. Res. 
330) authorizing concerts by the Na
tional Symphony on Capitol Grounds, 
and ask unanimous consent for its im
mediate consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the concurrent resolu
tion. 

The Clerk read the concurrent resolu-
tion, as follows: 

H. CoN. REs. 330 
Whereas the National Symphony Orches

tra has expressed a desire to perform free 
concerts on the United States Capitol 
Grounds for the entertainment of the citi
zenry of our Nation; and 

Whereas these performances would be 
similar to those presently given by the serv
ice bands under authority of 40 U.S.C. 1391: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the National 
Park Service shall be permitted to sponsor 
a series of four National Symphony Or
chestra concerts on the Capitol Grounds 
during 1980, such concerts to be free to the 
public and arranged not to interfere with 
the needs of Congress, under conditions to 
be provided by the Architect of the Capitol. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from illinois? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, and I will 
not object, will the gentleman explain 
briefly why this concurrent resolution 
is necessary? 

Mr. YATES. Yes. I will. 
Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will 

yield, this is a continuation of the tra
dition started last year of having free 
concerts for the public by the National 
Symphony Orchestra on the west lawn 
of the Capitol. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The concurrent resolution was agreed 

to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

FOODSTAMPACTAMENDMENTSOF 
1980 

Mrs. CillSHOLM. Mr. Speaker, by di
rection of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 651 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 651 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to move, sec
tion 402 (a) of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (Public Law 93-344) to the contrary 
notwithstanding, that the House resolve lt
self into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the considera
tion of the bill (S. 1309) to increase the fiscal 
year 1979 authorization for appropriations for 
the food stamp program, and for other pur
poses, and the first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. After general debate, 
which shall be confined to the bill and shall 
continue not to exceed two hours, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the chair
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Agriculture, the bill shall be 
read for amendment under the five-minute 
rule. It shall be in order to consider the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec
ommended by the Committee on Agriculture 
now printed in the bill as an original b111 for 
the purpose of amendment under the five
minute rule, said substitute shall be read for 
amendment by titles instead of by sections, 
and all points of order against said substitute 
for failure to comply with the provisions of 
clause 5, rule XXI are hereby waived. It shall 
be in order to consider an amendment to said 
substitute recommended by the Committee 
on Ways and Means, amending the Internar 
Revenue Code and printed in the Congres
sional Record of May 1, 1980, and said amend
ment shall not be subject to amendment ex
cept for the offering of pro forma amend
ments for the purpose of debate only. After 
the adoption of said amendment, no further 
amendment to said bill or to the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
shall be in order in the House or in the Com
mittee of the Whole to further change or af
fect the Internal Revenue Code. At the con
clusion of the consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted, and 
any Member may demand a separate vote 
in the House on any amendment adopted in 
the Committee of the Whole to the b111 or to 
the committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend
ments thereto to final passage without inter
vening motion except one motion to recom
mit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tlewoman from New York <Mrs. CHIS
HOLM) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mrs. CffiSHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to make the follow
ing technical correction in House Reso
lution 651: 

On page 2, line 19, after "of" delete "May 
1, 1980" and insert in lieu thereof: "April 
30, 1980". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
woman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Speaker, for 

purposes of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 



10188 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE May 7, 1980 

from Mississippi (Mr. LoTT), pending 
which I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 6~1 
provides for the consideration of the bill 
s. 1309 to increase the fiscal year 1979 
authorization for appropriations for the 
food stamp program, and for other pur
poses. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an open rule, with 
one very limited exception. The rule al
lows for the offering of any germane 
amendment to the legislation as it is 
considered under the 5-minute rule. 
However, the resolution specifically 
makes in order an amendment to be of
fered by the Committee on Ways and 
Means amending the Internal Revenue 
Code; the Ways and Means amendment 
is nonamendable, being subject only to 
an up-or-down vote and may be debated 
by the offering of pro forma amend
ments. In addition, the resolution pro
hibits any further amendments to the 
legislation which further change or af
feet the Internal Revenue Code. 

The rule provides for 2 hours of gen
eral debate to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Agriculture. It shall be in order to con
sider the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute recommended by the Commit
tee on Agriculture now printed in the bill 
as an original bill for purposes of amend
ment under the '5-minute rule and the 
bill shall be read for amendment by titles 
rather than by sections. The rule pro
vides for one motion to recommit with 
or without instructions. 

As referred to earlier, Mr. Speaker, 
House Resolution 651 specifically makes 
in order an amendment recommended 
by the Committee on Ways and Means 
which is not subject to amendment. At 
the request of the Committee on Agri
culture, the Committee on Ways and 
Means reviewed the language of S. 1309, 
relating to the disclosure of certain in
come tax data by the Social Security 
Administration to the Department of 
Agriculture and to State food stamp 
agencies in order to enforce certain pro
visions of the Food Stamp Law. After 
determining that the disclosure provi
sions of the Internal Revenue Service 
must be amended to effectuate this 
change, the Committee on Ways and 
Means has recommended the adoption 
of the amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, the specific prohibition 
against amendments to the Ways and 
Means provision and any others which 
seek to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code was necessary to insure that ex
tensive amendments to the tax code 
1would not be in order. 

The Ways and Means' amendment is 
·necessary to make appropriate conform
'ing changes to existing laws to effec
tuate the Agriculture Committee amend
ment; any further changes to the 
Internal Revenue Code would be both in
appropriate and a clear infringement of 
the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

House Resolution 651 waives sec
tion 402(a) of the Congressional Budg
et Act against consideration of the bill. 

E"ection 402 <a> of the Budget Act pro
vides that it shall not be ordered to con
sider any bill which authorizes the en
actment of new budget authority for a 
fiscal year unless that bill has been re
ported on or before May 15 preceding the 
beginning of such fiscal year. Since sec
t~on 201 of the bill would raise the au
thorization ceiling for the food stamp 
program for fiscal year 1980, and since 
the bill was not reported on or before 
May 15 ... 1979, it would be subject to a 
point of order under section 402 <a> of 
the Budget Act. The Budget Committee 
supports this waiver of section 402(a) 
to permit consideration of the bill. 

In addition, Mr. Speaker, the rule 
waives clause 5 of rule XXI against con
sideration of the committee substitute. 
Clause 5 of rule XXI prohibits appro
priations in a. legislative bill. The waiver 
is purely technical, since there are no 
appropriations in the bill. However, sec
tion 128 of the ·bill provides for the pay
ment of certain legal fees and other ex
penses incidental to the defense of offi
cers and employees of the Department of 
Agriculture. This new authority could 
result in the use of funds already appro
priated for the operation of the Depart
ment of Agriculture. The use of funds al
ready appropriated for another purpose 
is technically considered a reappropria
tion, and thus the waiver is necessary. 

Mr. Speaker, we are all aware of the 
serious situation that now faces the food 
stamp program and the millions of needy 
recipients of food stamp benefits. If Con
gress does not act immediately on S. 1309 
and provide additional food stamp fund
ing by May 15, the States will be ordered 
to suspend the issuance of benefits to 
millions of Americans. I will reserve my 
comments on this vital legislation for 
general debate. This is a matter of ex
treme urgency, and I would urge my col
leagues to adopt House ~esolution 651 so 
that the House may proceed to the con
sideration of S. 1309. 

01810 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 

such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 651 

is a modified open rule providing for 
the consideration of the Food Stamp 
Act Amendments of 1980. The rule 
allows 2 hours of general debate on the 
bill and waives section 402 (a) of the Con
gressional Budget Act against considera
tion of the bill. This Budget Act section 
requires that new budget authority be 
reported by May 15 preceding the begin
ning of the fiscal year for which it is ef
fective. Since section 8 of the original bill 
would raise the authorization ceiling for 
the food stamp program for fiscal year 
1980 from $6.2 billion to $8.7 billion and 
since the bill was not reported on or be
fore May 15, 1979, it would be subject to 
a point of order under section 402(a) of 
the Budget Act. 

The rule makes in order the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
to be considered as an original bill for 
the purpose of amendment and the sub
stitute is to be read by titles rather than 
by sections. In addition, clause 5 of rule 
XXI, appropriations in a legislative bill, 
is waived against consideration of the 
substitute. Since the categories of people 

rece1vmg benefits under the program 
have been expanded, previously appro
priated funds could be used for different 
purposes than originally ordered. 

Next, the rule makes in order the 
amendment recommended by the Com
mittee on Ways and Means amending the 
Internal Revenue Code and printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of April 30, 
1980. The amendment perfects the provi
sion of the bill relating to the use of cer
tain income tax data for enforcing the 
food stamp law. The amendment is not 
subject to amendment except for the of
fering of pro forma amendments for the 
purpose of debate. No further amend
ments to change or affect the Internal 
Revenue Code are in order. 

Lastly, the rule allows one motion to 
recommit with or without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, the part of this bill which 
has attracted the most attention is that 
which increases authorizations for the 
food stamp program in fiscal years 1980 
and 1981. As we are all painfully aware, 
the program has once again reached 
the limit which was placed on its spend
ing for the fiscal year. Consequently, this 
bill sets new funding levels for these 
two fiscal years and to be certain that 
we are prepared when these limits too, 
are exceeded, the committee has been 
generous enough to provide us with cush
ions. These will allow the Secretary to 
lift the new caps by 5 percent for fiscal 
year 1980 and 10 percent for fiscal year 
1981, allowing the costs of the food stamp 
~:rogram to reach $10.7 billion by the 
end of fiscal 1981-almost doubling the 
cost of the program since 1977. Not the 
least of my concerns is the fact that this 
so-called cushion will remove funding 
authority from the committee and place 
this responsibility in the Secretary's 
hands-an abdication of congressional 
authority and possibly a precedent for 
other authorizing committees to be by
passed. 

In addition to raising these caps, the 
bill contains some 22 amendments aimed 
at program reform. I recall food stamp 
reform of 1977 when Congress passed leg
islation aimed at restricting eligibility. 
What did we accomplish? We included a 
major liberalizing provision eliminating 
the purchase requirement which added 
some 3% million people to the program. 
However, we did not come close to elimi
nating the 1.3 million projected. 

Mr. Speaker, I shudder to think what 
the outcome of our empty and ill-con
ceived attempts at reform will be. If the 
program's costs follow the precedent set 
between 1977 and what is being requested 
for 1981, by fiscal 1985, the program 
could cost as much as $20 billion. 

I know that there are numerous 
amendments to be offered, including at 
least one substitute permitting the States 
to become more involved in setting their 
own eligibility and benefit levels. In addi
tion, there is the recoupment amend
ment offered in committee by the gen
tleman from Vermont. Recoupment is an 
idea which was first suggested by then 
Congressman Andrew Young in the 94th 
Congress. The purpose of the Jeffords 
recoupment amendment is to treat bene
fits received by higher income recipients 
as interest-free loans, requiring benefits 
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to be repaid if the recipient's adjusted Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
gross income exceeded 175 percent of from Maryland. 
poverty level and he received food stamps Mr. BAUMAN. I just wanted to ask the 
because of temporary unemployment. I gentleman what the plan is for the re
am pleased that the House will have an mainder of the evening so the Members 
opportunity to improve this legislation might make their schedules accordingly. 
through some carefully constructed Mr. FOLEY. Insofar as I have any 
amendments, and I intend to support decision in the matter, it is our inten
those amendments which will restore tion to try and finish the general debate 
some order to the chaos existing in the on the bill in its entirety, I will tell the 
current program. gentleman, but we will not attempt to 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the proceed to have the bill read for amend
gentleman from Vermont <Mr. JEF- ment in any fashion. 
FORDS). Mr. BAUMAN. So there is not likely 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Speaker, origi- to be any more votes or rollcalls? 
nally I had intended to try and oppose Mr. FOLEY. I hope we will not have 
the rule. However, through some legal any more votes. Perhaps the quorum call 
imagination and skillful drafting, we that might possibly be raised will not be 
have been able to redraft the amendment raised on the gentleman's side, and I 
so that I believe it will be held in order. It think Members would appreciate that. 
is not quite as trim a system as the one Mr. BAUMAN. I thank the gentleman. 
presented to the Rules Committee which Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise to-
is unfortunate. It is unfortunate that the day in support of S. 1309, a bill that 
Rules Committee did not see fit to allow amends the Food Stamp Act of 1977 in 
me to give it in the original form, for two major ways. First, it would provide 
ironically it might actually help protect sufficient increased authorizations for 
the very agency that they are trying to fiscal years 1980 and 1981 to keep the 
protect, the IRS, from some administra- food stamp program alive for the next 
tive problems. 16 months, delivering benefits to the well 

Nevertheless, I want to make it clear over 21 million Americans who need 
that I do not oppose the rule at this time. such assistance in order to avoid hunger 
I intend to offer my amendment in its and malnutrition and the social, eco
redrafted form. I would hope that the nomic, and personal harm they entail. 
Members would give careful considera- Second, it would impose upon the food 
tion to it at that time. I think it is an ex- stamp program the toughest, most ex
cellent proposition that will help to do tensive collection of provisions to deter 
much to restore confidence in the in- - error and punish abuse ever found in 
tegrity of the food stamp program. any nutrition program or in any single 

Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I move piece of income security legislation 
the previous question on the resolution. passed by Congress. Both parts of this 

The previous question was ordered. bill are crucial to the future of the pro-
The resolution was agreed to. gram. Only if both parts are enacted can 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the the food stamp program effectively feed 

table. the needy, and only the needy. 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that THE NEED To RAISE THE cAP Now 

the House resolve itself into the Com- The increases that the Committee on 
mittee of the Whole House on the State Agriculture has proposed in the author
of the Union for the consideration of the ization ceilings the Congress imposed on 
Senate bill <S. 1309) to increase the fiscal the program in 1977 are absolutely es
year 1979 authorization for appropria- sential. I am sure that, by now, you are 
tions for the food stamp program, and aware that, unless the Congress has 
for other purposes. taken action by May 15-just 1 week 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques- from Thursday-to furnish sufficient 
tion is on the motion offered by the funding for the program for the months 
gentleman from Washington <Mr. of June, July, August, and September, 
FoLEY). the Secretary of Agriculture has no re-

The motion was agreed to. course but to order every State in the 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE Union tO SUSpend the isSUance Of all fOOd 

Accordingly the House resolved itself stamp benefits as of June 1. The Sec
into the Committee of the Whole House retary has already written the Governor 
on the state of the Union for the con- of every State in the Union on April 28, 
sideration of the Senate bill, S. 1309, with notifying him or her of the problem and 
Mr. SIMoN in the chair. warning him or her to take immediate 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate precautions, including developing con-. 
bill. tingency plans for providing other forms 

The CHAffiMAN. Pursuant to the rule, of emergency assistance to low-income 
the first reading of the Senate bill is dis- families. This is a very serious business, 
pensed with. indeed. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from The program would cease operating 
Washington <Mr. FoLEY) will be recog- entirely on June 1. It could be revived 
nized for 1 hour, and the gentleman from again later when funds became avail
Virginia <Mr. WAMPLER) will be recog- able, but, in the interim, substantial 
nized for 1 hour. hardship would befall the approximately 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 21.7 million needy Americans who were 
from Washington <Mr. FoLEY). on the food stamp rolls in March of 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my- this year. These people would be forced 
self such time as I may consume. to rely upon their already meager re-

D 1820 sources-most of them already have less 
Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the than $10 a day per household to sub-

gentleman yield? sist on-to obtain food unless and until 

the Congress: First, lifts the $6.188 au
thorization ceiling for fiscal year 1980; 
second, revises the second concurrent 
resolution of the budget for fiscal year 
1980 upward to reflect that rise in the 
ceiling in both budget authority and out
lays-the third concurrent resolution 
we just approved achieves this by virtue 
of the Giaimo amendment; and third, 
enacts the necessary supplemental ap
propriations-the Agricultural Appro
priations Subcommittee of the House Ap
propriations Committee has already 
taken such action on April 28, and the 
full committee is expected to take further 
steps later this week. 

All of these necessary actions may well 
be accomplished in time, but that is 
growing shorter and shorter. We can
not afford the social chaos that would 
prevail were we to fail to meet the dead
line. If we do not succeed, we will be 
seriously harming people who cannot 
help themselves. Over three out of every 
five food stamp recipients in the latest 
survey were found to be either elderly, 
disabled, or children under the age of 
18. Since then, the number of elderly 
persons on the program has grown by 
at least one-third. My staff estimates in
dicate that at least 12 percent and per
haps as many as 15 percent of all per
sons currently served by the program are 
age 60 or over, which amounts to 3.2 
million elderly individuals who would 
literally not know where their next meal 
was coming from for weeks in the fu
ture. That is a frightening prospect, one 
we cannot allow to occur. 

Sixty-nine percent of all food stamp 
households in that survey were headed 
by women. The average monthly income 
of all participating households was 
around $3,800 a year or $320 a month. 
Such people will have serious difficulties 
indeed coping with a total shutdown of 
their food purchasing power. We are not 
talking about people making thousands 
of dollars a month or $15,000 a year. We 
are dealing with households at the depths 
of the economic barrel. Their average in
come, as indicated, is significantly less 
than half of the poverty level for house
holds of comparable size. Over 90 per
cent have gross incomes below the ap
plicable poverty line. Sixty percent have 
no liquid assets whatever, while 95 per
cent have assets under $1,500. Two
thirds of them own no car; nearly three
quarters of them do not have a home 
of their own. 

Food stamps form the primary or sole 
source of income for one out of every 
five households that use them. These 
households either have no income or the 
income that they do have in the form 
of earnings or other benefits totals less 
than the value of the food stamps they 
receive. They do not all come from major 
metropolitan centers. Nearly one out of 
every three recipients is from a rural 
project area. They are, of course, required 
to help themselves if they are able, but 
most are not. Only 15 percent of all heads 
of food stamp households are employable 
persons who are unemployed. The vast 
majority of adult food stamp partici
pants ··are either working full time <12 

· 'Percent>, but at wages so low as to 
qualify them for assistance, or else un-
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able to work because of age (16 percent), 
disability <16 percent), or the re&Ponsi
bility of taking care of pre-high school 
age children or incapacitated adults <35 
percent). 

In general, food stamp recipient house
holds have been hit harder than others 
by the economy and, particularly, infia
tion. Overall income in the United States 
increased 40 percent during the past 4 
years, while the incomes of food stamp 
beneficiaries went up less than one-fifth 
as much or only 7 percent. The cost of 
necessities (food, shelter, medical care, 
and household utilities) during this same 
period has risen faster than the cost of 
other items. Unfortunately, the needy 
spend 90 percent of all of their income 
on these necessities, while the rest of 
America spends only about 60 percent of 
its income to buy them. 

We cannot in good conscience abandon 
these people to their own nonexistent re
sources, if only for a week. We cannot 
be responsible for an unprecedented cut
off, however brief, of vital benefits that 
support human life. There is no doubt 
in my mind-and a recent study by the 
Field Foundation confirms my belief
that the food stamp program is the most 
effective social program in aid of the poor 
in operation today. In 1967, when a team 
of doctors funded by the Field Founda
tion went across the country to examine 
the status of hunger and malnutrition 
among poor Americans, they returned 
to report that they had found hungry 
children suffering diseases caused by 
malnutrition that were well known in 
Africa and Central and South America, 
but not the United States. In 1979, after 
they had conducted a similar study, they 
were able to report that-

Now in those same areas, there is nowhere 
the same evidence of gross malnutrition we 
saw then. In the Mississippi delta, in the 
coal fields of Appalachia and in coastal 
South Carolina-where visitors 10 years ago 
could quickly see l&ge numbers of stunted, 
apathetic children with swollen stomachs 
and the dull eyes and poorly healing wounds 
characteristic of JJlalnutrition----such chil
dren are not to b~ seen in such numbers 
today. 

The primary r>-mson for the dramatic 
difference. for tb e 33 percent decline in 
infant mortality tj,nd the greater than 50 
percent reduction in infant deaths from 
diarrhea, infiuenza, pneumonia, and im
maturity <all directly related to poverty 
and malnutrition), was, from their per
spective, the existence and intervention 
of the food stamp program. They stated 
categorically that-

The food stamp program does more to 
lengthen and strengthen the lives of disad
vantaged Americans than any other non
categorical social program and is the most 
valuable health dollar spent by the Federal 
Government. 

This 1967 study, books, TV documen
taries, newspaper articles, and active 
concern exhibited most notably by Presi
dent Richard Nixon in convening the 
December 1969 White House Conference 
on Food, Nutrition, and Health, perhaps 
the finest m-onument of his first term in 
omce, resulted in the development of 
legislative recommendations to pass a 
more meaningful food stamp program, 
the one that we are extending today. 

Unfortunately, since 1969, the pro
gram has become more the victim of 
unfair abuse than, as has been repeated
ly asserted, itself abused. It has been 
saddled too long now with myth upon 
myth, unfounded story after story of 
Cadillacs crammed with groceries, shop
ping carts laden with $10 sirloin steaks 
and $20 lobsters and hamburger bought 
to feed dogs. All are distortions. Program 
rules disqualify Cadillac owners. Persons 
enjoying 37 cents in benefits a meal ($35 
per person a month) hardly buy luxury 
items or, if they do, the consequence is 
starvation the rest of the month. The 
Federal Government is quite penurious 
when it comes to bestowing food stamps 
allotments. For example, a family of four 
with absolutely no net income left after 
all deductions are subtracted from their 
gross income and, thus, with no funds 
of its own left to purchase more food, 
has the princely sum of 57 cents per 
person with which to buy the entire in
gredients of every meal. The welfare 
Cadillac turns out to be a. bicycle. We 
must discard these repetitious fairy tales 
and honestly confront the reality of 
human need in hard times and the jus
tice of our satisfying that need. 

The appropriation required to keep the 
program going is, according to the ad
ministration's latest estimates, $2.791 
billion. That is the sum that the admin
istration has informed us on April 30 
will be required to maintain full funding 
of benefits given current economic con
ditions, even taking into account a pack
age of $133 million in legislative reduc
tions in program expenditures for fiscal 
year 1980. These legislative savings have 
been recommended both by the admin
istration and the House Budget Com
mittee, and will be offered shortly as 
amendments to S. 1309 by Mr. PANETTA. 
I anticipate that they will be accepted. 

The authorization problem for fiscal 
·year 1981 is equally serious. While the 
1980 cap is approximately $2.791 billion 
short of what the administration has de
termined will be necessary, the 1981 cap 
of $6.236 billion is at least $3.234 billion 
under what the Department's April 
budget revisions suggest will be required 
to furnish food stamps in appropriate 
amounts to all eligible recipients from 
October 1, 1980, through September 30, 
1981. It is as much as $4.097 billion less 
than the Congressional Budget Office's 
<CBO's ) April22 estimates for fiscal year 
1981, as modified to include expected 
legislative savings. 

WHY THE CAP IS OUTDATED 

S. 1309, as reported by the Committee 
on Agriculture, is designed to raise the 
authorization ceilings for both fiscal 
years in order to accommodate economic 
impacts that were unforeseen when Con
gress first imposed the cap on food 
stamps in July of 1977. While the cap 
was, as conceived, a useful construct in
tended to give the authorizing commit
tees controls over program spending and 
prevent the program from remaining an 
unchecked entitlement, it has become an 
inflexible corset, unreasonably restrain
ing appropriate program growth brought 
about by unanticipated factors. The 
fixed level·of estimated expenditures that 
constituted the cap was based upon eco
nomic projections supplied by the Con-

gressional Budget Office as of February 
1977. These projections were quickly by
passed by events. 

The intervening three and one-quarter 
years have obviously undermined what
ever validity those projections may orig
inally have had. In the con text of the 
administration's January budget esti
mates for the program, food price in:fia
tion in excess of what was anticipated is 
directly responsible for approximately 53 
percent of the rise in program costs, 
adding over $1.4 billion to the cost of 
the program in fiscal year 1980 and $2 
billion in fiscal year 1981. The Depart
ment has informed us that each 1 per
cent increase in the Consumer Price 
Index for food generates approximately 
$100 million in added food stamp costs. 

Increased unemployment is responsi
ble for another 26 percent of the surge 
over the 1977 estimates or approximately 
$800 million and $900 million, respec
tively, in the 2 fiscal years at issue. Each 
one-tenth of 1 percent in the unemploy
ment rate tends to bring between 75,000 
and 110,000 people onto the program at a 
cost of around $50 million. That means, 
for example, that last week's jump in 
unemployment would, if the rate re
mained at least 7 percent for the next 
16 months, add $133 million in costs to 
the program for fiscal year 1980 and 
$400 million for 1981. 

The remainder of the expansion can 
be attributed to several factors, fore
most among which is the income level 
of the new participants attracted to the 
program in 1979, after the implementa
tion of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 and 
its elimination of the purchase require
ment <EPR> . The over 4 million program 
entrants traceable to EPR were consider
ably poorer than expected. The new EPR 
feature meant that eligible households 
no longer needed to pay, for example, 
$100 in cash to obtain $200 of food 
stamps. Instead, a family could receive 
the $100 in food stamps that had been 
their previous bonus without first having 
to put up cash. Obviously, the family 
would have to use its own money if it 
wished to secure more than $100 worth 
of food, but it did not have to deposit 
that cash as a prerequisite to program 
participation. Thus, for ·the first time, 
persons who were cash poor at food 
stamp issuance time were enabled to 
participate. 

One more unnecessary barrier to use 
of the program by the very persons it 
was intended to serve tumbled. But, be
cause those who were able to participate 
with the barrier down turned out to be 
at least as poor as existing recipients 
(it had thought they would be work
ing poor at the upper end of the low
income ladder) , the cost of EPR to the 
program was more than had been fore
seen, perhaps as much as $530 million 
more in fiscal year 1980 and $640 million 
more in fiscal year 1981, or approxi
mately 18 percent of the needed increase 
in authorization levels as of January. 

Together, these three factors account 
for almost 97 percent of the growth in 
the program through January, with in
flation twice as important as unemploy
ment and three times as significant as 
EPR. 
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CUSHIONING THE GAP 

Since January, the administration as 
well as, CBO has had to revise its esti
mates upward to reflect the impact of 
the deteriorating economic situation. Eli
gible households who previously had de
termined that it was not worth the effort 
to secure food stamps now feel· impelled 
to do so, given the combined impact of 
inflation and recession on the funds they 
have available to spend on other neces
sities, including housing and utility 
costs. Program participation has re
cently surged from 19.6 million persons 
as of November 1979, to 21.7 million in 
March, reflecting current economic pres
sures upon low-income households. Con
gress can hardly hope accurately to fore
cast or manipulate factors (other than 
inflation or unemployment) that might 
well function, singly or in combination, 
to boost food stamp costs above even 
those revised budget levels, including the 
advent of natural disasters, the prospect 
of major cuts in various States' welfare 
budgets, the possibility of another boost 
in energy prices, the highly uncertain 
nature of the timetable for implementing 
some of the savings features of this 
bill, and similar unforeseeable circum
stances. 

None, any, or all of these possible 
developments might happen. Any one 
might be enough in and of itself to 
breach the new cap set in S. 1309 in a 
fashion impossible to remedy in the 
tight time frame that would exist. The 
result would either be unintended harm 
to program recipients or else more un
necessary funding crises in August
September 1980 and the late summer of 
1981. These potential problems can be 
forestalled now by ·providing a reason
able cushion beyond the cap that per
mits program control to remain in the 
hands of Congress and the authorizing 
process without destroying the value of 
the program to poor persons. A realistic 
limit upon food stamp program spending 
is certainly better than no limit at all, 
and equally better than an unrealistic 
limit that imprisons the heart of the 
program in rigid chains. 

Given this continual problem of rely
ing upon inherently unreliable cost esti
mates and replacing one artificial lid on 
expenditures with another, the majority 
of the committee voted to supply the 
program with a needed cushion, permit
ting an override of the President's Janu
ary 1980 budget projections for fiscal 
year 1980 by as much as 5 percent <or up 
to $437 million) and for fiscal year 1981, 
whose status is far more uncertain, by 
as much as 10 percent <or up to $974 
million) . As the latest estimates from the 
administration and CBO suggest, the 
cushion should be sufficient to meet pro
jected funding requirements in both 
years, but it is still likely to be a close 
call. 

This is the only reasonable way to 
avoid another round of food stamp re
authorizations and supplemental appro
priations this year and next and to stop 
legislating about food stamps in a con
stantly renewed state of emergency. 
Under S. 1309, the Secretary could seek 
appropriations about the new cap--but 
within the cushion-in either fiscal year 
or both. Whenever he determined it ad-

visable to do so. Simultaneously or there
after, he would have to inform both the 
House and Senate Agricultural Commit
tees in writing that he needed to invade 
the cushion because of any one or more 
of a variety of economic or program 
factors, such as unanticipated increases 
in food prices, the rate of unemployment, 
or program participation <for whatever 
reasons these increases were occurring, 
including the recent situation attribut
able to overall inflation psychology and 
pressures); changes in the program 
brought about by S. 1309 itself, includ
ing the pace of its implementation, 
disasters, reductions in State welfare 
benefits, and a host of similar factors. 
This written report to the authorizing 
committees would be necessary 60 days 
before he sought to translate the appro
priations into outlays, provided, of 
course, that Congress granted his fund
ing request through the appropriations 
process. The report and justification 
trigger the Secretary's ability to use the 
appropriated cushion, but not to seek it 
in the first place. 

LEGISLATIVE REDUCTIONS IN COST 

I fully realize the necessity of applying 
some legislative brakes to this program. 
I am in accord with the recommenda
tions of both the administration and the 
House Budget Committee in this connec
tion and, indeed, participated in the early 
stages of their formulation. Those rec
ommendations are about to be offered by 
myself or other members of the Agricul
ture Committee as amendments to S. 
1309 that would save $133 million in fiscal 
year 1980 and $433 million in fiscal year 
1981 by: 

First. Providing annual <every Jan
uary) rather than semiannual <every 
January and July) cost adjustments to 
the thrifty food plan which defines pro
gram benefits and to the standard de
duction for all participating households, 
as well as updating the excess shelter cost 
deduction in January rather than July, 
thereby denying any increase in bene
fits from these three factors in July 1980 
and reducing their impact on the suc
ceeding fiscal year (savings-$436 million 
over both years) ; 

Second. Refusing to update the poverty 
level of net eligibility to reflect March 
cost adjustments, thereby limiting pro
gram eligibility <savings-$50 million); 

Third. Cutting off the eligibility of all 
college and graduate students, allowing 
to participate (if they satisfy the income 
and assets tests) only those students who · 
are under 18 or over 60, mentally or 
physically unfit, employed at least 20 
hours a week during the regular school 
year or involved in a work study program, 
heads of households with dependents, or 
participants in the AFDC work incentive 
program (savings-$60 million); and 

Fourth. Lowering the maximum liquid 
assets limitation for a nonaged house
hold from $1,750 to $1,500 (savings-$20 
million). 

In addition, CBO has estimated that 
S. 1309's error rate sanctions provisions 
would save about $90 million in fiscal 
year 1981, although the Department 
views S. 1309 as saving $186 million. Post
poning the implementation of S. 1309's 
expansion of the excess medical deduc-

. tion for the elderly and increase in the 

dependent care deduction until fiscal 
year 1982, a proposal to be offered, would 
further reduce S. 1309's impact on the 
fiscal year 1981 budget by $122 million. 

In all, members of the House Agricul
ture Committee, including myself, expect 
to offer and to have accepted a package 
of amendments reducing the cost of 
S. 1309 in fiscal years 1980 and 1981 
combined by a total of $688 million. A 
further $90 million savings is contained 
in S. 1309 itself for a general total of 
$778 million. This sum represents the 
changes we have made in our legislative 
.posture after reporting the bill out of 
committee, changes that we initiated in 
response to the developments in the 
budget situation. The total of our reduc
tions in the cost of the existing program 
is either $656 or $762 million, depending 
on whether one accepts the calculations 
of CBO or the administration. All of this 
evidences our good faith participation in 
the budget process as well as our recog
nition that certain carefully targeted 
program reductions are justifiable. 
DETERRING ERROR AND PUNISHING FRAUD AND 

ABUSE 

Despite the obvious attention given 
the substantial rise in .permitted ex
penditures, the most significant portions 
of the bill, not merely in terms of bulk 
(22 separate amendments covering nearly 
three-fourths of the lines), but primar
ily fr()m the perspective of long-term im
pact upon the shape of the food stamp 
program, are the 15 basically bipartisan 
measures that deal with reducing error, 
fraud, and abuse. However generously 
motivated Americans may be to furnish 
resources to the poor to enable them to 
survive, particularly in the face of sig
nificant inflation and slowed economic 
growth, they understandably object if 
they believe that those resources are be
ing abused. This committee agrees 
wholeheartedly with that concern. 

These aims of the committee are re
flected in this bill and, particularly, in 
the antifraud, error, and abuse provi
sions that comprise its core. These 
amendments are responsive to sugges
tions for tightening up the program con
tained in the October 1978-March 1979 
and April 1, 1979-September 1979 semi
annual reports of the Department's Of
fice of Inspector General or to deficien
cies uncovered by the committee itself. 
Taken as a whole, they clearly consti
tute part of a continuing massive effort 
to save program money for the use of 
those who need it most by denying it to 
the unentitled. 

The 15 strong provisions are intended 
to give the Inspector General all of the 
authority he desires to halt program 
fraud and the States all of the appro
priate incentives to reduce program 
error. Indeed, the bill goes well beyond 
what the Inspector General has sought 
to strengthen stringent program admin
istration. The arsenal of investigative 
and deterrent weapons thus furnished 
program administrators is substantially 
more extensive than that applicable to 
any other federally sponsored nutrition 
program and at least as comprehensive 
(if not significantly more so) as that 
available to police any other Federal in
come security legislation. The new anti-
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fraud, error, and abuse measures con
tained in this bill include: 

First. Computer matching. Strong en
couragement for, coupled with permis
sion to, the Secretary and State agen
cies to computer match information sup
plied by applicants and recipients 
against all available wage and benefit 
data contained in all relevant Federal 
agency <including Social Security Ad
ministration) files and in the files of the 
Department and the States to verify all 
income information in a manner that 
cannot be manipulated in any way by 
the applicant or recipient, This is the 
single most effective technique now in 
existence for avoiding error and fraud 
and preventing benefit payment to ineli
gible persons and benefit overissuances 
to eligible ones. Appropriate safeguards 
and limitations would obviate misuse 
of the information so obtained. 

Second. Increased cost-sharing for 
computerization. A bonus of 25 percent 
in additional Federal cost sharing <over 
the normal 50 percent) for the admin
istrative costs incurred by State agen
cies in developing and installing com
puterized systems for handling program 
data in order to make full and efficient 
use of computer matching and to lower 
error rates. 

Third. Retrospective accounting. Pro
vision of an option to the States to de
termine eligibility and benefits for cer
tain types of households for a given 
month in light of a prior month's ac
tual income. This will enable States to 
diminish error rates, since past income 
can be accurately ascertained, while 
future income is difficult to predict pre
cisely. The Inspector General strongly 
supports giving States this option. 

Fourth. Periodic reporting. A compan
ion reqUirement compelling certain cate
gories of households in States relying 
upon retrospective accounting to submit 
periodic reports (probably monthly, in 
most instances) on their income as a 
condition of continuing to receive food 
stamp benefits. 

F1ifth. State liability for errors. A pen
alty upon those States that fail to meet 
certain specified performance standards 
in controlling their error rates, includ
ing negative case actions, in light of na
tional standards, with States to be liable 
for all erroneous allotments over their 
prescribed limit out of the Federal ad
ministrative cost-sharing that would 
otherwise be available to them. The In
spector General recommended this con
cept ·of reqUiring States to share in the 
cost of .their own mistakes, as ''the most 
effective device we know of to make those 
States and projects with poorly man
aged operations take an aggressive in
terest in improving the program." 

Sixth. State incentives for reducing 
errors. Concomitant rewards for those 
States that are exceptionally successful 
in reducing their error rates, either ab
solutely in relation to specified low error 
rates or comparatively in terms of sig
nificant percentage improvement. 

Seventh. Verification. New and 
strengthened verification procedures 
enabling certification workers to verify 
household size as well as verify intensive
ly where comouter profiles reveal that 
substantial dollar level errors are associ-

ated with particular household charac
teristics. Use of these error-prone pro
files would be subject to approval by the 
Secretary. This should end the misper
ception of many State officials that their 
hands are tied in connection with ver
ification. 

Eighth. Photo identification. A re
qUirement that all certified eligible 
households, other than those certified at 
home or by mail, acquire photographic 
identification cards to present with their 
authorization to purchase cards when 
obtaining food stamps in those areas, 
primarily central cities, in which the 
Secretary, in consultation with the In
spector General, finds that such a pro
cedure would help protect the integrity 
of the program. 

Ninth. Forfeiture of property involved 
in illegal transactions. A grant of 
authority to the Secretary to confiscate 
cash or goods used in food stamp traf
ficking in which large volumes of stamps 
are illegally obtained in exchange for 
lesser amounts of cash or less valuable 
commodities and later redeemed for a 
profit. 

Tenth. Restrictions on aliens. The in
come and resources of an ineligible alien 
member of a household would be par
tially attributed to that household, 
thereby diminishing its benefits. Certifi
cation workers who determine, on the 
basis of information furnished by an 
applicant household, that a member of 
that household is in the United States in 
violation of the immigration laws, are to 
report that firm, legal conclusion in writ
ing to th9 Immigration and Naturaliza
tion Service. 

Eleventh. Strikers. Strikers per se 
would not be eligible for food stamps 
and would be per se ineligible unless they 
were either exempt from work registra
tion or eligible for food stamps prior to 
going on strike or were involved in a 
lockout or else could demonstrate that 
their income fell within the requisite 
eligibility levels, their assets were suf
ficiently low, and their work registration 
status complied with the governing work 
rules. · 

Twelfth. State administrative fraud 
hearings. Permission to States to refrain 
from developing an administrative fraud 
structure so long as they ardently and 
vigorously pursue fraud in their court 
systems. Many States contend that ad
ministrative antifraud effort is not cost 
effective. 

Thirteenth. Interference with the pro
gram. A ban on any Federal financial 
support to any person, organization, or 
group that interferes with or impedes, 
directly or indirectly, the implementa
tion of any provision of the act or any 
regulations. This is designed to halt 
Federal funding of efforts illegally to 
hassle or harass State and local officials 
seeking to operate the program in good 
faith or the use of tactics of violence 
and intimidation. 

Fourteenth. Special financial audit re
view of high participation States. Assur
ance that any State in which program 
participants constituted more than a 
fixed percentage of the State's total 
population would immediately be subject 
to intensive financial audit. 

Fifteenth. Extension of workfare. Au-

thorlty to extend workfare pilot projects 
another 12 months through the end 
of the authorization of the underlying 
law on September 30, 1981, coupled with 
a competitive process to select the best 
possible 14 projects for a reliable test 
of the efficacy of the concept. 

With the addition of this slew of 
amendments to tighten up program op
erations, the committee believes that it 
has thoroughly canvassed all of the avail
able antifraud techniques and devices 
and directed implementation of those 
it has found to be efficacious in reduc
ing error and abuse at a reasonable ad
ministrative cost. Once these techniques 
and devices are fully in place in fiscal 
years 1980 and 1981, the food stamp pro
gram should have the opportunity it has 
been denied in the last 5 turbulent years 
of congressional action to settle down 
and become stable .. It must no longer be 
subject to an annual congressional re
vision of prior marching orders whose 
content is inevitably unpredictable and 
the accompanying plethora of new regu
lations which must be incorporated in 
handbooks, manuals, and, most trouble
some of all, instilled in the conduct of 
tens of thousands State and local cer
tification workers. Retraining personnel, 
rewriting manuals, and reprograming 
computers are socially wasteful activi
ties that can themselves be a major 
source of the error we allegedly seek 
to eliminate. 

It is time that the program be viewed 
as mature and treated appropriately, so 
that error is not artificially induced by 
constant change. It is time to call a halt 
to the perpetual amending process. The 
States are understandably at the end of 
their patience with our unsettling 
method of repealing our mandates be
fore they have even begun to be en
forced. Good program administration de
mands that the program be allowed a 
period of peace in which it can most 
fruitfully and effectively diminish the 
inci.dence of fraud, error, and abuse, 
while continuing to perform in the out
standing fashion I noted earlier to elimi
nate hunger and malnutrition in the 
United States. 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentle
woman from New Jersey. 

Mrs. FENWICK. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

I know that changes have been made. 
I think we all applaud the big. really 
tremendous effort that the committee has 
made to reach it. I would like to ask: 
Could the gentleman tell me what is the 
maximum income of a family of four 
which mig-ht be eligible for food stamps? 

Mr. FOLEY. Well, the maximum is 
$11,412, at which level the household 
would receive $31 in stamps for a month 
or $1 a day to supply 12 meals. 

Mrs. FENWICK. For a family of four. 
Mr. FOLEY. That is the maximum. 

That is not the average, by any means. 
The average is $~.800 per household. 

Mrs. FENWICK. No, but that is the 
maximum. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. FOLEY. By the way, one of the 

things that this bill does is postpone the 
July adjustment in the poverty level, 
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which will tend to keep that level from 
rising and thus prevent persons or fam
ilies of higher income from becoming 
eligible for the program. 

Mrs. FENWICK. I thank the chairman 
for his answer. 

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the meas-

. ure being considered today-S. 1309, the 
Food Stamp Act Amendments of 1980. 
I am particularly concerned that the cur
rent "balanced budget mania,'' which is 
sweeping this Congress, may suggest that 
the "meat-ax" approach to reducing 
Federal spending is in order for the food 
stamp program. The anticipated intro
duction of amendments to cripple the 
intent of S. 1309 by incorporating un
necessary requirements for participation 
in the program, should be rejected since 
S. 1309 addresses those problems which 
necessitate reform in the food stamp 
program's implementation. 

As the Members of this House must 
realize, the current authorization levels 
for the food stamp program are based on 
earlier economic projections which have 
long since been inadequate due to rising 
food costs and higher unemployment. 
One major component of S. 1309 in
creases the cap on the food stamp pro
gram to $8.7 billion for fiscal year 1980, 
and $9.7 billion for 1981. It is imperative 
that we not adopt any amendments 
which may weaken or eliminate this crit
ical provision since Food and Nutrition 
Service omcials have acknowledged that 
if the cap is not lifted, and Congress fails 
to allocate a needed $8.3 billion, slgnifi
cant benefits will be cut. Moreover, the 
provision inS. 1309 which calls for rais
ing the cap on the food stamp progmm 
spending is flexible enough to stipulate 
that the authorizations may be exceeded 
by 5 percent in 1980, and 10 percent in 
1981 should unanticipated economic con
ditions occur that would increase pro
gram costs. 

A second major part of S. 1309 is one 
which deserves careful attention. This 
component contains what are notably 
some of the strongest measures ever pro
posed by the House Agriculture Com
mittee to reduce fraud and error in the 
food stamp program. I certainly share 
the concerns of the Members of this 
House for the elimination of wasteful
ness in the implementation of critical 
intergovernmental programs. I believe 
everyone is all too familiar with my 
stand on unnecessary and wasteful 
defense spending, to name another area 
of concern. However, in this instance, 
my primary concern is that the "tighten
ing up" of the food stamp program's 
administrative mechanisms to prevent 
abuse will clear the way for greater 
participation in the program by those 
who truly need its benefits the most. I 
am certain that the Members of this 
body have carefully reviewed the new 
antifraud, error, and abuse provisions 
that are contained in S. 1309. While I 
believe that there are countless other 
programs-inside and outside the Fed
eral sector-which warrant administra
tive and abuse reforms more so than the 

food stamp program, let me just state 
that the provisions contained in S. 1309 
should remain untampered. 

The third major component of S. 1309 
demonstrates that the anticipated imple
mentation of the bill's antifraud pro
visions will not be designed to deny food 
stamp benefits to those who are in dire 
need of them. These provisions expand 
food stamp benefits to certain households 
which have been heretofore excluded 
from the program. In addition, such crit
ical provisions as the one which states 
that energy assistance payments or 
allowances made under any Federal, 
State, or local law shall be excluded from 
income in calculating eligibility and 
benefits, certainly deserve our support. 

Let me also urge my colleagues to re
ject attempts to incorporate any provi
sions into S. 1309 which would call for 
the reduction of a family's food stamp 
benefits if a free or reduced school lunch 
is served to their children. Specifically, 
such attempts, as we saw last week con
tained in the Gramm-Holt substitute to 
the first concurrent budget resolution 
for fiscal year 1981, are aimed at the 
elimination of duplicative benefits for a 
household. Certainly, as I mentioned 
earlier, we are all concerned about rid
ding the vital food stamp program of 
waste, fraud, and duplication. However, 
it must be realized that the Federal 
school lunch program was designed by 
Congress as a supplement, and not a sub
stitute for children's nutritional needs. 
We must also face the fact that our chil
dren cannot be penalized for the mis
management, poor administration, and 
admittedly the abuse and fraud involved 
in the food stamp program implemen
tation. Cutting into the household bene
fits based on a famtly's participation in 
the supplemental school lunch program 
is not getting to the root of adminis
trative problems--it is making our chil
dren pay for Federal, State, local, and in 
some cases, parental mistakes. The exist
ing provisions contained in S. 1309 and 
not the incorporation of an amendment 
which involves a supplemental school 
lunch program, should serve as the basis 
for fraud reduction efforts in the food 
stamp program. 

The measure before us today by no 
means represents a panacea with respect 
to the needed reforms in the food stamp 
program's administration. On the other 
side, we still may not view this legisla
tion as facilitating the program's com
plete responsiveness to all needy fami
lies. However, no one should deny the 
need for S. 1309's provisions. The food 
stamp program is presently dependent 
on the passage of a supplemental appro
priation for its continued operation. The 
program is certainly in need of the re
form mechanisms contained in S. 1309. 
Last, and most importantly, the food 
stamp benefits undoubtedly need to be 
expanded to include such individuals 
as women and children residing in shel
ters for battered women. S. 1309 expands 
the benefits to include these individuals 
and others who are deserving. The Food 
Stamp Act Amendments of 1980 should 
be adopted, and I urge its passage with
out crippling amendments. 

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

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the distinguished 
gentleman from New Jersey, the chair
man of the Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
urge that we move as expeditiously as 
possible to approve S. 1309, the Food 
Stamp Act Amendments of 1980. 

We all know that this vital program is 
facing an ominous deadline-by May 15 
action must be completed on the first 
concurrent resolution on the budget, the 
authorizing bill now before us, and a 
supplemental appropriation bill provid
ing the necessary additional funds for 
this fiscal year. Otherwise the Depart
ment of Agriculture will be legally obli
gated to order suspension of the program 
on June 1. 

The prospect of suspension of all food 
stamp benefits is absolutely appalling. 
Currently 21.4 million Americans receive 
food stamps-approximately 10 percent 
of our population. In my own congres
sional district, the city of Newark alone 
has 90,000 residents who depend on the 
food stamp program to meet their daily 
food needs. 

Mr. Chairman, the people involved are 
our fellow citizens least able to sustain 
themselves without the vital assistance 
provided by the food stamp program. 
They are the elderly, the young, the dis
abled, the unemployed. Their average in
come is significantly less than half of the 
poverty level. Over half of our Nation's 
food stamp households have gross in
comes of under $3,600 a year. 

Moreover, food stamp recipients are 
for the most part not able in any way to 
increase their incomes. Over 20 percent 
of all food stamp households are headed 
by persons over 60. The vast majority of 
adult food stamp participants are either 
working full-time but at wages so low as 
to require assistance, or else unable to 
work because of age, disability or the re
sponsibility of taking care of prehigh 
school age children or incapacitated 
adults. 

'V'e cannot abandon these least fortu
nate in our society, even temporarily, to 
privation, malnutrition, and the threat of 
starvation. Inflation is not their fault. 
Unemployment is not their fault. Our 
miscalculations on food stamp program 
costs are not their fault. They cannot 
help growing older or suffering the rav
ages of disability and accident. 

There are families now with absolutely 
no net income left after deductions who 
have only food stamps with which to buy 
food. Many members of our armed serv
ices have been forced to rely upon food 
stamps to feed their families. Mothers 
across the country are struggling to care 
for their children on the small sum of 
57 cents per person with which to buy 
every ingredient of every meal. 

I was very moved by a letter I received 
from an attorney working with the Rut
gers Legal Aid Clinic who is deeply con
cerned that we will cast aside our poor. 
He described most eloquently one of his 
cases: 

A man, age 59, and his wife came to me the 
other day to seek counsel with regards to ob
taining Social Security Disab111ty benefits. 
The man had worked as a truck driver for 
most of his life and recently underwent an 
operation for cancer of the lung. One lung 
was removed. The man wished to return to 
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work but his doctor said there wa.s .no wa.y 
he could do so. · 

At the point when he came to see me the 
ma.n a.nd his wife ha.d exhausted their tem
porary d1sa.b111ty benefits a.nd ha.d no re
sources left upon which to draw. They ha.d 
applied to Welfare for the first time in their 
lives a.nd, after waiting three weeks, ha.d not 
yet been properly processed through the sys
tem so that they could receive a. check. Dur
ing this time though they did receive food 
stamps. Were it not for the food stamps this 
couple would not only be penniless but might 
well be starving FUrther, both the ma.n a.nd 
his wife were a.lrea.dy under great physical 
and emotional stress. 

Mr. Chairman, under the circum
stances confronting us, I maintain that 
all of us in Congress have a heavy re
sponsibility to our fellow citizens in need. 
We are all guardians of the health, 
safety-and indeed survival--of the men, 
women, and children who depend on food 
stamps for existence. 

We must put aside all matters of parti
sanship, and speedily resolve all dis
agreements of consequence, while fore
going the leisure of extended debate on 
insign.itlcant issues, to enact as soon as 
possible this measure and the other two 
legislative matters essential to avoid any 
disruption in the food stamp program. 

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

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Connecticut. 

01830 
Mr. RATCHFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Chairman, we are all aware of the 

severe crisis now facing the food stamp 
program. Unless the Congress acts very 
quickly, food stamp benefits in all States 
will stop on June 1, and the conse
quences-in human terms-wtll be dev
astating. 

Our highest priority following passage 
of the budget resolution must be an in
crease in the spending cap on the food 
stamp program to permit continuation 
of benefits this summer. The Food Stamp 
Act Amendments of 1980, as reported by 
the House Agriculture Committee, would 
take this essential step, lifting the 
spending ceilings from the current $6.2 
billion to the $8.7 billion which will be 
required to fund the program this year. 

Without question, there are other is
sues in this legislation for the House to 
consider-including attempts to tighten 
up administration of the food stamp pro
gram to eliminate waste and fraud. Yet 
we cannot allow a lengthy debate to hide 
the urgency of congressional action on 
the spending cap within the next few 
weeks. The program is basically sound, 
and the benefits are desperately needed 
by the poor and the elderly-the exten
sion of the program represents a re
sponsibility that a compassionate society 
cannot ignore. 

Knowing of the importance of con
gressional a~tion to lift the spending cap, 
I l:>trongly urge rapid enactment of the 
Food Stamp Act Amendments of 1980. 
Assuming that a supplemental appropri
ation for the food stamp progtam will 
be brought to the floor in the very near 
future, I remain hopeful that the Con
gress will prevent any disruption of food 
stamp benefits in the months ahead. 

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

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I, too, 
of course, support this bill. I support the 
chairman's remarks and would like to 
make two quick comments. 

First of all, we have in this bill acted 
very reasonably and responsibly because 
we have not totally eliminated the cap 
which existed beforehand, but we have 
raised the. cap and added a cushion to 
provide enough flexibility so that if un
employment goes up or food price infla
tion continues to go up we will provide 
that cushion so that poor people will 
not have to worry about having their 
benefits cut off. 

Second, I would urge this House to 
reject amendments which may sound 
good on their face but would so unneces
sarily complicate the program that there 
would be no way that we could get an 
authorization bill passed by May 15, and 
the benefits into both the hands and 
mouths of needy people. If we want to 
honor our commitment on food stamps, 
we will pass the bill as recommended by 
the chairman of the committee. 

There has been considerable debate in 
Congress on the merits of the funding 
ceiling or cap on food stamp program 
expenditures. Unlike most other social 
programs, like medicare, which operate 
on an entitlement basis and permit open
ended spending, the food stamp program 
has been subject to a cap on its annual 
authorization since 1977. Spending levels 
for the succeeding fiscal years were es
tablished at that time. 

When the ceiling was enacted, it was 
anticipated that its presence would im- ' 
prove spending control and financial re
sponsibility 1n the food stamp program. 
One factor not taken into account was a 
skyrocketing rate of infiation that paa-
ticularly impacted retail food prices. In 
1977 when the cap :figures were devel
oped, the Congressional Budget omce 
<CBO) estimated that food prices would 
increase 3 to 4 percent a year. In fact, 
food prices went up 22 percent between 
1977 and 1979, and are presently pro
Jected to have gone up 46 percent be
tween 1977 and 1981. 

Accordingly, an increase in the ceiling 
was approved last year to permit funding 
for the remainder of fiscal year 1979 and 
we are here again today to approve an 
increase for the rest of this year and 
1981 as well. Failure to approve such an 
increase by the May 15 deadline will 
cause the program to be shut down on 
June 1. Such action will be d.isastroUs to 
many needy Americans who rely on fOod 
stamps to supplement their daily nutri
tional requirements. The people hurt will 
be those who can least afford it. Sixty 
percent of those Participating in the pro
gram are the very old and very young_ 
those with the least ability to change 
their economic situations. Over half of 
the households receiving food stamps 
have gross incomes under $3,600 a year. 

Opponents of the cap believe that its 
absence would eliminate these last min
ute rushes for increases. I feel differently 
and oppose its removal. A cap permits 
us to maintain adequate fiscal oversight 

over the program while assisting low
income Americans. The cap iS more nec
essary than ever to keep the program 
within spending limits. It is significant 
in prodding us to review eligibility cri
teria and program operations. In this 
belief I offered an amendment in com
mittee which is included in the bill before 
us to increase the 1980 cap to $8.7 billion 
and the 1981 cap to $9.7 billion. To ac
count for unanticipated changes in the 
economy which have caused these 11th 
hour pushes to raise the ceiling, my pro
vision includes an authorization cushion 
which would permit an increase over th.e 
cap of 5 percent in 1980 and 10 percent 
in 1981. These cushions would only be 
allowed when certain economic condi
tions occur such as severe unemployment 
or a significantly higher inflation rate. 
Congress would have to continue to ap
prove any increase over the cushion 
amounts. 

The funding levels in the provision are 
based on USDA estimates for program 
costs for 1980 and 1981. I am hopeful 
that these amounts will be adequate. 
Nevertheless, the cushion is particularly 
crucial at this juncture because we are 
dealing with more variables than ever 
before. First, the CBO, by assuming a 
more pessimistic picture for the econ
omy, has projected food stamp expendi
tures above the Department's :figures. 
Second, the administration has included 
in its estimate a $200 million savings 
from a reduced error rate in fiscal year 
1981. In my judgment, it may be unreal
istic to assume such sizable savings so 
rapidly. Third, since the economy has 
taken a downturn since approval of the 
provision, unemployment has been in
creasing. Each one-half of 1 percent in
crease in unemployment adds between 
$250 and $270 million in costs to the 
program. 

I do not want to expose food stamp 
recipients to the hardship of reduced 
benefits during these inflation-stricken 

times. We have a moral obligation to 
insure that needy Americans can meet 
their nutritional requirements. It also 
makes more sense than responding to 
inadequate nutrition after the fact 
through higher medical costs. At the 
same time there is an obligation for us 
to carefully scrutinize budget expendi
tures, especially those that are increas
ing dramatically. The cushion approach 
sets a realistic goal for food stamp ex
penditures, while allowing needed flexi
bility. By retaining the fiscal guidelines 
imposed by the cap, the program stays 
in the authorization process where it 
belongs. This guarantees what was al
ways most meaningful about the cap-
adequate congressional oversight. 

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

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
)ust like to respond briefly to the com
ments made by the gentleman from 
Kansas (Mr. GLICKMAN), with whom I 
sometimes agree. One thing, however, 
that has really burned me up in this 
whole debate about food stamps is the 
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argument the gentleman just made. 
Every time we bring this bill up at the 
very last minute, when there is a crisis, 
we are told not to accept any more 
amendments because people are going 
to go hungry. 

I think this bill is one of the most im
portant we face and every amendment 
ought to be addressed in a reasonable 
fashion with debate on the merits and 
rejected or passed, but we ought not to 
labor under the fabricated crisis of a 
deadline that is upon us. I wish the bill 
had been before us much earlier. 

Mr. FOLEY. Let me just say that the 
Committee on Agriculture reported this 
bill some time ago. It would have been 
my desire to bring it to the floor at an 
earlier time. Frankly, with the necessity 
to adopt a third budget resolution for 
1980, it seems to me that the House 
would first need to dispose of at least its 
tentative decisions with respect to the 
budget resolution for 1980 before a bill 
of this magnitude could appropriately 
be brought to the floor. 

But I would agree with the gentleman, 
that these are not the best circumstances 
under which to bring a bill to the floor. 
I would also agree with him that as far 
as consideration of amendments are 
concerned every amendment ought to be 

· and should be considered appropriately 
by the committee. In fact, with the ex
ception of a rule affecting amendments 
on the Internal Revenue Code, which the 
gentleman from Vermont mentioned 
earlier, we have an open rule on this bill 
and all amendments will be in order that 
are germane. 

. Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, w:ll 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I would like to com
ment to the gentleman from Maryland 
that I did not mean the amendments to 
be offered. I am sure all have been well 
thought out. I would say, unfortunately, 
both through the efforts of the Depart
ment of Agriculture and perhapS through 
our own scheduling, we are up to a crisis 
point in time, and I think that if we bur
den this bill with an extraordinary num
ber of amendments we probably could 
not get it passed in time to prevent a 
cutoff of benefits. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. Chainnan, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Hawaii. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. Chainnan, I rise in 
support of S. 1309. Since coming to the 
Congress, I have been actively involved 
in food stamp legislation on several oc
casions. Each time, we have done the 
best that we could to anticipate economic 
conditions which would allow us to fore
cast the need for food stamps. In 1977, 
when we set the caps for fiscal year 1980 
and fiscal year 1981, no one could see 
the amazing rise in food prices. 

When cap figures were developed for 
fiscal year 1980, it was estimated that 
food prices would rise at an average rate 
of 3 to 4 percent a year. Thus, the cap 
for expenditures was set at $6.19 billion 
for fiscal year 1980. In reality, food prices 
went up 22 percent between 1977 and 

1979 and are presently estimated to go 
up another 8 to 10 percent between 1979 
and 1980. 

Another major factor contributing to 
higher costs in the program is rising un
employment. Wheri cap figures were de
veloped in 1977, it was estimated that 
unemployment would be under 6 percent 
in fiscal year 1980. In fact, unemploy
ment is now expected to average 6. 7 per
cent in fiscal year 1980. Similar changes 
are anticipated to take place in fiscal 
year 1981, necessitating changes in the 
cap for that year. 

Let me stress that these are changes 
that were not, and in all fairness, could 
not be anticipated when cap figures were 
drawn up in 1977. We cannot turn our 
backs on the many poor recipients who 
face a complete cutoff of benefits in June 
of this year. These are fair and necessary 
increases, and I urge my colleagues to 
support this legislation. 

Mr.FOLEY.Mr.Chamnan,Irese"e 
the bal·ance of my time. 

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chainnan, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, we bring this bill to the 
floor under something of a "funding 
crisis" atmosphere. Secretary of Agricul
ture Bergland has indicated that he must 
"suspend" benefits by June 1 unless Con
gress acts prior to May 15. Both program 
administrators and recipients alike are 
contacting Members of Congress appeal
ing to prevent this June 1 cutoff. There 
can be no doubt that the funding situa
tion is serious, and I am especially con
cerned that the impact of possible pro
gram termination upon the elderly and 
disabled, those least able to provide for 
themselves. 

However, I do feel it necessary to point 
out that the Secretary's attribution of 
congressional liability for the funding 
crisis is not the assessment I would 
make of liability for this dilemma. There 
are several reasons for my conclusion. 

First, the other body passed authoriz
ing legislation in the summer of 1979, 
and the House Committee on Agriculture 
reported S. 1309, the fiscal 1980 and 
1981 authorizing measure, on February 
27, 1980. Action was not scheduled be
cause of the administration's delay in 
submitting the President's revised budg
et; the expected January 21 budget did 
not arrive until January 28, and the re
vised budget arrived March 31, 1980. 
Such delay in tum delayed the Congress 
in proceeding with its budget process in 
a timely fashion. Moreover, there ap
parently was a decision made between 
the Speaker and the chairmen of the 
Rules and Budget Committees that no 
bills requiring budget waivers for fiscal 
years 1980 and 1981 would be taken up 
on the floor until after House action on 
the first and third budget resolutions. 

Second, I feel it should be pointed out 
that the fact that program funding is 
short should not have come as any sur
prise on April15, 1980; rather, USDA of
ficials have known all along that the 
$6.189 billion fiscal year 1980 appropria
tion is inadequate if food stamp allot
ments are to be fully funded. Further, the 

Secretary has apparently chosen to 
ignore the authority given him by the 
Lugar amendment which is the language 
contained in section 18 of the 1977 act 
which allows him to make discretionary 
benefit reductions so that the value of the 
allotments issued would not exceed the 
appropriation. 

I understand that Secretary Bergland 
has based his decision not to make any 
benefit reductions on his determination 
that the language of the House and Sen
ate Appropriations Committee report ac
companying the 1980 appropriations bills 
are expressions of congressional intent to 
fully fund the program at "current bene
fit levels." In my mind, even if one were 
to concede that these reports are expres
sions of congressional intent to continue 
the program, I do not believe it is clear 
that such language assumed that the De
partment should go ahead with January 
indexation of benefits which the Depart
ment did; or that the Department should 
not address in any way some measure for 
controlling this incredible growth rate. 

Certainly, the Secretary's decision to 
fully fund the program until appropria
tions run out carries with it some risk 
unless he was given assurances by the 
Speaker and the majority leader of the 
other body that the House would come to 
the rescue in time. 

Also, I think it important that atten
tion be called to the "new ballgame" we 
are dealing with under the recently im
plemented 1977 Food Stamp Act legisla
tion, which was adopted at the adminis
tration's strong urging. Traditionally, 
USDA has based food stamp estimates on 
two basic factors-projected food costs 
and unemployment figures. I do not con
sider that these predictors alone are re
liable as forecasters for the hew prognun 
because we are experiencing dramatic 
program growth and the cost at a time 
when food prices are actually· declining 
and when unemployment has remained 
well within earlier projections. According 
to a Congressional Budget Oftlce paper 
of April 22, 1980, to the Senate Budget 
Committee revising its January 1980 fis
cal year 1980 and 1981 current policy 
food stamp projections, the suggestion is 
made that the program has demon
strated a phenomenal growth rate be
cause of the income transfer imprimatur 
it ha.s taken on with the elimination of 
the purchase requirement. The CBO 
paper reads: 

While food prices have clearly atab111zed 
during this period (first quarter, 1980), other 
basic necessities have experienced unprece
dented increases-housing increased at a 19.5 
percent rate, fuel oil at a 62.6 percent, gaso
line at a 95.4 percent, transportation costa 
at a. 33.6 percent, public transportation at a 
26.3 percent, and medical care at a 16.9 per
cent. 

Rapid price increases have resulted in low 
and lower-middle income families choosing 
to reallocate their limited incomes so aa to 
select those commodities which are subsi
dized and thereby continue to maintain 
their real purchRSing power in the nonsub
sidized goods. Since the elimlnation of the 
purchase requirement, the food stamp pro
gram has become more of a direct income 
transfer program, directly substitutable !or 
nonfood purchases. Hence, the propensity 
to participate in the program increases with 
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relatively high rates of in1lat1on in non
food, but stlll basic items. 

I certainly do not think we know all 
there is to know about the estimating 
methodology for the new program, but I 
do suggest that other factors are now 
at work driving up program growth. We 
need to recognize clearly that the sub
stituted portion of the allotment is be
ing spent on nonfood components of the 
market basket which are escalating in 
cost faster than the food component. 
This lure of the free, substituted income 
is bringing into the program more lower
middle-income people, and the impact 
of the numbers of people who will be 
lured to the program is difficult to meas
ure because it is a behavioral decision. 

Also, S. 1309, like all the other food 
stamp bills of recent memory, has a 
net impact of cost, not of savings. This 
is because eligibility is expanded even 
further under the bill than what current 
law provides. 

What I am saying in short is that we 
cannot fault program estimators for 
shortfall projections. Certainly, I feel 
that CBO has given us their most com
plete and up-to .. date information. 
Rather, what we do know is that the 
food stamp program with the elimina
tion of the purchase requirement is a 
new ballgame. Further, we can say with 
certainty that the traditional program 
variables for growth estimation-that is, 
food prices and unemployment rates
simply are no longer the basic factors at 
play. 

We do not even have a characteristic 
survey of participants under the new act 
which would be reflective of the changes 
of the 1977 act upon program recipients. 

While I do not condone the somewhat 
contrived funding crisis. I do feel the 
best course of action is for the Congress 
to act promptly to resolve these problems 
and keep the food stamp program in 
operation. 

Even though we are again operating 
under a "funding crisis" atmosphere, as 
we have on every occasion we have ad
dressed food stamps since the imple
mentation of the 1977 act, I do not think 
we should fail to address real reform 
measures. As we go about a.mending this 
bill, we should keep in mind that a large 
portion of the additional money we are 
being asked to authorize can really be 
traced to the truly disheartening eco
nomic situation. However, we should also 
keep in mind that the expansionist na
ture of the new act and its high gross 
income limit have more than a little to 
do with the increased need also. Mem
bers should ask themselves if they really 
believe a family of four with gross in
come in excess of $17,000 should be eligi
ble for food stamps. If not, then S. 1309 
is the vehicle for reduction. I urge my 
colleagues to look at this bill in depth. 
Let us address the bill in an effective 
manner and not be stampeded into 
careless legislative action. 

0 1840 
Mr. Chairman. at this time I yield 6 

minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Idaho <Mr. SY!DIB). 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, the Food 
Stamp Act Amendments of 1980 raises 
the authorization for fiscal year 1980 by 
an additional $2.5 biliion over the $6.2 

billion already appropriated, and for 
1981 an additional $3.5 billion over the 
$6.2 billion authorized in the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977. Furthermore, the Commit
tee on Agriculture has taken the step of 
adopting the Glickman amendment 
which authorizes an additional 5 per
cent for fiscal year 1980 and an addi
tional 10 percent for fiscal year 1981 
above these figures for unanticipated in
creases if the Secretary deems the extra 
percentage is necessary. According to the 
statement coming from the majority side 
of the aisle, S. 1309 would impose upon 
the food stamp program the toughest, 
the most extensive collection of provi
sions to deter error and punish abuse 
ever found in any nutrition program or 
any single piece of income-security leg
islation passed by Congress. Supposedly, 
the majority are pointing to the provi
sions for the computer crosschecking of 
earnings information, retrospective ac
counting, error rate sanctions, and the 
like. There is no doubt that some of these 
provisions would have an impact on 
fraud detection and error rate reduction, 
and there is especially noteworthy in this 
regard the incentive for States to ac
quire increased computerization to ac
commodate more meticulous crosschecks 
in the future. However, I think one 
should keep in mind that most earnings 
information is quite stale, as much as 2 
years old before it is computerized, and, 
thus, it will not be a tool for eligibility 
determinations but only a tool for audits 
which occur much later. 

Furthermore, the respective account
ing provision has the name of reform, 
but it does not have any effective com
pliance dates for households to make 
income reports or dates for program cut
off if the households do not report in a 
timely manner. Thus, the households 
can be carried into infinity for all intents 
and purposes. 

Another thing, Mr. Chairman, S. 1309 
dramatically increases the number of 
deductions households may take, even 
though the standard deduction inserted 
in the 1977 Food Stamp Act was designed 
to provide households with a lump sum 
that allowed for several specific deduc
tions. The reform of the 1977 Food 
Stamp Act was supposed to eliminate the 
itemized deductions and give each house
hold a monthly standard deduction 
which represented the former itemized 
deductions. 

Since the passage of the 1977 Food 
Stamp Act, the Congress has restored 
many of these deductions. This fact, 
coupled with the many income items 
which are excluded from the calculation 
process, is the reason that very high
income households ca.n receive food 
stamps. For example, under this legis
lation, a family of four can have a gross 
income limit of well over $17,000 and 
legitimately get food stamps. 

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

Mr. SYMMS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. FOLEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I know the gentleman would 
be concerned, as I would, if some action 
on our part would permit that. I am 
going to offer an amendment whieh will 
postpone any adjustment of the poverty 

line this July, which will keep the eligi
bility at approximately the present level 
and not the allowed increases the gentle
man is referring to. I hope I will have 
support on that. 

Mr. SYMMS. I compliment the chair
man for that correction. 

The only way to reduce total program 
outlays and scale the program to the 
lowest income sector of our population 
is to address the income eligibility pa
rameters, and this bill does not do so. 
I will be pleased if the chairman is going 
to address that problem. Of course, I 
think we must see, Mr. Chairman, that 
as long as we have 12 percent to 20 per
cent inflation rates, more and more fam
ilies are going to continue to qualify for 
food stamps. I think that the concern of 
myself and many other Members of this 
body is that when one looks at the record 
and sees that in 1977 we spent $5.5 bil
lion on food stamps, we came in and 
reformed the program so that it would 
be corrected, and to find out that in 
fiscal year 1981 we are talking about 
nearly $11 billion for food stamps is 
quite disconcerting, I think, not only to 
us but to the taxpayers of the United 
States who happen to be in an income 
category, say, from $10,000 to $15,000 a 
year with a family of four who are not 
taking advantage of the program and 
who continue to see this program grow 
and grow and grow. 

0 1740 
I know I most certainly am distressed 

about the fact that the Secretary of Ag
riculture could have anticipated the 
problem that he was in. He had the 
parameters within the law when we 
passed it last year with the Lugar amend
ment which we also passed in the House 
which called for the other than pro rata 
as the way to space out the use of the 
food stamps so they could give those 
stamps to the most needy, so they would 
not run out at the end of the year but 
here we are up against the wall in a sit
uation where the Secretary of Agricul
ture is saying if we do not get legislation 
right away then the blind and the most 
needy and the disadvantaged, the older 
senior citizens and so forth .will be with
out food. 

I think that it is important that we as 
a body recognize what has happened. I 
think it is also important that we do · 
make substantial amendments on the 
floor of the House tomorrow. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
STEWART). The time of the gentleman 
has expired. 

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 additional minutes to the gentleman 
from Idaho. 

Mr. SYMMS. In summary, I would 
simply say, Mr. Chairman, that I think 
the tragic part of this is that the major 
restricting reforms have not yet been 
made and I would encourage the Mem
bers of this body to restore the purchase 
requirements back to the food stamp 
pr"gram so that we will have two thi~s 
ru ,ppen with the program: First, we will 
assure that the people who receive the 
benefits of the program will be getting 
closer to, at least, an adequately nutri
tious diet and they will be allocating a 
bigger share of their dollars to food, and 
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couple that with the discipline that this 
brings to the program. 

Mr. Chairman, the most :figures that 
have been released by CBO, which I 
think are noteworthy for the committee, 
point out that the increased food price 
has increased the cost of the program 
by 37 percent, increased unemployment 
by 26 percent and increased participa
tion by 35 percent as more and more 
people are coming into the program and 
the removal of the purchase requirement 
has made it much easier for people to 
get on the program and opening up the 
floodgates of numbers of people partic
ipating so I hope we would look favorably 
upon that amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I also will be offering 
an amendment to strike the Glickman 
cushion from the bill because I do be
lieve that the Glickman amendment 
most certainly is an invitation to those 
people in the administration, whether 
they be from my party or from the ma
jority party, to go ahead and spend extra 
money because you have always that 10 
percent cushion you can fall back on, so 
then they go out and advertise the pro
grams more, and these are some of the 
problems with which this Congress must 
come to grips. 

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, I would 
say in passage of the budget that passed 
today, I would like to be able to close on 
an optimistic note. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, I might 
like to close on a more optimistic note 
to say that maybe we will get the econ
omy turned around and have less de
mand on this type of program but I have 
to say with the passage of the budget 
that passed the Congress today where 
taxes are being raised on the working 
producing Americans, I see no hope that 
we are not going to drive the economy 
further into a corner and I think this. is 
a most frustrating situation that the 
Congress is faced with and I would hope 
we would make those reforms here on the 
floor of the House that need to be made, 
and I understand there are some 18 
amendments that will be offered by the 
minority which I do support. 

Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. SYMMS. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a number of serious misgivings concern
ing S. 1309, as reported by the House Ag
riculture Committee. 

I need not remind my colleagues that 
this is the second time in this Congress 
that we have found the need to debate 
the food stamp program. Earlier in this 
session, we passed the Food Stamp Act 
Amendments of 1979. Now we are told by 
the administration to quickly pass an
other authorization bill so food stamp 
benefits will not stop on June 1. It would 
be interesting to learn why the need for 
increased expenditures was not ad
dressed in the 1979 debate. Rather than 
look at the issues in great detail, the food 
stamp bill must be expedited in an effort 
to keep the program :financially afloat. 

CXXVI-642-Part 8 

The authorized ceiling under current 
law is $6.2 billion for both :fiscal year 
1980 and 1981. We are only 8 months 
into this :fiscal year, and already the 
Food and Nutrition Service tells us they 
are out of money. The latest figures 
available from CBO indicate $9.2 billion 
will be needed to complete this year. A 
shortfall of $3 billion is projected-an 
amount roughly equal to 50 percent of 
the current authorization level. What 
kind of management would overlook a 
deficit of $3 billion? 

I realize that food prices have in
creased, unemployment is up, and par
ticipation levels are at an alltime high, 
but I still fail to comprehend such a 
gross ·.mderestimation. The Carter ad
ministration would have us believe that 
Congress has been waming on the food 
stamp issue. In yesterday's Washington 
Post, the President was quoted as say
ing, "We've got a battle on our hands," 
referring, of course, to the bill we are 
discussing today. However, I strongly 
believe that the administration is at
tempting to put Congress on the defen
sive in an effort to sidestep the need to 
explain this dramatic increase in spend
ing or to review the effectiveness of the 
food stamp program. I am wary of this 
campaign rhetoric, and am also skepti
cal of the administration's efforts to 
manage the program in an efHcient and 
accountable manner. 

Therefore, I strongly urge my col
leagues to give serious consideration to 
the amendments which are to be offered 
to this legislation. Members from both 
sides of the aisle have done extensive 
research and preparation for their pro
posed amendments. I am convinced that 
the thrust of their efforts is not to re
duce benefits but rather to tighten ad
ministrative procedures and to reduce 
overhead costs, thereby strengthening 
the program's ability to serve the Na
tion's truly needy. 

As participation in the food stamp 
level climbs to 21.5 million people, 1 out 
of every 10 Americans is obtaining food 
stamps. I :find it very difHcult to believe 
that 10 percent of the population is in 
such dire straits. 

The original food stamp program 
initiated in 1964 was designed to assist 
the destitute and indigent who could not 
otherwise feed themselves. The 1964 pro
gram could be considered a "last re
sort" and a well-intentioned hand up. 
However, we have permitted the pro
gram to degenerate into little more than 
a handout. Eligibility criteria have been 
altered several times so that now stu
dents are eligible for food stamps, as is 
a family of four whose gross income is 
no more than $17,928. 

In other words, the program is mov
ing away from its original intent of 
feeding the truly needy and is now fol
lowing the course of becoming a general 
welfare program. This entails significant 
increases: Participation has tripled since 
1970. and the cost for the program will 
have nearly doubled in the 4-year period 
ending in 1981. Estimates for 1981 are 
expected to exceed $10 billion, a :figure 
which exceeds the total cost of the food 
stamp program during the :first 11 years 
of its existence. 

Something is inherently remiss in a 
Government program which grows so 
much in so short a period of time. It is 
not the ability of the Congress to con
tinue pi'aviding benefits which is at issue 
here, but rather, the administration of 
the program which must be addressed. 
We are not necessarily here to cut the 
benefits offered, but rather to make 
food stamp administrators more careflul 
of how they handle the taxpayers' 
money. Again, I urge my colleagues to 
consider the amendments which will be 
offered to tighten the administration 
process. 

I would like to address my remarks to 
another aspect of the program. When 
Congress passed the 1977 act and re
wrote the entire food stamp program, it 
abolished the purchase requirement. 
More than any other change made in 
1977, elimination of the purchase re
quirement has been the impetus for the 
dramatic rise in participation. Cham
pions of food stamps would have us 
believe that this phenomenon is due in 
large part to escalating food prices. How
ever, a close examination of the record 
indicates otherwise. 

The Congressional Budget OfHce states 
that food prices for the :first quarter of 
1980 grew at an annual rate of only 2.0 
percent. Although food prices have sta
bilized, other necessities have increased 
significantly: housing, 19.5 pereent; fuel 
oil, 62.6 percent; public transportation, 
26.3 percent; and health care, 16.9 per
cent. 

However, during the same 3-month 
period when food prices climbed only 2 
percent, the food stamp rolls climbed 
from 20.7 million in January to an es
timated 22 million in March-an increase 
of nearly 10 percent. It does not require 
an expert to conclude that low- and 
moderate-income families are using the 
food stamp program as "free money" in 
an effort to shift their incomes so as 
to maintain their ability to continue 
purchasing nonsubsidized commodities. I 
do not believe that this was the thrust 
of the original food stamp act, and I 
further contend that food stamps should 
be used for the purchase of food, and not 
the indirect purchase of nonessential 
commodities. 

Mr. Chairman, there are many flaws 
in this program which demand correc
tion and the attention of this body. I 
urge my colleagues not to be swayed by 
emotional pleas, and I strongly believe 
that the time has come to strengthen 
this program administratively so that it 
can ful:fill its role in being an effective 
means of feeding our needy citizens. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Ohio <Mr. STOKES) • 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of S. 1309, the Food Stamp 
Act Amendments of 1980. 

I do so primarily because of the over
whelming need to raise the benefits cap, 
and to do so in as short a time as possible. 
As I am sure my colleagues are aware, if 
we do not pass this bill by May 15, the 
food stamp program will be suspended 
June 1. 

This suspension simply cannot be per
mitted to occur. More than 19 million 
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Americans receive benefits from the food 
stamp program, benefits which are criti
cal to families and individuals wishing 
to protect themselves against hunger and 
malnutrition. These protections in turn 
help provide safeguards against illness 
and against severe social and economic 
displacement. It is easy to see that the 
food stamp program indirectly provides 
benefits far beyond that of meeting basic 
nutritional needs. 

And few will deny that the food stamp 
program fulfills its prime purpose better 
than any other current social program 
designed to help the poor of this country. 
As the Agriculture Committee pointed 
out, a 1967 Field Foundation study dis
covered malnutrition-related diseases 
throughout this country. A similar study 
12 years later found those diseases largely 
eradicated. There were no longer large 
numbers of swollen, stunted, listless chil
dren with sores, slow healing wounds, and 
other symptoms of malnutrition. In that 
period, infant mortality declined 33 per
cent. The study concluded that the 
changes resulted mostly from the intro
duction of the food stamp program, and 
the committee concurred in the further 
statement that "the food stamp program 
does more to lengthen and strengthen the 
lives of disadvantaged Americans than 
any other noncategorical social program" 
and is "the most valuable health dollar 
SJ?ent by the Federal Government." 

The importance of the food stamp pro
gram cannot be denied. It must be funded 
at a level that keeps it viable and guaran
tees benefits to all who need them. The 
fiscal year 1980 and 1981 benefit caps of 
$6.2 billion were established on the basis 
of economic . forecasts made in 1977. 
Economists in that year could not fore
see the economic buffeting that this Na
tion would be undergoing now. Adherence 
to these overoptimistic forecasts will 
devastate the food stamp program and its 
participants. I, for one, do not want to 
tell the disadvantaged of this country 
that they have a choice of no benefits for 
3% months this year or, as an alternative, 
assistance comprising 4 cents a meal. 

I do not want to have to explain to 
members of households subsisting on less 
than $10 a day next year why for 4 
months this Congress has decided that 
they will get no help meeting basic hu
man requirements. 

Such people will not, and indeed should 
not, accept such statements from me or 
any other member of our Government. 
In any modern society, there will inev
itably be a significant population living 
in poverty. Many of the individuals in 
this class are unemployable or hold full
time jobs which still do not pay enough 
to allow a wage earner to rise above the 
poverty level. These people cannot be 
blamed for their need, or be expected to 
listen to excuses. Neither can they be 
blamed for food price increases. Inflation 
did that, at the same time that it was 
causing their relative economic position 
to decrease further. The poor cannot be 
forced to shoulder responsibility for ris
ing unemployment. In fact the very Gov
ernment which may be terminating as
sistance in a few weeks is largely to blame 
for that. 

All of these factors--need, inflation 
and unemployment--have served to ac-

celerate food stamp outlays much faster 
than could have been foreseen in 1977. 
They have placed more households below 
the eligibility line by gradual changes in 
economic factors, and thrown others be
low that line by forcing them out of pro
ductive employment. Now, an unprece
dented and unforeseeable number of citi
zens of this Nation qualify for food 
stamps and desperately need the assist
ance which they provide. It is incumbent 
upon this body to compensate for its 
overly ambitious planning, and raise the 
fiscal year 1980 cap to $8.7 billion and 
the fiscal year 1981 cap to $9.7 billion. 

It is also essential that we protect the 
poor of this Nation against similar short
sightedness by retaining the cushion for 
the cap. We are seeing now what harm 
an artificial lid can create, at the same 
time that economic trends in this coun
try are amply demonstrating the massive 
problems in even short-term economic 
and spending forecasts. We must allow 
for errors, and provide a cushioning al
lowance significant enough to guarantee 
that all needy individuals will continue 
to receive necessary assistance should 
this Congress again have improperly pre
dicted the future. 

Uninterrupted provision of services of 
the food stamp program, the most effec
tive and important social welfare pro
gram which we have, is imperative. We 
cannot deny critical benefits and penalize 
the needy of this country because our 
crystal ball failed us 3 years ago. I urge 
my colleagues in the House to vote for S. 
1309, the Food Stamp Act Amendments 
of 1980, and against all amendments 
which would serve 10 deny assistance to 
those in need. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
.Gnmutes to the gentleman from Ne~ 
York (Mr. PEYSER). 

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman. I rise in 
strong support of this legislation and 
with the hope that every effort will be 
made that we can pass this legislation 
and pass the other necessary legislation 
in order that we can meet the deadline 
established by the Secretary of Agricul
ture in order that the food stamp pro
gram will continue in June. 

It is my understanding that the Sec
retary has stated that on the 15th of 
May he will be notifying the States that 
unless the legislation is completed, not 
just this legislation but appropriations 
and all other legislative parts of this 
program that have to be completed by 
both -Houses, unless &11 these steps are 
completed by the 24th of May he will 
then notify the States that the program 
will not continue as of June 1. In other 
words it will terminate as of June 1. 

Now, Mr. Chahman, as I have indi
cated. it is my hope that every Member 
will feel 'the urgency and will act in 
both bodies and in conference in time 
to move this out. However, there cer
tainly is the possibility that this will not 
happen. I am going to be offering an 
amendment, Mr. Chairman, and I am 
joined in this amendment by the gentle
man from lllinois <Mr. SIMON), the gen
tleman from Alabama <Mr. BucHANAN), 
and the gentleman from Vennont <Mr. 
JEFFORDS) in stating the following: 

My amendment would merely say that 

in the event, by the 24th of May, we 
have not enacted all of the necessary 
legislation in order to enable the pro
gram to continue on June 1, that the 
Congress will state that at such time as 
the necessary legislation is enacted, it 
will reimburse any of the States that, 
under the terms of the Food Stamp Act, 
continue the program as of the 1st of 
June. 

Now there has been some concern 
that this amendment could possibly take 
the cutting edge off the need to act im
mediately in the Congress. I do not really 
think that is the case because I think 
we all recognize the urgency of the en
tire situation. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, yesterday I noti
fied all 50 Governors of the amendment 
that I am introducing so that they in 
turn will be ·looking at their own situa
tion in their States to see what action, if 
they are going to take the action, must 
be done, legislatively or with additional 
controls that they may need in order 
that, as of June l, the program can be 
carrieq by the individual States. 

TPJs amendment obviously does not 
comrhit any State to do anything but 
what it says, again, Mr. Chairman, if 
the States do take that action and if 
this amendment is passed, as I hope it 
would be, that the States would be reim
bursed for just the month of June. This 
is a one month reimbursement we would 
offer when the appropriate legislation 
has been enacted by the House and the 
Senate and signed into law. 

Now, it is just that simple and tt is 
my hope that we will find this to be a 
noncontroversial amendment and one 
that can be accepted to protect the over 
21 million people who are now relying on 
the food stamp program . 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

0 1900 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Puerto Rico <Mr. 
CORRADA) . 

Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Food Stamp Amend
ments of 1980, S. 1309, a bill which would 
enable the Department of Agriculture to 
continue providing food stamp benefits 
during this period of economic distress 
to 21 million American citizens, includ
ing 1.8 in Puerto Rico, who are the need
iest of our poor people. 

As Resident Commissioner from Puerto 
Rico, since coming to Congress in 1977 to 
represent the people of .Puerto Rico and 
your more than 3.3 million fellow U.S. 
citizens who reside there, I am caJlled 
upon frequently to speak for the interests 
of my constituents on a variety of issues. 

-And, in a time of considerable support 
for a balanced budget, it is natural that 
some concern has been expressed over the 
past 3 years--in the media and in Con
gress-about the high level of participa
tion of Puerto Rico in the food stamp 
program. 

As of April 7, 1980, 1.8 million Puerto 
Rtcans, slightly more than 500,000 fami
lies, participate in the program, a pro
gram which provides them access to an 
adequate nutritional diet. 

Let me be quite frank in saying to all 
of you here today, that the food stamp 
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program-in Puerto Rico and in this Na
tion-is a living proof of the compassion 
and goodwill of the U.S. Congress that 
the needy of this country, that the less 
fortunate in our society, that the im
poverished amongst us have, at the mini
mum, a chance to feed their families. 

Although originally passed in 1964, the 
food stamp program was not extended 
to Puerto Rico by Congress until 1972 
and was not implemented until 1974. 

For 10 years, poor Puerto Ricans
despite the fact that we fight in defense 
of this country and pay very high taxes 
to our own government--were denied 
the benefits of this program. 

For 10 years, we in Puerto Rico saw 
applied a dual standard of citizenship, 
one that still denies us equal participa
tion in some of the Federal welfare pro
grams such as the supplemental securi
ty income <SSD program and the AFDC 
program. And the denial of these bene
fits-which count as received income
has resulted in the fact that more than 
half of our population is on food stamps 
and, due to the crisis the program is 
presently confronted with, will face a 
possible disruption of these benefits un
less the Congress acts to resolve the sit
uation we are in. 

In the recession of 1974-76, the island 
was heavily impacted by infiation and 
by increasing unemployment, yet the 
U.S. food stamp program provided im
measurable benefits, not only to the 
needy families participating in the pro
gram, but also to the food retailers and 
to the mainland based providers of 
staples that ship foodstuffs to our is
land. 

Puerto Rico imports more than 90 per
cent of our food and these imports pro
vided jobs in California, Louisiana, and 
New York-in every State of the Union 
and the food stamp program-presently 
operating at a monthly estimated level 
of $70 million--enables our citizens to 
purchase these products. 

Even though we have a high number 
of food stamp participants, the simple 
fact remains that Puerto Rico is fourth 
in the Nation in the total number of 
poor people, with over half of the popu
lation qualifying for food stamps, and of
ficial unemployment hovering at 17 per
'!ent. 

Puerto Rico has over 3.3 million U.S. 
citizens, ranking 25th in the Nation on 
the basis of population but for those who 
claim that our island is already well 
taken care of by Federal aid programs, 
let me point out that according to 1978 
Census Bureau data, PUerto Rico received 
$344 in Federal aid per capita which is 
the U.S. median. Twenty-four States and 
the District of Columbia received more 
Federal aid per capita than Puerto Rico. 
The District of Columbia alone received 
$1,639 per capita in Federal aid in 1978. 

Our loss of Federal aid since we do not 
receive SSI benefits, as I mentioned be
fore, stands at a figure of $370 million 
and under the medicaid program, we 
are limited to a $30 million ceiling, or 
$120 million less than we would receive 
under equal treatment. 

for months, to continue the food stamp 
program and to raise the spending cap 
which would allow the continuation of 
the program at the present level through 
the re.mainder of the present fiscal year. 

The committee has taken prudent and 
sound measures which will decrease 
fraud and error, to provide for changes 
in eligibility to target the benefits to the 
most needy, and to raise the cap to insure 
that the Federal Government will meet 
the commitment to those persons who 
must rely on this assistance. 

I urge your strong support of this leg
islation and hope that the Congress will 
move swiftly to provide the needed addi
tional funds for the program. 

A denial or disruption of these invalu
able benefits for the poor would, I believe, 
be a slap in the face to the most needy 
in our society, discriminating one class of 
citizen harshly and needlessly. 

I hope the Congress will act favorably 
on S. 1309. 

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. COLEMAN). 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Chairman, under 
the 5-minute rule, I will be offering an 
amendment which will end the duplica
tion and overlap between the food stamp 
program on one hand and the free school 
lunch program on the other. Food stamp 
benefits are calculated on the assumption 
that all family members receive three 
meals per day at home, and that is what 
the food stamp is to go for. However, for 
some 53 percent of the households that 
receive food stamps, there are some 6.8 
million youngsters who also qualify and 
eat free school lunches at school. As a 
result of this overlap and duplication, 
American taxpayers are, in effect, sub
sidizing four meals instead of three. 

There are two ways to end the dupli
cation. One is to cut out the school lunch 
program, and the other is to cut back 
food stamps proportionately. I believe 
the school lunch program is a good pro
gram. I believe the children who are Wi
der that program have an opportunity 
to receive a very nutritious meal. I 
might say that standards for a meal in 
the school free lunch program are 
higher than the benefits a person re
ceives for food stamps. 

Members also. know that the money is 
going to an actual meal itself that is 
there, available for an individual young
ster. When we give food stamps to a 
family, of course, there is no control 
over how that family might expend and 
utilize the food stamps for individual 
members or for particular meals. 

So, this is the purpose of the amend
ment. According to the Congressional 
Budget Office, the minimum amount of 
savings involved would be at least $500 
million for 1981. I think that is a sig
nificant amount of money to save. 

~- Chairman, I want to express my 
personal appreciation to the many dedi
cated members of the House Agriculture 
Committee who have worked hard, and 

M:Y amendment is not an amendment 
to degrade the food stamp program. It is 
an attempt to create more credibility 
with this program, to keep it so that it 
can continue for those truly needy people 
in this country. But, when taxPayers are 
seeing an amount of money that is being 
spent in Washington on various pro
grams, and seeing the escalating price of 
the food stamp program to almost $11 
billion for next year, it is imperative for 

all of us-proponents, opponents, those 
who feel that the food stamp system can 
be adjusted-to look for ways, meaning
ful ways, positive ways, to make it more 
acceptable. I suggest that one way to 
minimize the impact on the recipients, 
and one which will as I said before, esti
matedly save a half billion dollars for 
next year. is to cut out this duplication 
and surplus under the two programs that 
are now in existence. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
from Virginia for yielding me this time. 

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from Iowa <Mr. GRASSLEY). 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
fact that food stamp benefits are sched
uled to be cut off June 1, barring any im
mediate intervention by Congress, should 
come as no surprise, especially to the 
administration. The Department of Ag
riculture has known for a long time that 
the $6,189 billion fiscal year 1980 appro
priation would be inadequate 1f food 
stamp allotments were fully funded. 

USDA Secretary Bergland notified 
Chairman FoLEY of the House Agricul
ture Committee in his monthly report on 
April 15 that the food stamp program is 
operating at an expenditure level of over 
$9 billion. Mr. Bergland advised that 
May 15 is the latest date the USDA can 
take action to spare millions of the poor, 
elderly, and disabled from suspension of 
food stamp assistance. The letter also 
implied that such program suspension 
would be largely attributable to the lack 
of "timely congressional disposition of 
the food stamp funding situation." 

I beg to differ. Despite efforts to bring 
needed authorizations to the House fioor 
for consideration, the administration and 
certain Members of Congress have con
tinually dragged their feet in attempts 
to respond to the problem. Congress must 
now legislate in an artificially created 
"crisis" because, in large part, of Presi
dent Carter's delay in forwarding·· his 
budget recommendations both for fiscal 
years 1980 and 1981. Acting Secretary 
Williams was forwarding recommenda
tions on food stamp funding revisions for 
the House budget resolutions as late as 
March 4. Furthermore, the Speaker and 
other majority leaders have collaborated 
in an agreement to delay action on food 
stamp authorization until after action 
on the first and third budget resolutions. 

Apparently, the administration and· 
key congressional leaders have opted to 
let the situation turn into a ·"crisis," let 
the money run out, and blame the 
Congress-or at least those Members of 
Congress who have reservations about 
the continued billion dollar add-ons. 

I urge my colleagues not to let this 
"emergency" that has been created pre
clude true reforms and attempts to br.ing 
under control a problem some would dis
miss as "uncontrollable:• Let us not al
low emergency authorization to be 
stampeded through the House with little
protest, bypassing congressional over
sight, as apparently some would have it. 
Congress must exercise oversight over a 
program that has been plagued by prob
lems for years. 

The cost of the food stamp program 
has jumped from $5.5 billion in fiscal 
year 1978 to a projected $10.7 billion in 
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fiscal year 1981, despite so-called re
forms promised by its administrators as 
a result of the Food Stamp Act of 1977. 
Error rates in the program due to over
payments and fraud are still running at 
12 percent-which translates into $1 bil
lion per year. Audit reports of USDA's 
Office of Inspector General itldicates that 
error rates in certain audited States of 
as high as 40 percent, in the income 
reporting area, went unheeded. 

Now, as USDA has moved up its 1980 
projection to almost $10 billion from its 
earlier prediction of $6.189 billion, it has 
cited unexpected fast-rising food prices 
and unemployment rates as the culprits. 
No mention was made of the high rate 
of misspent funds or the fact that USDA 
has engaged in such an expansion pro
gram that participation in some States 
has tripled. 

Traditionally, USDA has based food 
stamp estimates on two basic factors
projected food costs and unemployment 
factors. But a look at this criteria shows 
that January estimates assured that the 
unemployment rate would average 6.3 
percent in the second quarter-the 
actual figure was 6.1 percent. Not only 
has unemployment remained wen. within 
projections, but food prices have re
mained stable. 

Noting these facts, the Congressional 
Budget Paper suggests that such penom
enal program growth has occurred to 
a large degree because of the elimination 
of the purchase requirement and con
tends that the food stamp program has 
become a direct income transfer pro
gram~With recipients substituting food 
purch~es with nonfood items. 

Although the program cries out for 
refonn to curb soaring costg....:......a,nd to 
target benefits to the lowest range of 
society-proposals to provide discipline 
for this indulgently operated Federal 
program have not enjoyed notable 
success. 

Amendments that would improve the 
food stamp program, for example, to 
recoup excess benefits from relatively 
"wealthy" recipients, have been offered 
and rejected by a nonyielding majority. 

During consideration of S. 1309, we 
will have a chance to make needed 
funds available for the remainder of the 
fiscal year and return the food stamp 
program to its rightful concept of a 
nutrition-adequate diet guarantee as 
opposed to simply free income. We can, 
if we are willing to take the time and 
expend the energy, do both. 

To give this matter less than our full 
and undivided attention and study would 
be unfair to the millions of truly needy 
Americans and a criminal offense to the 
taxpayers who must foot the bill. 

0 1910 
Mr. RICHMOND. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Texas <Mr. GoNZALEZ). 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I first 
wish to thank the distinguished chalr
man of the subcommittee, the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. RICHMOND), and 
also his associates on both sides and 
the chairman of the overall committee 
for doing what I think is as good a job 
as could be done under the circum
stances. 

I am not familiar with the ins and 

outs of the tangled history, as to who is 
to blame or why the administration or 
the Secretary of Agriculture would come 
out with very strong statements recently 
about the Congress being the bottleneck. 
All I know is what I see back home. 

I have a very .intimate personal rela
tionship with thts program. I think I am 
about the only Member still in the House 
who was a coauthor of the original legis
lation we entertained here. In 1964 we 
were beginning the program as a pilot 
program. 

In view of the remarks that my good 
friends, the distinguished gentleman 
from Iowa <Mr. GRASSLEY), made a few 
minutes ago, I must say that he is a lot 
younger than I am, and I am going to 
remind him of a few points here because 
of my age and his relative youth. 

The Honorable Leonor Sullivan from 
Missouri, who was then the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Consumer Affairs
and I was one of the ranking members 
of that subcommittee at that time-had 
fought very much for this program. I 
recall this history for the benefit of my 
colleague, the gentleman from Iowa. We 
had labored for a number of years under 
the surplus commodity food distribution 
type of program, and since I have 
always been blessed with a very intimate 
association with my district and every 
component in that district, social, eco
nomic, and political, I can tell the Mem
bers that there is no way to compare the 
humanity and the improvement that the 
Congress and our country manifested 
when" we switched from the surplus com
modity food program to the food stamps. 

I still have tremendous faith in this 
program. I think it has worked by and 
large, at least in my jurisdictional and 
as a whole in my home State of Texas. I 
must say that Texas is a very strict 
State in the catalog or list of States with 
respect to ''welfare." It does not rank 
very high. As a matter of fact, it ranks 
in the upper thirties, if I remember, or 
maybe even in the forties. It is very 
tough and strict. Maybe that is the way 
it should be. I am not disputing that. I 
would say that compared to the State of 
New York, Texas is very, very strict in 
its allowances and in all of the spectrum 
of relief programs. 

In food stamps, there has not been any 
one major type of scandal in the State 
of Texas, either in or out of my district. 
As a result of what I see, I note only that 
the abject need is very general. I am 
sure that I can say, with no fear of re
buttal, that the overwhelming, pre
ponderant number of people that I know 
who are on food stamps-and some of 
them have been for quite a number of 
months, some of them have been tempo
rarily-have been cases that I would not 
dispute for a minute. Every single Mem
ber of this House, whether he was for 
or against the food stamp program, 
would admit that those cases were legiti
mate, and that certainly these particular 
individuals or families were worthy re
cipients of the benefits of the program. 

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. I am delighted -to 
yield to the gentleman from New York. 

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

·Mr. Chairman, I want to say, No. 1, 
that I concur with what the gentleman is 
saying in support of this program, and I 
commend him for the wor~,he has done 
on it for many years. 

I do, though, simply want to make ref
erence to New York, because the gentle
man did refer to New York and the ques
tion of how they have carried out the 
food stamp program. I do want to say, 
because I have made a point of meeting 
with people and going to some of the 
areas that are handling food stamps in 
the city of New York particularly, that 
they do try-and I know the gentleman 
did not mean to infer otherwise-very 
hard to enforce and carry out the full 
implications of the law. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. No, I did not mean to 
infer that they do not. 

Mr. PEYSER. The numbers we are 
dealing with, of course, in the city do in
crease the element of occasional fraud, 
if you will, or people trying to beat the 
system. But the people who are working 
with that program are really doing the 
best they can and in most cases are being 
very effective. I know the gentleman did 
not mean to infer that it was a loose 
operation there. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. No, no. Mr. Chair
man, I am delighted and grateful to my 
colleague, the gentleman from New York 
<Mr. PEYSER), for pointing this out, be
cause I was thinking of coming back to 
that point, for I feared there woul~ be 
some misconstruction or some improper 
interpretation of the comparison since I 
specifically singled out New York. 

The truth 1s that one reason I have · 
New York in mind 1s that since I can 
remember New ·York has always been in 
the forefront and in the advance in the 
Nation with humane programs and very, 
very successful programs ln every. range 
of social endeavor. When I w~s chief -pro
bation officer many years ago in my 
county, it was to New. York· that we 
looked for leadership. 

Nothing has pained me more than to 
read that precisely in this area . of New 
York they have had to confront what I 
consider to be shameful and very serious 
cutbacks. With such things, for example, 
as a free college admission or open col
lege admission to any working student 
in New York, it pained me personally to 
see that cut out during the recent ftnan
cial crisis in New York. 

I want to point out that what I say is 
backed up by what I have done. I am 
one of those few Members from Texas 
who voted for the New York financial 
bill, and I am delighted that it did pass. 
Mr. Chairman, what I said was intended 
to leave with the Members the impression 
that I was making a favorable compari
son to Texas, because in reality I am 
critical of my home State for not being 
more humane. 

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I do ap
preciate that. I do know of the gentle
man's support for the city and its pro
gram, and that is really why I wanted 
to · clarify what I knew the gentleman 
meant. I appreciate it, and the city of 
New York appreciates what the gentle
man has done for it as well. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman. In tum, I say that 
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mentally I had intended to come back to we have with respect to college students. 
this subject. We give grants to some, loans to others, 

Mr. Chairman, to conclude what. I do small businesses, and a lot of other pro
have to say, I think the work has been grams. It merely says, "Fine. If you need 
done, and anything I add cannot suf- a loan temporarily, we will give it to you, 
ficiently express my gratitude to the but you have to pay it back." 
committee members, because I have long It is not novel in the law either. In 
sweated this problem out. However, I fact, the Internal Revenue Service, in 
think it is important to say that there section 6305, has a similar program for 
are very serious misunderstandings or absent fathers in recouping money that 
myths about this program and related they owe the Government. It is also not 
welfare programs. dissimilar from the policy established re-

The myth is that this is constantly re- cently by the Committee on Ways and 
!erred to as a program that is intended Means on unemployment compensation. 
exclusively or predominantly to benefit When it exceeds certain levels, it will be 
"minorities." The truth is that it benefits required to be taxed. Nor is this a propo
the poor, who are now still in abundance sition which is novel to the Members 
in our country. here. It was originally introduced by 

We are going into a reverse trend; we Congressman Andrew Young back in 1974 · 
are going into the second reconstruction in his food stamp bill. In 1977 a study was 
at this point in our country. The poor are ordered on this. It was extensively 
the first to fall, and they are the least studied. As a result of that study, many 
able to defend themselves. of the problems which were in the origi-

The fieat overwhelming majority of nal proposition I introduced in 1977 had 
the poor are not really ethnically minor!- been removed. The administrative bur
ties. They belong to the majority group, dens have been reduced very substantial
if we want to look at it ethnically, which ly. In fact, it is a good amendment right 
I detest. because I do not like that kind now. 
of degradation. Mr. GRADISON; Mr. Chairman, will 

We are either all Americans or we are the gentleman yield? 
not. As I have said repeatedly, we are Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the· gentle-
either all children of God or we are step- man from Ohio. 
children. But the fact is still the same, Mr. GRADISON. Is it not true, I ask 
and under the pressure of financial exi- the gentleman, that at an earlier stage 
gencies, with all of these programs, there this same concept had the support of 
are still Members in this House who have the Carter administration? 
fought against them every inch -of the Mr. JEFFORDS. That is correct. At 
way and are taking advantage of a finan- one point it had the support of the Car
cia! crisis to do away with them. ter administration,_ and at one point this 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that we do not concept was taken by the chairman of 
do that in this case. the Ways and Means Committee. and it 

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield may even still be 1n there, 1n the welfare 
6 minutes to the distinguished gentle- reform bill. So tbis is not a novel con
man from Vermont <Mr. JEFFORDs). cept. This is a good concept. It is one 

that has had a lot of thought to it. It 
D 1920 could bring back a. substantial amount 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, first I of money. It is interesting to note, de
would like to say .that I do support the pending upon whether the administra
legislation. But I would like to first take tion is for it or who is for it or against 
a few minutes to alert Members to the it and the kind of estimates we get, the 
amendment which I will be offering to- lowest estimate we have now is that it 
morrow which will be referred to as the t dminist t 
recoupment amendment. I do this because will net-this is af er a ra ive 

costs and other costs---$56 million, and 
there has been considerable misinforms- it could result in up to $700 mtlllon com-
tion or misunderstanding about the ing _back into the treasury to help re
amendment, due tO the fact that a pre- lieve the cap which is presently being 
vious one has been offered and a lot of very severely pushed. 
studies have been done. Also, in addition to that, .it will for · 

I would like to go over the purpose of the first time give us a real computer 
this amendment first. The intent of the check of people who are in the food 
food stamp program is to give assistance stamp program, because we will be able 
to people at the poverty level after cer- to have the Internal Revenue Service 
tain deductions. But for various reasons, checking the figures that are told ~o the 
the way the program works out, if you welfare office versus. those that are told 
take a look back and take a look at some to uncle sam on the tax returns. So in 
of the people who did receive benefits, that respect, it will help reduce fraud 
you will find that about 7 percent of the and abuse very substantially. 
households, or about 1.4 million people in I think it is an excellent amendment, 
households were wella:bove that level; in one which should be given- serious .con
fact, above 1.75 times the poverty level. sideration of the Members, and I would 

So the purpose of this amendment is urge their approval of it. 
to say, "Hey, people below that level, Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, will 
many of them are not even entitled to the gentleman yield? 
food stamps.,, So let us take a look back Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the gentle-
and say, "OK, if · for some temporary man from Ohio. 
reason you need some help, we wUl con- Mr. GRADISON·. I thank the gentle-
sider the help to you, but- we will . con- man for yielding. 
sider it as a loan and we will ask .you to Mr. Chairman, I want to take this time 
pay that loan back 50 cents. on ·the dollar to compliment the gentleman from Ver
when you earn over and above this mont for his work on this amendment~ As 
threshold level." the gentleman knows, we ·worked to-

It is not d11ferent from some programs gether in an attempt to draft an amend-

ment which might gain the support of 
the Ways and Means Committee. It was 
not possible during the brief time avail
able to that committee during this 
sequential referral process for that com
mittee to look into this matter in any de
tail at all. Unfortunately, the Rules Com
mittee did not draft a rule that would 
make it possible for this House to act on 
a specific amendment to the Internal 
Revenue code along the lines of what the 
Ways and Means Committee had been 
asked to consider. 

Therefore, I want to especially compli
ment the gentleman for revising his 
amendment in a manner which will make 
it possible for this House to consider the 
very important proposition that for those 
whose incomes .are well above the poverty 
threshold, some recoupment of the bene
fits previously received should be ex- -
pected by the taxpayers. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also point out 
that this has bipartisan support. It has 
the support of the gentleman from Flor
ida <Mr. GIBBONS) on the majority side 
of the Ways and Means Committee, and 
the gentleman from Georgia <Mr. 
MATHIS) on the majority side of the 
Agriculture Committee. 

I just want to say in conclusion that 
this amendment is really to get after the 
people who really cause the problems for 
the food stamp program. These are the · 
people who are in the food stamp lines 
who everyone knows have incomes well _ 
and above what they may have or what · 
people should have, at least with their 
understanding of the program. So I hope 
that with this amendment we can re
establish some confidence in the integ
rity of the food stamp program. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, before the 
gentleman from Vermont <Mr. JEI'FORDs> 
leaves the well, I yield myself 1 m.lnute. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to-say that, 
of the members of the Committee on 
Agriculture on both sides of the aisle who 
worked very hard on this bill, none has 
worked harder than the gentleman from 
Vermont <Mr. JEFFORDS). 

I am going to be in the unfortunate-
position tomorrow of opposing his 
amendment, but I do so in the conscious 
belief that he has made extraordinary 
contributions to the food stamp legisla
tion th:ough his service on the commit
tee and he has shown throughout that :. 
time of service a compassion and concern 
for those who are in true need in the 
United States. It does the gentleman and 
our committee great credit. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I appreciate those 
very kind words from my chairman. 

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Kansas <Mr.· SEBELIVS). 

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairman, I would. 
like to take just a minute or 2 to ad
dress an issue which has been a source of 
annoyance to my constituents and to me. 
I am speaking about USDA scare tactics 
and campaign to generate mall on this 
food stamp bill. They have never liked 
the cap since it was placed on there on 
the will of the House, and they have done 
very little about it, as far as that is con
cerned, except to figure out a way to get 
around it. 

It was on April 28 that the Secretary 
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of Agriculture announced that he would 
cut off food stamp payments on .June 1 
if we do not act on food stamp legislation 
by May 15. That is all well and good if 
that is what the Carter administration 
wants. But they have known, the admin
istration has known, for over 4 months 
they were going to run out of money by 
the first of June, and they have not done 
a thing about it until it gets down to this 
point of crisis. That is what makes me so 
disgusted with them. They put a cap on 
there and they had the tools in this bill 
to back it up, to handle it so that they 
could have taken the ones who are least 
eligible and backed them up and still 
have taken care of those in need. But, 
no, they want to cry it all up. But I am 
really concerned about the administra
tion being so anxious to prove legislation 
and increase funding for the food stamp 
program at the same time that President 
Carter has been so adamantly opposed to 
any increases in the outlays of farm pro
grams. That is well known to every mem
ber of our committee. I am very disap
pointed there are only two members of 
the majority side of the Committee on 
Agriculture present at this time. In re
cent weeks, the Committee on Agricul
ture has passed several bills to increase 
price loan support levels and other items 
to require a paid diversion to try to get 
us back in balance after the embargo, 
and the administration expressed strong 
opposition to each of these measures. To
day we did pass one, and I think, thanks 
to our good chairman, we are going to 
accept it, at least I hope so, Mr. Chair
man, even though I would like to have 
made it a little stronger, with a little 
more benefit. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. SEBELIUS. I yield to the gentle
man from Washington. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
say, also, that the gentleman from 
Kansas <Mr. SEBELIUS) has rendered dis
tinguished service. The gentleman is •. 
unfortunately, leaving the committee and 
the Congress this year. 

The gentleman ·made a reference a 
moment ago that there were only two 
members of the Committee on Agricul
ture from the majority side on the fioor 
at the moment. I think if we look around 
we will find there are only two members 
from the minority side of the committee 
on the fioor right now. 

Mr. SEBELIUS. By George, they did 
run out on me. I thank the chairman for 
bringing that to my mind. It only re
flects on the fact that, when the Com
mittee on Agriculture has a bill, they 
put us at the end of the day at the end 
of the week at the end of the month 
and let us talk so that they can get us 
out of the way but nobody has to remain 
to listen to· it. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, if, we do not have a 
great majority of the Congress here on 
either side of the aisle, we certainly 
have Members who are concerned about 
this problem and are trying to face the 
issues. I think tomorrow, when all of 
our colleagues are here, there will be 
an opportunity to consider all of the 
amendments that will be offered. I am 

sure the result will be a wise decision 
on the part of the Congress. 

Mr. SEBELIUS. If the gentleman will 
yield, I certainly join the chairman in 
that remark, and I appreciate his other 
kind remarks. 

I just want to go on record as stating 
my opposition to the administration's 
position which would apparently de
prive our most important economic seg
ment, which produces the food we are 
involved in here today. With that men
tality I find little wonder why we are 
plagued with high inflation and a lot 
of other misguided things taking place. 

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
WALKER). 
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Mr. WALKER. I thank the distin

guished gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

I rise with some concerns about S. 
1309, because I think it represents a 
continuation of some of the problems 
that we have seen in the food stamp pro
gram over a period of years. The food 
stamp program's size and scope has 
increased substantially in the 17 years 
since it was created. The original pro
gram, enacted in 1964, had as its pur
pose a provision of nutritional assistance 
to those who were in real need of such 
assistance. However, since 1964, the cost 
of the program has increased by over 
30,000 percent and has doubled since 
1977. The number of people receiving 
benefits in the program has risen by 
alm0$t 5,000 percent since the program 
began, and this year the estimates are 
over 20 million people will receive food 
stamps. 

But the truly unfortunate conse
quence of this crushing e~pansion, 
besides its impact on the taxpayer, is 
the fact that the truly needy are not 
receiving an adequate amount of assist
ance, nor are they receiving the type of 
assistance that they require. 

So- therefore, Mr. Chairman, I intend 
at the appropriate time to offer an 
amendment in the form of a substitute 
to deal with some of the major problems 
that I see that have accrued within the 
program. 

Problem No. 1: The 'State governments 
do not have the degree of responsibility 
or fiexibllity necessary to run efficient 
and effective programs. 

Ever since 1970, when the Federal 
Government ·assumed total responsibUity 
for setting benefit levels and determining 
eligibility, State ~trators have 
been deprived of an essential element in 
efficient program administration, namely 
control over their own programs. Fund
ing for the current program is 100-
percent Federal. 

Forced to-comply with strict Federal 
standards, the States have lost a requi
site degree of responSibility they need 
and have even been penalized for not 
complying with those standards whether 
they were applicable to their particular 
situation or not. 

There have been numerous legislative 
efforts aimed at increasing State respon
sibility, but those have been minimal 
and really only apply to one portion of 
the program-fraud control. Conse-

quently, these efforts have fallen far 
short of the maximum degree of respon
sibility needed. 

The solution to that particular prob
lem, it seems to me,· is to maximize State 
responsibility. Obviously, the solution is 
to increase the degree of responsibility 
in the form of a block grant program. 
This would maximize responsibllity by 
giving the States a finite amount of 
money to run their individual programs. 
That is what this substitute would do. It 
would convert the food stamp program 
into a block grant system beginning on 
October 1, 1981. This would allow the 
States 1 year to set up their own pro
grams. 

Until that date, the funding for the 
current fiscal year would be increased to 
$9 billion, a figure which is slightly 
higher than the figure in the committee 
bill, but a figure which I think represents 
the oncoming recession and represents 
the responsible level of funding given the 
standards that are going to be the growth 
in the months ahead. 

Starting October 1, 1981, the fund 
block grant mechanism would be estab
lished. This would eliminate much ad
ministrative overhead and assure a more 
efficient program. The block grant maxi
mizes the incentive for States to run 
tight programs so they could qualify for 
discretionary use of excess funds. states 
would be allowed to use the exces8 funds 
for increasing benefits in existing hu
man service programs. It would do away 
with $500 million that is now being spent 
at the Department of Agriculture to ad
minister this program on the Federal 
level. This is a duplicative kind of ad
ministration simply because the States 
are already running the program, an.d we 
would simply give them the responsibUity 
that entails that administrative control 
that they now have. Also. t thilik it ap
plies to the agricultural interest across 
the country who have been increasingly 
concerned about the fact that the Agri
culture Department is becomiiig less of 
an Agriculture Department and more of 
a. welfare department. This would cut 
back on that responsibility and return 
the program in the Agriculture Depart
ment to its original intent. namely. to 
serve agriculture. 

Problem No. 2 in the program: Uni
form benefit levels are not refiecttve of 
variations in regional costs of living. 

Along with giving tbe States a finite 
amount of money to run their own pro
gram, they must be given the authority 
to determine what the benefit level 
should be in their particular eligible 
population areas. 

There are actually two problems with 
the current benefit level formula. Not 
only is the level of assistance often in
adequate, but the type of assistance 1s 
inadequate as well. 

What we would do is give the States 
the authority to determine benefit levels. 
What we would do is say that the States 
could determine the kind of benefit levels 
that apply to their particular situation. 

In addition, we have found that 15 
percent of the money, according to a 
stuqy made in 1973, is used to purchase 
foods of fairly low nutritional value. 
What we· are attempting to do in this 
program is to include within it a com-
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ponent to allow. the States to develop 
their own nutritional programs. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
W ALitER) has expired. 

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 additional minutes to the gentleman . 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. We are attempting to 
put in nutritional components that would 
speak to particular standards. 

The third problem in the program, 
the federally mandated eligibility stand
ards are too loose. 

Even the most conservative estimates 
indicate at least 35 million people are 
eligible for food stamp benefits. Many 
other estimates say it is closer to 60 mil
lion people. 

Despite that, the rate of participation 
is particularly disturbing. Approximately 
21 million people will receive food stamps 
this year. A sizable percentage-the ad
ministration estimates it at 15 percent
are the beneficiaries of fraud, abuse, 
and error. There are simply too many 
people receiving benefits for the Federal 
Government to keep track of it. 

So what we would propose in the block 
grant program is to give the States the 
authority to determine eligibility. By so 
doing, we could eliminate much of the 
abuse that takes place. 

In addition, the program would put 
in a workfare component which would 
give the State the option of establishing 
workfare in their States and thereby put
ting eligibility along with the workfare 
component. These are the main compo
nents of the substitute. 

Basically, as I say, what it is at
tempting to do is create a block grant 
system which will increase eligibility or 
increase the eligibility tightness. It will 
put in a workfare component and also 
a nutritional component. 

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

Mr. WALKER. I would be glad to yield 
to the distinguished chairman. 

Mr. FOLEY. Does the gentleman 
have the endorsement of this program 
by some of the Governors? 

Mr. WALKER. We are attempting 
right now to talk to the National 
Governors Association. We have talked 
to many State omcials in the past who 
have indicated a very definite degree of 
willingness to support such a program, 
but I do not have those specific endorse
ments at this time. 

Mr. FOLEY. I wonder if the gentle
man could tell me if it is his view that 
the States that presently administer the 
program and have error rates would 
not have error rates if they adminis
tered the program under his substitute 
amendment? Is it not true that the pres
ent program is actually administered by 
the States? 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
WALKER) has expired. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 additional minute to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the chairman 
for yielding the time for an answer. 

Absolutely the States do administer 
the program right now, which is the 
reason why we think the $500 million 
of Mministrative cost at the Federal 

level is somewhat duplicative. Yes, we . 
think under this program it would elimi
nate a lot of error and abuse in those 
States, because they would get to keep 
any excess funds where they drop down 
the amount of spending as a result of 
eliminating fraud and abuse, so there 
would be an incentive for them to do it. 
There is no incentive under the present 
program. We are creating an incentive 
to eliminate that. 

Mr. FOLEY. In the bill as reported by 
the committee, there is an incentive 
built into lower error rates by providing 
additional money for the States' cost of 
administration. That is in the bill. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman 
for that explanation. I am aware of 
that, but the important thing about this 
particular provision is the fact that what 
it does is give the States a chance to use 
it in other programs as well, in human 
services programs, so they would have 
far more discretionary use of the money. 

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Arizona <Mr. RUDD). 

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Chairman, the food 
stamp program is surely one Federal pro
gram which cries for fundamental re
form. 

The participation levels and cost of 
the program have skyrocketed in recent 
years. Participation in March 1980, was 
21.7 million-1 in every 10 Americans. 
Another 10 million Americans are eligible 
for food stamps under the liberal eligi
bilitY guidelines of current law. 

The fiscal year 1980 level of spending 
for the food stamp program approved 
by the Congress last year was $6.2 billion. 
The Carter administration has already 
requested an additional $2.5 billion which 
is authorized in this bill. 

In its March revisions, the administra
tion conceded that an additional $100 
million-above the $2.5 billion-would be 
needed to complete the fiscal year. 

However, the Congressional Budget 
omce's latest estimate is that an addi
tional $497 million above the $2.5 billion 
authorized in this bill will be needed in 
order to finance the program through the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1980. 

These additional costs represent a 50-
percent increase over the appropriations 
voted by the Congress just 1 year ago. 

Additionally, for fiscal year 1981, the 
Congressional Budget Oftlce now esti
mates a figure of $10.7 billion, $1 billion 
above the administration's projected fig
ure used in the just-passed budget res
olution. 

Obviously, we are going to have are
peat on the familiar administration tune 
of underestimating the cost of the food 
stamp program for fiscal year 1981. 

The most recent increases in costs be
cause of additional recipients-a jump 
from 20.2 million in December 1979 to 
21.7 million in March 1980---cannot be 
attributed to either higher food prices 
or increased unemployment. 

The Congressional Budget Oftlce re
ports that for the first quarter of 1980 
both figures remained constant. 

Rather, it seems that low and lower
middle income families respond to · high 
rates of infiation in much the same way 
as higher income families-that is, they 
seek ways to stretch their incomes. 

The CBO hypothesizes the reason for 
the increases-

These rapid price increases [in basic non
food necessities) have resulted in low· and 
lower-middle income fam111es choosing to 
reallocate their limited incomes so as to 
select those commodities which are sub
sidized and thereby continue to maintain 
their real purchasing power in the non
subsidized goods. Since the elimination of 
the purchase requirement, the food stamp 
program has become more of a direct income 
transfer program, directly substitutable for 
non-food purchases. Hence, the propensity to 
participate in the program increases with 
relatively high rates of inft.ation in non
food, but stlll basic items. (April 22, 1980, 
memorandum from Congressional Budget 
Oftlce to Senate Budget Committee.) 

Mr. Chairman, it should be empha
sized that there is no reason why the 
$6.2 billion appropriation for ·this pro
gram should run out under the crisis at
mosphere which prevails today. 

The administration has known since 
last summer that there would be insuftl
cient funds to continue the program un
less action was taken to reduce the hun
dreds of millions of dollars of misspend
ing due to abuse, fraud, and overissu
ance of food stamps to the undeserving. 

The Congress passed legislation last 
year which specified that when the Sec
retary determined that funds would be 
insumcient to complete the fiscal year, 
he should begin to implement contin
gency planning for benefit reductions 
with special consideration for the el
derly, physically or mentally handi
capped or otherwise disabled. 

Yet the Secretary of Agriculture has 
ignored this law and relied instead on 
appropriations conference report lan
guage which he felt gave him leeway to 
continue the program at full steam. 

Congress should not be pushed into a 
crisis atmosphere on food stamp legisla
tion. This, too, is a rerun of the past. The 
administration is always pressuring 
Congress for immediate appropriations 
without wanting to allow consideration 
of substantive reforms which would re
duce program costs. 

With food stamp spending running 50 
percent above authorized appropria
tions, however, it should be obvious that 
significant consideration must be given 
to proposals to reduce these costs and 
more effectively target benefits to those 
most in need. 

For instance, Mr. Chairman, one of 
the most obvious abuses of the current 
food stamp program is that families with 
incomes substantially above the poverty 
line are eligible for food stamps. 

Because eligibility is currently deter
mined by net income after subtracting 
a. number of deductions, 4-person house
holds with incomes well over the food 
·stamp poverty line of $8,222 can receive 
food stamps under current law. 

For. instance, a family of four could 
conceivably be earning as much as 
$12,000 to $13,000 yearly and still be eli
gible for food stamps. 

Indeed, the Department of Agricul
ture's latest statistics indicate that 13 
percent of all food stamp households had 
gross incomes above the poverty line. 
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When the bill is read for amendment, 
I Intend to ofter an amendment to re
strict eligibility to households with gross 
Income below the ·poverty line, plus a 
provision allowing a 15-percent higher 
gross Income llmit for those fami11es who 
are working. 

This latter provision will serve as a 
work Incentive for famllies to work their 
way out of poverty. 

This reform measure is essential to 
making this program serve t'he truly 
needY without unduly assisting those 
fa.m.llies with gross Incomes above pov
~Y at a great expense to the American 
taxp~yer. 

Mr. Chairman, I would llke to insert 
at this point in ~he REcORD ~veral charts 
whlch ·demonstrate the rapid growth of 
the· food . stamp program, both 1n costs 
and participation, as well as information 
iil.dicating the gross Income levels which 
households could receive between July 
and December 1980 and still be eligible 
for food stamps. · 
Recent monthllf footJ stamp part~cCpat~cm 

ZeveZ. 

(Number of pe1110na, ln mUUons, 
part1c1pat1ng) 

October 1978------------------------- 15.3 
November 1978----------------------- 15.• 
~mber 1978----------------------- 15. 9 
January 1979------------------------- 17.4 
Pebruary 1979------------- ----------- 18.0 
~- 1979-------------------------- 18.5 
A~ 1979---------------------------- 18.6 
l!ay 1979------------------ ---------- 18. 4 
June 1979---------------------------- 18.3 
.Tuly. 1979---------------------------- 18. 4 
August 1979--------------------------- 19. 0 
September1979----------------------- 19.3 
·October 1979------------------------- 19.4 
'Nov,mber 1979----------------------- 19.6 
~~ber 1979----------------------- 20.2 )(arch 1980 ______ ..: ________________ . ___ 21. 7 

Source: -Pooct &li4. Nutrition Service. 

,.tnnuat footJ -.stamp appropriatiom 

~Q85 ---------------------- $35,600,000 
1970 ---------------------- 577,000,000 
1971 -·--------------------- 1; 578, 000, 000 
1972 ----~----------------- 1,866,800, 000 
1973 . ---------------------- 2,212,900,000 
197. ---------------------- 2,838,900,000 
197& ---------------------- •• 69a,900,000 
'1976 --------------~------- 5,691,800,000 
1977 ---------------------- 5,550,000,000 
1978 ---------------------- 8,100, 000,000 
1979 ---------------------- 6,800,000,000 
1980---------------------- 19,200,000,000 

1 Eltlmatecl. 

MAXIM~M EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME ELIGIBILITY (UNDER 
EXISTING LAW) PERIOD OF JULY TO DECEMBER 1980 

Family size 
Net income ~aximum 

CUtOff I JrOSS InCOme I 

$4,172 
5, 522 
6,872 
8, 222 
9,572 

10,922 
13,622 

+1,350 

$8,065 
9, 753 

_11, «0 
13, 128 
14,815 
16,502 
19,877 

+4,538 

_1 OMB poverty level_ with special food stamp escalator. 
. • Auumes. workinr household elirible for 20 percent earned 
l~t cre~et, $80 s!andard deduction. $110 dependent care/ 

. excess shelter deduct1on._(Does not assume deductions fQr pay
lllents abo_ve $35 for med1cal expenses which are· available for 
elderly, bhnd and disabled.) 

Note: fltUMS .verified by Conaressional Budret Office. 

MAXIMUM -EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME ELIGIBILITY (UNDER 
S. 1309 AS REPORTED FROM HOUSE AGRICULTURE) PERIOD 
OF JULY TO DECEMBER 1980 

Family size 

1. -- -------- ----------------
2.--------------------------
3. ------------------ --------
4.---------- ----------------
5.--------------------------
6.---------- ---- ------------
7------------- --------------8 and over_ __________ _______ _ 

Net 
income 
cutoff 1 

$4, 172 
5,522 
6, 872 
8, 222 
9, 572 

10,922 
13, 622 

+1, 350 

Maximum 
a ross 

incomet 

$8, 063 
12, 153 
13, 840 
15, 528 
17,215 
18,902 
22, 277 

+6, 938 

1OMB poverty level with special food stamp escalator. 
• Assumes workina household eliaible for 20 percent earned 

income credit, $80 standard deduction1 $160 dependent care 
deduction; $110 excess shelter deduction. (Does not assume 
deductions for payments above $10 medical expenses which 
are available for elderly, blind and disabled under S. 1309 as 
reported by House Aariculture Committee.) 

Note: Fiaures verified by Conrressional Budret Office. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, l yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. RicHMOND). 

Mr. RICHMOND. Mr. Chairman, the 
food stamp program is on the brink of a 
funding crisis that could be devastating 
to niillions of poor Americans. Unless 
Congress authorizes and appropriates 
additional funds by May 15, just 1 
week from tomorrow, the Secretary of 
Agriculture must legally order the States 
to suspend the._program on June 1. As 
responsible public officials, we must avert 
such a disaster. 

I am sure· that you and m~y other 
of our colleagues are asking . what· has 
caused this funding crisis? The food 
stamp program is 1n need of additional 
funding_ primarily because-the economy 
has :not behaved as was predicted-in 1977 
when the current spending. ce~gs ·were 
set. 

The fiscal year 1980 and fiscal year 
1981 caps or ceilings, established 1n 1977, 
are-$6,188 billion and· $6,236 billion, re
spectively. At that time CBO -estiniated 
food prices would go up 3 rto 4 percent a 
year. In reality, food prices increased 22 
percent between 1977 and 1979 and are 
predicted to Increase to 46 percent be
tween 1977 ~d 1981. This additional 
inflation in food costs, over the 19-77 es
timates, is projected to add $1.4 billion 
to the ~ts of the program for flsCal-Year 
1980 and add $2 billion for fiScal year 
1981.' . 

In 1977, CBO also estimated the unem
ployment rate to be under 6 percent for 
fiscal year· 1980 and fiscal year 1981. In 
fact, unemployment is now projected to 
rise to 7.2 percent 1n fiscal year 1980 and 
7.5 percent in fiscal year 1981. For each 
1-percent increase in unemployment, 1.2 
million people are added to. the program. 

Food price infta.tion and _higher than 
expected unemployment -re.tes account 
for 81 percent of the committee approved 
billS. 1309 increases the caps to $8.7 bil
lion and ·$9.7 billion for. fiscal: year 1980 
and fiscal year 1981, respectively. 

Because earlier economic . forecasts 
have proven Incorrect, S. 1309 also pro
vides an additional 5 .percent authoriza
tion margin · for fiscal year 1980 and. 10. 
percent for fiscal year 1981 should pro
gram costs exceed the new ceilings be
cause of higher than expected: food price 
infta.tion and unemployment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is critical that S. 
1309 be adopted by the House promptly. 
Congress -can and must act swiftly to 
head off a disaster that will affect the 
health and well-being of millions of low
Income Americans. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
0 1940 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

MI:. Chairman, I think we have come 
to the close of this general debate on the 
food stamp bill. Tomorrow we will be 
considering amendments to the bill and 
drulng that time the entire House will 
have -an opportunity to pass its judg
ment. 

In my own view it is critical that the 
House adoptS. 1309 and that we have a 
prompt reconciliation of our views with 
the other bod"y and bring a conference 
report back to the House because·, · Mr. 
Chairman, there are today .over 21 mil
lion people who receive ·the benefits of 
the food stamp program. As I said ear
lier, 60 percent of those 21 million are 
children under 18, the disabled, and 
elderly Americans. An overwhelming 
number, 60 percent, are households 
headed by women, and the vast major
ity of these are truly poor people. The 
average · Income is less than $4,000 a 
year. Most of these people are poor or 
dependent upon this program to an ex
traordinary extent for the kind of ade
quate nutrition that can make the dif
ference between a healthy child who is 
able to perform 1n school and who wU1 
later be able to productively engage ·in 
self -employment and self -support, or a 
person perhaps stunted · for life. by the 
ravages of malnutrition. · 

In 1967, Mr. Chairman, a _foundation 
sponsored a program of reViewing the 
nutritional character of many hundreds 
of thousands -·of Americans · throughout 
the country. That particular study, spon
sored by the Field Foundation,· found in 
Appalachia and other parts of the United 
states tragic evidence -of . the kind of 
nutritional .diseases that: were thought 
only to exist in Third World countries, 
dfseases that · were thought to be un
kn9wn in the ·United · States. They a1lo 
found evidence of · severe · privation as 
well as · disease. 
· That led, in 1969, to one of the· ftnest 
acts, in my Judgment, of President 
Nixon's first term, whieh -was the con
vening of a White House Conference on 
Hunger 1n America. It was the determi
nation of the Nixon administration, un
der President Nixon's personal initia
tives, that we would adopt programs 
that would make hunger 1n ·America no 
longer a reality, at least hunger no longer 
a reality because of an inability of any 
family to afford an adequate diet. 

In 1977, 10 years after the original 
study, and in 1978, ·the Field Foundation 
returned to examine those same areas 
that had been examined 10 years before. 
They . found to a remarkable extent a 
complete absence-of any kind of nutri
tional diseases as had existed only a 
decade before. Their ·report I think 1s 
illustrative of some of the successes of 
these programs which need to be com
mented upon because there has been so 
much criticism of, in particular, the 
food stamp. program. 
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Tbe primary reason for the dramatic 

d11ference, for the 33-percent decline 
in infant mortality and greater than 
50-percent reduction additionally in in
fant deaths from cUarrhea, J.nfiueilza, 
pneumonia, and immaturity. all directly 
related to malnutrition, was the existence 
of and intervention of the food stamp 
program. They stated categorically that 
the food stamp program does more to 
lengthen and strengthen the lives of the 
disabled and disadvantaged Americans 
than any· other noncategorical social 
program and is the most valuable health 
dollar spent by t:he Federal Oovernmen~~ 

This program has had its problems. 
The Committee on Agriculture · has. 
sought ove~· the- years to improve the 
operation Of the program and it has 
come before the Congress for reauthor
ization. 

The bill we bring to the Congress to
day and will tomorrow contains ·some 
of the ~ost extensive provisions ever 
written in any bill to eliminate fraud, 
abuse, and error. I hope with the 
amendments, which I and other Mem
bers will offer, we will be able to shape 
a more effective program. But it is criti
cal that we act· as sOQn. as possible be
cause l do not think any Member of 
t~ Congress and certainly -none of this 
House would be)ieve that the appropri
ate W&..Y t;() modity the food stamp pro
grain, whatever their criticisms, is. just 
to lead. to a _ categorical .ending of the 
program for all ~cipierits on the 1st of 
June w.tthout any warning, without any 
opJ)oitun1ty. for prJ.vate under.takings to 
fi11 1n for the tremendous impact that 
such a. cut would have on ·the millions 
of poor in the United· State8. I ·repeat, 
there are 13- million .of them who are 
children under 1"8, disabled, and elderly 
Americans. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I hope as. we con
sider the amendments.. tOmorrow we will 
also consider -tQe need to act respoD.sibly 
in continuing this program for those 
millions and m·nuons of Americans who 
1ncre$sil;lgly rely on it and who are just
ly and pr~rly. receiving its .benefits. 

Mr, .Chairman, I . Yield back the bal
ance of .my time. 

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I Yield back the balance of my t1me. 

-The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. -Pur
suant to the rule, the- Clerk will now 
read by titles the c·ommittee amend
ment in the nature of a . substitute re~
ommended by the Coriunittee on Agri
culture now printed in the reported tiill 
as an original bi:ll for the purpose of 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
·s. tso9 

Be U enacted by the Senate ~ftfl Home,pf 
Bepr_t~&en.ta«v.e$ of the Un.it~d State otAmer
ica in. .Congru&. 433emble(VI'hat this Act .may 
be _cited as. the .. Food stamp Act . Amend
menta of 1980''· 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr . . ·Chairman,. I move 
that the Commit~ :do now.nse. · 

The motion. was~ to. 
Accordingly the Con:untttee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempOre <Mr. FoLEY>' 
having assumed the ChS.ir, Mr. snwui~
Chairman pro tempore of the Committee 

of the Whole House on the-State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
havingthad under consideration the bill 
<H.R. 1309) to Increase the fiscal year 
1979 authorization for appropriations for 
the food stamp program, and for other 
purposes, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

PRESIDENT JUDGE JAMES C. 
CRUMLISH 

<Mr • . LEDERE~ ~ke~and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to re~e ~d extend his re
marks and Include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. LEDERER. Mr. Speaker, the cause 
of justice has been advance4 by the 
swearing 1n of a distinguW)ed Philadel
phian, Jpdge James C. eruinllsh; Jr., as 
president judg~ of the Commonwealth 
court of Pennsylvania. This key appel
late . court, which 1s only a decade old, 
has esta})Jished itself 8$-a leader .in judi
cial admlntstrative innovation and has 
issued landmark opinions in such Im
portant and evolving. legal areas as l_and 
use, governmental regulation, constitu
tional and-environmental law. 

Judge Crumlisp was sworn 1n as presi
dent JUdge on Ap~ll 8 by Supreme Court 
Chief Justice Michael J. Eagan. I · take 
particular delight ·ln Inserting 1n the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD comments·. that 
were made at President ~udge Crumlish's 
induction by John M. Elliott. a · senior 
litigating. partner in the prestigious 
Philadelphia law firm of Dllworth, Pax
son, Kalish & Levy. MY famUy and I 
have kno\vnJudge Crumllsh's fa.mlly .for 
the past 5() years. Mr. Elliott's rem&.rks 
capture the essence of the varied and 
challeng~ careers of this highly quali
fied Philadel,phian. 

The Crumlish family has contributed 
signiftcantly to civic and charitable 
causes in Pennsylvania. President Judge 
Crumlish's father, James C. Crumlish, 
Sr., was himself the distinguished presi
dent judge of the Phila.delphia Judiciary 
which included such legal giants as. Cur .. 
tis . Bok, Louis Leventhal, and Ger(l.ld 
Flood. I extend my very best wi$hes to 
President Judge C:rUJDlish his lo:vely and 
accomplished wife Rosemary, who-serves 
as a member. of the pt:estlgious .2})ila.del'.:. 
phia Art· CommiSison, and· their family. 

The remarks-follow: 
REi.uaKS or JoHN M .. ELuon 

Emerson sald that "All institutions are 
but the lengthened shadow of a &ingle man," 
Recently, a _distinguished President Ju(lge 
Wl:\8 s~d~enly and tragically .taken from . us. 
Today, &!\Other eminent Juiiat asumea .the 
sign11lcant burdens ot leading thla great 
Court. which has in a ahort decade estab
lished itself .as a national leader _in both 
Judicial aclmlnistratlve .innovation and as a 
meamngtul _.oontributor :to the deve19pment 
ot the substa.ntive law of this commonwealth 
·m. such vitat.and evolving .areas as the en
V~ronme~t. land wie, constitutioiial matters, 
and gQvernmental regulations. 
Presid~nt Judge .J~ea c. Crumltsh, Jr.,

loves Pehns.ylvania. a~4 t;h& law deellJ.I. whUe 
he _haa . already serye(l thiS Co~onwealth 
unstintingly, Jim Crwl)Jtsh'• ~levatdon to 
Pl'eGident Judge of thla diat1nEu1shed Court 
:enb,ances his opportunity· tor' .turther effec
tive public servi_ce. 

President Judge Crumll,sh'a 1nclflv.e. ,m1Jld 
ancl ~tal epirtt wlll place cllsputeta 1n proper 

context and seek guidance tor the futlu'e 
through a patient analysla of the prefent 
and a wise readl,Jlg of the paat. 

Fortunately, the acorn doesn't tall tar 
from the Oak. Jim Crumlish's humane quail
ties of mind and spirit were not procluced 
1n a vacuum. Llke his father, the late re
spected James C. Crumllah, ·sr., ot Common 
Pleas No.7, President Judge Crumltah drawa 
strength from the eter~al v&luea of family, 
church, community and service to h1s tel· 
low man. 

Perhaps the spirit which has already 
nourished Jim and Rosemary Crumltah 
through a challenging variety of career&
as private attorney; decorated World War 
n oftlcer; Philadelphia's highest rank1ng law 
enforcement oftlcial; and Judge of the highly 
respected Commonwealth· Co~ 1a best cap
tured in a 1957 speech by President John· P. 
Kennedy who observed: 

.. All of us of Irtah descent are bound to
gether by the ties that come from a com
mon experience; experience whtch exists in 
memories and in legend, but which 1.-. real 
enough to those who posseu it. Ancl _thua 
whether we live in Cork or tn Boston, in 
Philadelphia or in New York, we are all 
members of a great family which ta llnked 
together by that atrongest of ·chains--«' 
common past. It 1a atrange to think that 
the wellspring from whtch thta great frater
nal empire has sprung is but a small island 
in the-far Atlantic with a population only 
a traction of the size of Pennsylvania. But 
this is the source, and it is the green and 
misty island to the east that we honor here · 
tonight--honoring ·it particularly tor tta :de· 
votion to human Uberty." 

The Irish were not the only race to dla· 
play extraordinary devotion to Uberty, or 
the only people · to . struggle unceasingly tor 
their national Independence; But the ap~cial 
contribution of the Irish, and I 1belleve
the emerald _ thread. that runs throughout 
the ta~try of Jim Crumllsh-hu been the 
constancy, the character, the faith they ells· 
played throug)l centuries-of oppression when 
they were ~~nied :even the moat rudimentary 
religious ~d civil rights.· 

Th.is .. common experience!-' has Unbued 
President Judge Crumllsh with what camua 
called • • .-sel)Se of ln!uatlce!'--an instinct 
to .help, to heal, to C'l.\t ~hrough legal per
alftage and reach the-essence of the t1uman 
isau~a inextricably wov~n- ilito Jeg-1 cUBputea. 

Jim Crumltah pO&aesses the · ·ctualc . Ba
C9nlan qualities of a leadex: ·whtch were ar
ticulated by John Buchan tn h1a 1mmortt.l 
PUgriJ:h'a Way: 

''He is ·.a full man from wide .reacllng· and 
much thought seasoned by_ experience: aJi 
exact man from his scrupulous logt~; · and 
a . ready man tr.om his native wit;-:.-and abaft' 
all, he. always manifests a friendly ·warmth 
which makes it good tor a cUveralty :of man;.. 
kind to stand with ·htm . 

.. He never dogmatizes; his sharp dl&:lectic 
makes him a pricker of bubbles;" he haa the 
g1tt ot felicitous and apt phrase; hla humor-· 
though irony and ·satire are among h1a for
midable weaPQns-is for the moat part 
tolerant, with a sophisticated humanity 
about it. Most importantly, he has an acute 
sense of proportion and a d1ac1a1n tor pre· 
tense and posturing." 

In today's . world of rapid change and 
challenge, these values of ab111tles are sorely 
needed. Toclay ta · a happy and tonic day 
tor Pennsylvania. · 

Presld.ent Judge Crumltsh, .we all w1ah you 
and y~ur cllstingulahed colleagues continued 
aucceu. 

CALIFORNIA FAMILY CHOICE .INITI
ATTVE .OFFERS HOPE FOR PAR
ENTS EVERYWHERE 
<Mr. ASHBROOK asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
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minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, every 
now and then the beneficiaries of giant 
bureaucracies let their guard down for 
a brief but revealing moment and dis
close the motives behind their activities. 
Such an episode came last spring when 
the Association of California School Ad
ministrators commented on a referen
dum proposal for "family choice" in edu
cation which two Berkeley law professors 

.... hope to make the proposition 13 of 1980. 
In a special report to their members, the 
school administrators said: 

"Parent choice" proceeds !rom the belle! 
that the purpose o! education is to provide 
individual students with an education. In 
fact, educating the individual is but a means 
to the true end o! education, which is to 
create a viable social order to which individ
uals contribute and by which they are sus
tained. "Family choice" is, therefore, baSically 
selfish and anti-social in that it focuses on 
the · ~wants" o! a single family rather than 
the needs o! society. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish the educrats of 
Washington-the Pat Harrises and Joe 
Califanos and Mary Berrys-would be as 
candid as ·this when they appear before 
our committees to talk about Federal 
education policy. If they would simply 
admit that the main interest of big gov
ernment is in social and political manip
ulation, not in individual academic ex
cellence, we could save Qurselves a lot of 
time · and trouble. When well-meaning 
congressional liberals vote for bigger and 
flashier education programs, I think it 
is in the hope that they will be helping 
kids to become more competent in verbal 
and mathematical skiils, better informed 
about literature and history, more able 

. to ·thiilk and act for themselves. But for 
educrats like the California school ad
ministrators, these goals are secondary 
to their coercive ideological agenda. The 
very word "education" has a di1ferent 
meaning for the school establishment 
than for the rest of us. 

Given their premises, the California 
authorities are right to fear the "family 
choice" proposal. Authored by Berkeley 
professors John Coons and Stephen 
Sugarman, the family choice initiative 

. would cut through the-Gordian knot of 
bureaucratic monopoly to entrust basic 
decisionmaking to people whose intimate 
knowledge and long-teim commitment 
to chtldren no public agency can ever 
rival: parents. It -has the daring sim
plicity of all real reforms: subsidizing in
dividuals instead of institutions. 

The Coons-Sugarman plan would pro
vide State-financed scholarship certifi
cates to families with school-age chil
dren. These famtlies could then "spend" 
their certificates at whatever schools 
they might choose: public or private, re
ligious or secular, specialized or conven
tional. I have long been a supporter of 
this type of educational voucher or 
parental choice system. By creating a 
competitive market in education, this 
system would guarantee increased re
snonsiveness, variety, and efficiency. For 
the first time in the history of Californa's 
public schools, every teacher would have 
the morale-bracing satisfaction of know
ing that every child in his class was there 
as a result of positive choice rather than 

geographic accident. For the first time, 
parents and children would kn w that 
they could seek a school more suitable to 
their particular needs without having to 
move to a new-and probably more ex
pensive-neighborhood. 

Opponents of family choice claim that 
such educational decisions are too im
portant and too complicated to be left to 
anyone but professionals. But surely 
these decisions are not any more complex 
than decisions about health care; and 
yet we allow patients-even if they are 
subsidized through medicare or medi
caid-to choose their own doctors and 
hospitals. When we allow people to re
tain this basic control over their own 
and their children's bodies, why should 
we insist that the State control their 
minds? 

In the long run, the Coons-Sugarman 
plan would mesh beautifully with Fed
eral legislation to abolish the dozens of 
categorical education programs admin
istered from Washington and to replace 
them with block grants for the States to 
spend as they see fit. For example, a 
State could use its Federal education 
money to finance extra-value certificates 
for the parents of handicapped or dis
advantaged children. I introduced such 
legislation last year in the form of a 
substitute amendment to the reauthori
zation of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act. The Coons-Sugarman 
initiative fortifies my confidence that 
this kind of radical decentralization is 
the wave of the future, not just in Cali
fornia, but across the Nation. 

CURTAILMENT OF GOVERNMENT 
SPENDING PRACTICES NECESSARY 

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

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, I have 
sat through this debate on the budget bill 
with a growing sense of dread. I under
stand the fears of the Members that 
Government spending practices need to 
be curtailed so that we do not contribute 
to the very inflation we are trying to 
end. I understand as well the attraction 
of a balanced budget because a balanced 
budget is at least a symbol that the Gov
ernment is acting to stem deficit spend
ing. I understand as well the calls for a 
strong national defense. International 
events have confus-ed and frightened our 
citizens over the last year or so, and in 
periods of uncertainty, it is better to be 
well defended against potential enemies 
than not to be. 

But I am convinced we are making 
serious mistakes here on this floor, all in 
the name of prudence. I am convinced 
that when we begin to ignore the legiti
mate needs of our people, as many are do
ing with almost every vote that has been 
taken in recent weeks, then this Con
gress is out of touch with the American 
people and is out of touch with the needs 
of this -Nation. 

As we talk about the values of a bal
anced budget, we see unemployment edg
ing ever closer to double digits once 
more. The construction industry, the 

automobile industry, the tourist indus
try, the steel industry-! could go on and 
on, but the point is that in depressed in
dustries, people are being laid off and 
there is no real expectation that they will 
be back to work soon. These are not wel
fare cheats that some in this -House like 
to talk about so much; these are hard
working American families with mort
gages to pay, children to feed and no 
money coming in. Are we in this Con
gress going to ignore the plight of these 
people? 

We have senior citizens, the ill, the dis
abled, the handicapped people in this 
country who cannot fend for themselves 
in a time of rising costs. Do we ignore 
these legitimate needs? We have millions 
of children in schools around the Nation 
who require a decent education so that 
they someday will have the knowledge 
that will allow them to become taxpayers. 
Do we shortchange the schools and doom 
a goodly percentage of children to a 
second-class life? We have hospitals in 
trouble all across the country because it 
costs them more to treat patients than 
Federal programs reimburse them. Do we 
want them to stop treating illness? 
Should they blithely carry on to bank
ruptcy? 

We have told city and State govern
ments that we want Americans to use 
mass transit facilities, but we cut back on 
Federal dollars for mass transit pro
grams in the very areas where the prob
lem is most acute. We collect Federal tax 
dollars from all of the 50 States with a 
vengeance and tum around and provide 
most of the Federal spending to a hand
ful of States, begrudging money that 
must be spent in the others. The North
east and Midwest States number among 
them States that are near extremis, and 
in the name of budget cutting we end 
State -revenue sharing. 

We tell cities we want them to spend 
money prudently, yet -we . urge them to 
adopt programs that spend more local 
dollars than Federal dollars. Now, we are 
on the verge of ending the Federal par
ticipation in these programs. 

We know that on the streets of this 
Nation, drug abuse is a growing problem. 
Our answer to that is to cut-back on Fed
eral CUstoms Service inspectors whose 
presence tends to stem the supply of il
licit narcotics to our shores. 

I could go on and on, but I see no rea
son to do so. The problem~ .of this coun
try are apparent to all of us. Inflation is 
a problem. So is unemployment. So is 
industrial capacity and the ability of our 
businesses to compete equally -with for
eign firms. We are overregulated in 
areas and underregulated in others. Our 
Federal programs sometimes _work and 
sometimes they are senseless and ought 
to be ended. 

But what scares me most of all is that 
we in the Congress are not moving force
fully to meet these challenges. We are 
responding to fear and mob passion, and 
we are putting ourselves into a bind 
where we simply will not have the capa
bility to do what needs to be done in the 
months ahead to help our people when 
they cannot help ·themselves. We are 
placing our emphasis on a balance sheet 
rather than on human needs, and it is 
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my belief that our foolishness will have 
to be paid for with very real human suf
fering. I believe that a year from now
or sooner-we are going to have to undo 
all of the damage we are doing presently 
to domestic programs. By then, for so 
many of our citizens, it is going to be too 
late. 

ABUSE OF THE FUEL ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM 

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

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Speaker, dur
ing the last few days we have discussed 
the need for reducing the growth in 
Federal spending and balancing the 
Federal budget and, ultimately, cutting 
the taxes of every working American. It 
can be done, but we have to weed out 
the waste and abuses that are currently 
taking place in the bureaucratic arm of 
the Federal Government. 

I recently learned of a situation in the 
Seventh District of Minnesota, which I 
find appalling and distasteful, and I 
think it points out that changes must be 
made in governmental operation if we 
are to balance the budget and begin 
working for the people instead of against 
them. 

The problem I discovered is with the 
fuel assistance program. One subsidized 
housing unit in my district currently 
is receiving rental subsidy from the 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. What this means is that 
the people who reside in this apartment 
building only pay 25 percent of their 
income as rent to live there and the 
Federal Government picks up the 
remaining portion of the rental price, 
including what is tacked on for the cost 
of utilities. In this type of rental sub
sidy unit, the price the renter pays 
remains 25 percent of his or her income, 
regardless of the overall rental charged 
by the owner. In other words, the owner 
can raise the price, but the charge to 
the renter would stay the same unless 
their income increases. 

Now, I find the crisis assistance pro
gram is soliciting applications from 
residents of this subsidy unit for the 
fuel assistance program so as to pay for 
the increase in fuel prices accrued. 
This, my friends, is preposterous and 
blatantly in violation of the intent of 
this Congress in providing fuel assist
ance. These renters are already being 
subsidized for the increase in fuel costs 
because they participate in this HUD 
program and the crisis assistance pro
gram, on top of what they already 
receive, is trying to hand out additional 
funds which could be used by other 
people who truly need fuel assistance. It 
appears these CAP agencies are trying 
to give excessive money away-money 
that was not needed because of a 
comparatively mild ~ter. 

In this instance, the CAP organization 
wrote an $11,000 check to the apartment 
owner and, in turn, he wrote checks to 
the renters because he had already re
ceived compensation from HUD for in
creased fuel prices. 

This is truly a waste of taxpayer dol
lars and the inefficiency of the operation 
of this program is robbing from the truly 
needy by throwing away funds which 
could be used constructively. If we have 
to find ways to spend the money, then 
the program must be restructured. We 
cannot operate a government which per
mits and continues to allow this wasteful 
Government spending. 

Congress unwillingness, as was demon
strated TUesday in the vote on the Latta 
amendment, to control unnecessary 
spending such as this is deplorable and 
I think we owe the taxpayers of this 
Nation an apology. They struggle to make 
a dollar just to survive and pay their 
taxes and all we do is squander what 
is turned into the Treasury. 

Congress must assume an oversight 
role and take the necessary initiatives to 
insure that Federal programs are oper
ated as intended and that the people who 
are supposed to benefit actually receive 
what is coming to them. 

0 1950 
A BALANCED BUDGET ONLY ON 

PAPER 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Ohio (Mr. GRADISON) is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Speaker, today 
'he House approved, what has been 
widely billed as a balanced budget for 
next year after rejecting a number of 
·alternatives--each of them said to be 
balanced as well. I am disturbed by the 
possibility that the public may conclude 
that the budget will indeed be balanced. 
There is room for considerable modesty 
by us all in claiming that the Congress 
has changed its ways and now has 
brought the United States into the 
promised land of balanced budgets. 

Much as we need a balanced budget
and need it now-it seems doubtful in
deed that the budget will be balanced in 
light of the severe recession now under
way and the resulting rise in unem
ployment. 

As an example the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce now estimates the budget for 
next year-instead of being balanced
will instead be $43 billion in deficit. No 
doubt other estimates will follow in the 
weeks and months ahead. My impression 
is that the business and financial mar
kets will not be surprised by a deficit 
next year, much as they hope it will be 
held to a minimum. 

But the general public could be in for 
a rude shock if the President and Con
gress-running for reelection--claim 
victory in the battle for a balanced 
budget, and then it turns out that a 
deficit in the tens of billions of dollars 
is the actual result. This could easily 
cause yet another loss of confidence in 
the Government and further question
ing of the trustworthiness of elected 
officials. And it could easily reignite in
flation by giving the public the impres
sion that the Congress-while talking 
about budget restraint-is not really 
doing anything about it. 

Basically we have balanced the budget 
on paper-but on paper only. The budget 

assumes far better economic conditions 
than appear likely. The budget assumes 
that Congress will increase revenues 
and cut spending in ways which at best 
are hope-not reality-at this time. And 
the budget assumes that the Congress 
and the President will not indulge in a 
last-minute preelection spending binge. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that the new budg
et estimates of the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce appear at this point in the 
RECORD. 
HOUSE DATA ON BUDGET "TOTALLY !JurELE

VANT," CHAMBER ECONOMIST SAYS, PREDICT
ING REAL GNP DECLINE IN 1981 

(Graphs not printed in the RECORD) 
WASHINGTON, April 30.-The leading indi

cators index !or March released today de
clined !or the seventh time in the la.st nine 
months, a.tnrming tha.t a. recession is under
way, sa.id Dr. Richard W. Ra.hn, vice presi
dent a.nd chief economist of the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce. He continued: 

"Toda.y's ongoing House floor debate about 
a. high ta.x, high spending, balanced budget 
(House Concurrent Resolution 307, the 
'Giaimo' bill) has been made totally irrele
vant as the economy slides rapidly into re
cession. The Budget Committee blll proposing 
a. $96 billion increase in taxes is based upon 
now totally unrealistic economic assump
tions, but House Budget Committee members 
seem una.wa.re of this." 

The Committee's blll (H. Res. 307) as
sumes tha.t unemployment will be a.t 7.3 
percent in the last quarter of 1980 a.nd will 
a.vera.ge 7.5 percent in 1981. According to 
the U.S. Chamber's latest forecast, unem
ployment will be a.t 7.8 percent at the end 
of this yea.r a.nd will a.vera.ge 9 percent 
through 1981. The Budget Committee's bUl 
assumes tha.t 1981 real Gross National Pro
duct (GNP) will be 1.1 percent higher tha.n 
in 1980; the Chamber now forecasts tha.t 
real GNP will decline 0.1 percant in the same 
period. The H. Res. 307 Committee report 
assumes a. "mild recession in 1980, followed 
by a. modest recovery in 1981." A more realis
tic forecast q.lls !or a. deeper recession, 
the Chamber contends. 

This new information on the economy im
plies tha.t while the House- debates a. First 
Concurrent Resolution with a $2 billion sur
plus !or Fiscal 1981, it is more reasonable 
to expect a. $42 bUlion deficit !or tha.t period, 
prompting the Chamber economist to con
clude: 

"It is clear that we a.re !acing a. deep 
recession which will do little to mitigate 
inflationary pressures. Therefore, it is time 
!or the Congress a.nd the Administration to 
ma.ke major changes in fiscal policy which 
will get to the heart of our inflation problem 
by removing the impediments to economic 
growth. To reduce the suffering which will 
result !rom the recession a.nd to begin the 
renewal of economic growth, federal spend
ing growth needs to be cut a.nd a. major ta.x 
cut needs to be enacted in order to spur 
employment, saving a.nd investment." 
THE D4POSSmiLITY OJ' A BALANCED BUDGE'!' J'OR 

I'Y 1981 

As the U.S. economy moves into the bot
tom of recession in 1981, unemployment will 
continue to rise a.nd will pea.l:t around 9 per
cent. 

GNP !or 1981 will show no growth in real 
terms a.nd will be a.t about the same level 
a.s 1980. 

As a. result, government expenditure a.nd 
the deficit will be greater by FY 1981 tha.n 
FY 1980. No balanced budget wlll be possible. 

BUDGETING FOR EcONOMIC GROWTH 
It's budget resolution time a.ga.ln on Capi

tol Hlll, with the budget committees a.nd 
legislators laying out .a,n economic blueprint 
!or the coming yea.r. We hope they ca.n pa.y 
some attention to the ideas now percola.t-
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ing through the economics profession, which 
were especially notable at an important con
ference last weekend at Harvard University. 

We express this hope without much faith, 
for as House debate opens on a budget reso
lution a famlliar ritual seems to be develop
ing. The Budget Committee is promising a 
balanced budget for FY 1981, based largely 
on a growth in tax revenues of almost $100 
billlon. And even thls balance 1s not llkely 
to outlast the First Budget Resolution. 

To see why, consider the fate of the 1980 
budget. The Second Budget Resolution for 
FY 1980 was passed last autumn to gorvern 
the fiscal year from October 1979 to Octo
ber 1980. Yet here we are seven months into 
the fiscal year, and the House 1s busy at 
work on third and fourth budget resolutions 
for 1980. The third resolution, known as the 
revision of the budget, ups spending more 
than $19 blllion, raising the omcial deficit 
to $38.2 b1llion. The fourth resolution, known 
as the Giaimo amendment, kicks in another 
$4.6 billlon and raises the deficit to $42.8 
bUUon. After the House gets through packing 
the spending. into the 1980 budget, it wlll 
then balance the budget for the First Budget 
Resolution FY 1981. 

House Republlcans, foreseeing the inevita
ble growth in spending over the year, want 
to start from a lower level. And they want 
a cut in tax rates to protect real income 
from the rising tax burden. Their substitute 
budget resolution increases defense spend
ing by $4.5 billion, holds the growth in overall 
spending $14 blllion below the Budget Com
mittee version, allows for both accelerated 
depreciation and a 10 percent cut in personal 
income tax rates and stlll balances the 
budget. 

Without getting into specifics, the general 
direction sketched by the Republican substi
tute corresponds to the thinking of the con
ference on American competitiveness spon
sored by Harvard, the Senate Subcommit
tee on International Trade led by Senators 
Ribicoff and Roth, and the New York Stock 
Exchange. American competitiveness and 
productivity, ran the consensus, can only be 

· restored by basing economic pollcy in the 
1980s on supply-side economies. 

Actual 

1979:4 

Gross national product: 
Current dollar GNP ________________________ 2, 457 

Percent change ____________ ----------_ 10.5 
Real GNP----- ----- ----------------------- 2.0 Final sales ____________________________ 3.6 Consumption __________________________ 4.1 

Residential investment_ _____ ----------- -4.9 
Business fixed investment_ _____________ -0.5 

~~~ft~ree~~-~~== == == ==: == =: ==::: ==: -6.0 
12.2 

Exports _____________ ----------------- 7.1 Imports ______________________________ 8.1 
Government purchases. ________________ 6.0 

FederaL ___ --------- ____ --------- 16.1 State-locaL ______________________ 0.9 
Inventory change (billions of dollars)._------ 6 
Merchandise trade balance (billions of dollars). -28 
Industrial production. __ ------------------- -0.3 
Capacity utilization rates: 

Manufacturing_._--------------------- 84.6 

~!re~~~r~~~~t~:s-::================= 86.4 
86.3 New car sales _____________________________ 9.8 

Domestic. ____________________________ 7.5 

Hous1i~f~~~--=========================== 2. 3 
1.6 

Employment, wages and prices: Employment. _____________________________ 1.8 New jobs (millions) ____________________ 1.7 U nem plo~ment. ___________________________ 5.9 Average ourly earnings ____________________ 8.5 

~!ffr~~~~~:~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
9.1 
0.3 
8.5 

The participants--an infiuential group of 
congressional, business, labor and academic 
leaders--felt that a tax cut targeted on the 
supply side of the economy and effective in 
1981 is not inconsistent with a balanced 
budget. The conference's task force on pro
ductivity, ~mployment and standard of liv
ing, chaired by Rep. Jim Jones, felt that the 
need to encourage investment is so pressing 
that "a tax cut should take precedence orver 
a balanced budget," which is a way of say
ing that if Congress doesn't want a deficit 
it can cut spending. 

Overall the conference recommended ag
gregate tax reductions over the 1981-83 pe
riod of about $100 billion in gross revenues 
(without feedbacks) split evenly between in
dividual and business reductions. Steve En
tin of the Joint Economic Committee staff 
pointed out that even a cut of this size was 
peanuts compared to an approximate '$340 
billion growth in tax revenues projected over 
the same period. 

Senator Ribicoff told the conference that 
"increasing productivity is good for every 
segment of society"-thus casting aside divi
sive debate about who benefits from ta.x cuts. 

Senator Lloyd Bentsen made it clear that 
it is our competitors who benefit from the 
high and rising U.S. tax burden. As a. result 
of bad tax policy, "We are asking the Ameri
.can worker to do tomorrow's job with yester
day's tools." Pulled down by- lagging produc
tivity, we are becoming "an also-ran in the 
ra.ce for economic opportunity." 

Otto Eckstein of Data. Resources, Inc. re
ported that growth in the personal income 
tax burden had driven 2 million people out 
of the work force and that the lack of a. sup
ply-side policy during the last 8 years had 
increased the core rate of infia.tion. Martin 
Feldstein of the National Bureau of Economic 
Research said that the tax burden on non
financial cor:porete income was one-third 
higher today than during the 1960s. · 

As Dean Henry Rosovsky told the confer
ence, becoming less competitive is the symp
tom of a serious national disease. If recog
nized and treated in time, it can be cured. 
This week the House could take the first 
steps toward a. cure by pushing to reduce the 

1980:1 

2, 520 
10.7 
1.1 
1.5 
1.6 

-19.8 
1. 3 
0.3 
2.8 

13.5 
13.7 
5.4 

16.3 
-0.7 

5 
-42 

-0.2 

83.7 
84.5 
85.2 
10.7 
7.9 
2.8 
1.3 

0.6 
0.6 
6.1 
9.5 

10.2 
-0.7 

11.3 

U.S. ECONOMIC OUTLOOK, 1979~2 

[Percent change or billions of dollars) 

Quarters 

Forecast 

1980:2 1980:3 1980:4 1981:1 

2, 551 2, 575 
5.0 3.8 

2, 625 
7.9 

2, 686 
9. 7 

-5.1 -6.3 -2.4 -0.6 
-5.5 -5.2 -1.5 -1.0 
-4.4 -4.5 -1.0 -2.7 

-56.6 -40.5 -15.7 31.4 
-3.9 -8.5 -9.6 -7.3 
-4.6 -6.4 -4.2 -4.1 
-2.3 -12.4 -19.9 -13.6 

1.0 -1.6 -2.0 -0.5 
-9.3 -5.8 -2.2 -2.2 
-2.0 -1.3 3.3 3.4 
-1.9 0.6 12.8 5.3 
-1.9 -2.5 -2.1 2.3 

4 -4 -11 -8 
-37 -35 -36 -37 

-9.4 -10.7 -5.3 -2.0 

81.1 78.0 76.3 75.4 
81.0 77.0 74.5 73.7 
81.3 76.9 74.3 73.0 
9.4 9.6 9.6 9. 7 
6.9 7.0 6.9 7.0 
2. 5 2.6 2. 7 2. 7 
0.9 0.9 1. 0 1.3 

-1.7 -1.0 0.1 -2.3 
-1.7 -1.0 0.1 -2.2 

6.9 7. 5 7.8 8. 7 
. 9.2 9. 3 9.5 9.9 

9.9 9.5 9.9 12.7 
-5.3 -4.6 -1.6 -1.6 
16.0 14.8 11.7 14.3 

1981:2 

2, 765 
12.3 
2.1 
1.7 
0.6 

49.5 
-10.3 
-1.3 

-27.7 
5.5 

-0.8 
3.3 
7.5 
0. 7 
-5 

-38 
2. 7 

75.4 
73.6 
72.7 
9. 7 
7.1 
2. 7 
1.4 

0.1 
0.1 
9.1 
9.8 

10.7 
0.2 

10.4 

growth in the tax burden, in terms of both 
government spending and tax rates. The 
House can put American productivity on the 
road to recovery by adopting the substitute 
to the Budget Committee's First Budget Res
olution for FY 1981. As the conference dem
onstrated, there's ample support for the 
treatment. 

U.S. CHAMBER FORECAST 

Outlook.-Recession will develop faster 
than either Administration forecasts or our 
baseline forecast made in January, and it 
will be deeper than most major forecasting 
services are predicting. The quickening pa.ce 
of the recession refiects our judgment that 
the small business sector fa.ces much worse 
economic conditions than are currently 
showing up in government statistics. Second, 
our Consumer Opinion Survey for May, 
1980, shows a. substantial weakening of in
tentions to buy right now compared with a 
year ago. As a result of these two factors, 
unemployment will a.ccelera.te in the second 
quarter to 6.9 percent and to 7.5 percent in 
the third quarter. For 1980 unemployment 
will average 7.1 percent. For 1981 it wm 
average 9 percent. 

KEY ASSUMPTIONS ON FISCAL POLICY 
(UNIFIED BUDGET) 

Spending.-A budget figure of $612 billion 
is assumed for FY 1981. This corresponds 
closely to the administration's revised budg
etary proposal and also to H. Con. Res. 307. 
Because of the recession, however, actual 
expenditures are forecast to be $651 bllllon 
for FY 1981. This refiects added transfer 
payments, the so-called "sutoma.tic stabi
lizers", as well as added fiscal stimulus 
applied throughout FY 1981. Receipts are 
forecast to be $608 b11lion during the same 
period, so that our expectation is for a $43 
billion deficit for FY 1981. 

Receipts.-A July 1981 tax cut is assumed 
in our forecast. The $30 billion cut is di
vided between individual income tax reduc
tions ($18 billion) and a. vsrtety of tax cuts 
for business ($12 bUlion). Windfall profits 
taxes and the Administration's oil import 
tariff are also incorporated. 

Years 

Forecast 
Actual-----------

1981 :3 1981:4 1979 1980 1981 1982 

2, 876 
17.1 

3, 000 
18.3 

2, 369 
11.3 

2, 568 2, 832 
8.4 10.3 

3, 262 
15.2 

6.5 7. 2 2.3 -1.1 -0.1 5. 3 
6.1 5. 7 2. 7 -0.3 -0.2 4.6 
4.6 5.6 2.6 0.1 -0.7 4.5 

53.0 45.7 -5.7 -25.3 6.9 31.5 
6.2 1.9 6.2 -1.0 -6.2 4.0 
0.4 2.1 4. 7 -2.1 -3.0 3.6 

20.7 1.4 9.6 1. 4 -12.5 4.8 
6.5 6.3 10.1 6.9 1.6 6.1 
1.6 7. 3 4.4 2.3 -1.9 6.4 
2.9 2.0 0. 4 2.0 2.3 0.6 
6.4 3.3 0.9 6.1 6.0 . -0.3 
0. 7 1.2 0.2 -0.3 0.0 1.1 
-2 9 18 -2 -1 22 

-38 -43 -25 -38 -39 -57 
10.1 12.9 4.1 -3.5 -1.1 9.6 

76.9 79.0 85.7 79.8 76.7 82.5 
75.9 78.8 87.8 79.3 75.5 83.6 
74.5 77.4 87.2 79.4 74.4 82.0 
9.8 10.1 10.7 9.8 9.8 10.6 
7.2 7.5 8.4 7.2 7.2 7.9 
2.6 2.6 2.3 2. 7 2.6 2.8 
1.6 1.8 1.7 1. 0 1.5 2.0 

-0.4 2.4 1.4 3.4 2. 7 0.4 
1.3 3.3 2.0 -0.5 0.6 2. 7 
9.2 8.9 5.8 7.1 9.0 8.6 
9. 7 9. 7 8.1 9.0 9. 7 9.9 

10.7 10.5 9.0 9.5 10.8 10.6 
2.8 3.1 -1.1 -2.2 -1.0 2.2 
7.8 7.1 10.2 12.0 11.9 8.2 
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Actual 

1979:4 

EmW:lJ~~:~~f~;,~n~l'!~~~~~~~---- 1.1 
Per capita ($80).----------------------

Consumer credit extended: 
8,182 

Nominal percent chanae .•••.•..•••••••• -14.7 
Real percent chanae ••••.•.••..•.•.•••• -22.3 

Consumer prices •• ------------------------ 13.6 
GNP deflator------------------------------ 8.3 
Producer prices.-------------------------- 16.7 

Fuels-Related products •••••••••••••••• 53.5 
Farm products •• ---- - ----------------- 5.2 

Business profrts and interest rates: Before tax profits __________________________ 243 
Corporate tax liabilitY------------ - --------- 96 After tax profrts ___________________________ 147 
Inventor-Y valuation adjustment. ••..•.•••..• -47 
Capital consumption allowance ••.•••.•••••• • -20 
Profits from current production •..••.•.•••••• 80 

Adjusted for inflation ($80 B) ••..•.•.... 86 
Percent chanae ...•.. . . - ----------- -31.7 

Per unit of output (percent of GNP) •••••. 3.5 
Profit marains before tax •.•..•••••.•.•••••• 9.9 
Profit marains after tax •••••.•••••..•.••••• 6.0 Savinas rate (percent) _____________________ 3.5 
Monetary base .• __ -------------- . • -------- 8.9 Money supply (Ml) ________________________ 5.0 
M1 plus t1me deposits ••.. ------------------ 9. 2 
AAA corporate bonds (percent) •••• ___ •. ____ 10.5 
Mortaaae rate-New homes (percent) ________ 12.1 
Federal funds rate (percent) ________________ 13.6 
Prime rate (fercent) _______ ------ .... ______ 15.1 

Government fisca policy (billions of dollars): 
Federal tax receipts ________________________ 525 
Federal expenditures .•.••.. __ ------------ __ 540 
Surplus or defiCit (NIA>-------------------- -16 
State/local tax receipts _____________________ 369 
State/local expenditures .••.•••. ____________ 343 
Surplus or defiCit (NIA>-------------------- 26 
Total Government balance (NIA) ____________ 10 
Unified budaet-Receipts 1 ________ ------ ____ 38 
Unified budaet-Outlays 1------------------ 46 
Unified Federal surplus 1------------------- -8 

1 Annual fiaures an! fi~cal_ year numbers. 

Source: U.S. Chamber of Commerce, Forecast Center. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentle
man from Michigan <Mr. STOCKMAN). 

Mr. STOCKMAN. I appreciate the 
gentleman's yielding, and I want to com
mend him for this eft'ort. 

It is unfortunate that so soon on the 
heels of passing this first balanced budget 
resolution in the history of the entire 
budget process, we have to be taking out 
this special order to call attention to the 
fact that the results we will see from 
both prediction and experience over the 
next year are likely to dift'er dramatically 
from the expectations that were gener
ated here today, but I have to conclude 
that despite all the hard work_ and good 
faith-eft'ort that was made in the last 
10 weeks, we have fallen far short of the 
task. 

We were told many times during the 
debate this week and last week that we 
have a $2.5 billion surplus program tar
geted for next year, and that beyond 
that we have a $10 or $11 billion cush
ion in the form of the oil import fee that 
has not yet been committed. But I would 
suggest this afternoon that if we analyze 
the economic reports and the evidence 
that has accumulated in the last 2 or 3 
weeks, we will realize that all of that is 
entirely illusory. The economy is deteri
orating so rapidly that many of the fore
casts on which the committee delibera
tions of March were based, and on which 
th~ discussions this week were based, are 
gomg to prove to be far oft' the mark. I 
think we will find that within a month 

1980:1 

0.6 
8,182 

7.6 
-4.3 
16.6 
9.5 

17.3 
54.3 

-15.4 

260 
103 
157 

-64 
-22 

71 
74 

-44.9 
2.9 

10.3 
6.2 
3.4 
8.1 
3.9 
5.7 

12.1 
13.6 
15.0 
16.3 

541 
564 

-23 
376 
351 

25 
2 

40 
48 

-7 

U.S. ECONOMIC OUTLOOK, 1979-82-tontinued 

(Percent chanae or billions of dollars) 

Quarters 

Forecast 

1980:2 1980:3 1980:4 1981:1 1981:2 

-3.3 -2.5 -2.7 -2.2 1.4 
8,094 8,023 7,350 7, 887 7,897 

-12.1 -0.8 11.8 -1.4 8.9 
-22.1 -11.2 1. 1 -10.8 -1.2 

17.7 13.9 9.3 9.3 9.9 
10.7 10.7 10.6 10.3 9.9 
17.4 14.6 14. 3 14.1 13.6 
44.2 34.4 29.6 26.2 27.6 
5.9 2.9 8.2 8.9 5. 7 

243 225 214 207 211 
97 89 85 82 84 

147 135 129 125 127 
-64 -61 -57 -56 -56 
-23 -23 -25 -26 -28 

60 51 47 43 44 
61 51 45 40 40 

-55.0 -51.8 -35.6 -37.8 -4. 2 
2.4 2.0 1. 7 1.5 1. 4 
9.6 8. 7 8.1 7. 7 7.6 
5.8 5.2 4.9 4.6 4.6 
3.6 4.1 3.8 3.9 4.1 
3.1 0.6 3.6 1.1 4. 7 
2.1 0.8 1.9 -0.9 -1.4 
4.2 0.2 1.8 1.0 1;6 

12.8 12.2 11.7 10.9 10.6 
15.0 14.3 13.8 13.4 13.0 
16.8 14.3 12.2 10.6 9.3 
19.1 16.6 14.1 12.8 12.0 

558 560 573 605 625 
576 603 626 641 657 

-18 -43 -52 -36 -32 
379 384 389 398 408 
358 365 372 384 395 

21 19 18 13 13 
3 -24 -35 -23 -19 

140 140 143 151 156 
144 151 156 160 164 
-4 -11 -13 -9 -8 

when new estimates are made as to what 
the real revenue levels are and what the 
real outlay levels are, implied in the pol
icies in this budget on both the tax side 
and the spending side, in light of new 
forecasts of economic performance next 
year, that we are going to see a very large 
deficit looming before us once again. 

It seems to me that we can expect 
nothing less than the spending of $625 
billion or $630 billion next year, not $612 
billion as many of the automatic stabi
lizers, so-called, kick in. I think we have 
to recognize that the revenue figures in 
this budget are highly illusory. Some of 
the legislative revenue changes will not 
materialize, thank goodness, but much 
of the revenue generated by an assumed 
level of economic activity and employ-
ment will not appear as well. · 

The other point that I think needs to 
be made today is that if it is true that 
the numbers that we have before us are 
entirely illusory and that this budget is 
far from balanced, what was the real 
purpose of the exercise that we went 
through today and in previous days? I 
would like to suggest for the record, if 
nothing else, what we have succeeded in 
doing today is not passing a meaningful 
policy for next year that can oft'er some 
hope of restoring prosperity and restor
ing opportunity for the American people. 
Fiscal policy will be formulated over the 
summer and the fall. It will be in re
sponse to far dift'erent conditions. 

What we have done here in terms of 

Years 

Forecast 
Actual 

1981:3 1981:4 1979 1980 1981 1982 

8.3 4.2 2.3 -0.8 -0.1 3. 8 
8,036 8,100 8,198 8,062 7,980 8,206 

16.6 22.6 8.0 -1.0 5.9 16.3 
6.1 11.8 -0.7 -10.9 -4.4 6.2 
9.8 10.0 11.3 14.8 10.6 10.1 
9.9 10.4 8.9 9.6 10.3 9.4 

13.5 13.8 12.5 16.2 14.2 12.8 
28.8 28.5 26.6 48.4 29.5 22.7 

4. 7 9.1 13.5 0.2 6. 7 10.1 

230 253 237 236 225 277 
92 101 93 94 90 102 

139 152 144 142 136 175 
-57 -60 -42 -61 -57 -57 
-30 -32 -11 -23 -29 -26 

52 60 86 57 50 92 
46 53 95 58 45 76 

79.7 71.2 -5.0 -39.2 -22.5 69.3 
1.6 1.8 4.0 2.3 1.6 2.3 
8.0 8. 5 10.1 9.2 7.9 8.5 
4.8 5.1 6.1 5.5 4.8 5.4 
5.0 4. 7 4.5 3. 7 4.4 3.9 
6.0 8.6 8.2 6.2 3.4 8.1 
4.2 5.9 5.2 4.3 1.0 5.0 
5.1 5.0 8.0 6.1 2.1 6.1 

10.4 10.2 9.6 12.2 10.5 10.3 
12.7 12.7 11.2 14.1 12.9 13.0 
8.7 8.8 11.2 14.6 9.4 9.7 

11.1 11.0 12.7 16.5 11.7 11.5 

633 664 498 558 632 716 
682 702 509 592 671 738 

-49 -38 -11 -34 -39 -22 
421 436 355 382 416 470 
405 414 330 362 400 443 
17 22 25 21 16 27 

-33 -17 13 -13 -23 5 
158 166 165 358 609 ------ -- --
171 175 155 388 652 ----------

-13 -10 -10 -30 -43 -- ---- -- --

both numbers and policies is irrelevant 
for 1981. But what we have done is ratify 
a policy for 1980 that has been disastrous 
because by including the third resolution 
in the final bill that we passed today and 
in upping the spending ceiling once again 
and permitting the total overrun during 
fiscal year 1980 to reach the staggering 
sum of $40 billion .over what we planned 
and budgeted last spring at this very 
time for fiscal year 1980, by permitting 
the deficit to widen enormously from a 
level of the midtwenties to more than 
$45 billion this year, this Congress in a 
sense has _ acquiesced and has adopted 
policies which are the primary cause of 
the recession that is causing s·o much 
distress in the country today and will 
probably get worse in the months ahead. 
So the important thing that we have 
done here is not to adopt a constructive, 
helpful, hopeful policy for 1981; the im
portant thing that we have done is ratify 
a disastrous policy for 1980. 

It suggests to me that we have a way 
to go before this budget process can be
come a meaningful instrument or tool to 
bring about an economic program for 
this country that will tap the resources, 
that will tap the capacity of our economy 
to once again experience the kind of 
prosperity and opportunity that the 
American people want. 

But more importantly than anything 
else, we have set a terrible precedent 
here. Not only have we misled the public, 
but we have misled ourselves by think-
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ing that a paper balance of the budgetary 
resolution, achieved almost entirely by 
increasing revenues and raising the tax
rate burden on the economy, constitutes 
a viable fiscal policy and the fulfillment 
of a constructive objective. It does not, 
and that is what we have done here 
today. It has been sadly deficient. 

So I again want to express my support 
for the basic points that the gentleman 
has been raising and suggest that within 
a very short period of time, perhaps a 
few days or even weeks, we will find that 
this balanced budget resolution, which 
will receive properly bold headlines to
morrow, will have been as shortlived as 
the WIN buttons that appeared in Sep
tember 1974. What we have to do now is 
start age.in and see whether we can for
mulate some policies that really address 
the real needs of our country and the 
conditions that we actually face in the 
economy today. 

I appreciate the gentleman's yielding. 
Mr. GRADISON. I appreciate the gen

tleman's comments. Certainly the expe
rience in dealing with this budget sug
gests that we need to review budget pol
icy in much longer terms than just a year 
in time and, indeed, that many of the 
economic ditnculties that we are facing 
today are the result of distortions built 
into the economy which were a direct 
result and a result that could have been 
anticipated from the fiscal policies car
ried out by this Government in recent 
years. 

Certainly the extravagant Federal bor
rowing for both on-budget and off-budg
et items has resulted in great pressure on 
the financial markets during the peak of 
the boom and has raised interest rates, 
and it has certainly been a direct cause 
of a great deal of the unemployment and 
suffering facing people in the housing 
and auto industries, among others. It is a 
pity in view of this experience which 
is so recent, indeed, which is causing 
pain to many of our citizens at this very 
time, that we are not taking a longer 
and more realistic view of our proper role 
in setting sound fiscal policies for the 
years ahead. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gen
tleman from Georgia <Mr. GINGRICH). 

02000 
Mr. GINGRICH. I want to commend 

my colleague from Ohio for holding this 
particUlar special order. Approximately 
6 months from now we will be at judg
ment day in terms of the national elec
tions and I think it will make interest
ing reading in late October and early 
November to come back and read today's 
RECORD and look at the promises of the 
majority and the things that were said 
about the budget and the things that are 
being said in this special order, and look 
at the reality of the situation we will 
then be in. 

I wanted to draw out a couple of spe
cific examples of why I feel that the 
debate today and over the last 2 weeks 
has really done a great disservice to this 
country. 

In a free society, words are terribly 
important because they are the only 
measure people have of what to expect. 
When words are deliberately misused or 

are used in ways which lead people to 
expect things that will not happen, they 
degrade and decay the whole process of 
trust which is the basis of our society. 

There has been a great deal of talk 
about a balanced budget which is frankly 
nonsense. This budget is not going to be 
balanced. I know of no one who in pri
vate thinks it is. It is in fact a paper 
promise. 

Let me give a few examples of why 
it is not going to be balanced. The eight
tenths of 1-percent rise in joblessness 
during April was the largest 1-month 
rise since January 1975. As a specific 
facet of the decline in the economy, the 
economists for the National Association 
of Homebuilders projected a 1-million
unit drop in housing starts will mean a 
loss of $125 million in economic activity, 
1.6 million jobs, $27.5 billion in wages, 
and anywhere from $11 to $14 billion 
in taxes at the Federal, State, and local 
levels. 

The current projeotions are that only 
half as many houses will be started in 
1980 as were started in 1978. 

In one State, Wyoming, in the forest 
products industry alone there is 70 per
cent unemployment already and we have 
not felt the bottom. 

The Christian Science Monitor on 
May 5 said: 

America.ns appear to have lost their chance 
of balancing the budget for the first time in 
12 years, although President carter stm pays 
lip service to that concept. With unemploy
ment rising swiftly and recession deepening 
over the land, Federal tax revenues will 
shrink and spending w1ll grow. 

It would have been comforting had 
this House been honest and straightfor
ward and said, "Yes, we know what the 
recession is going to do, we know that 
in fact the budget is not going to be bal
anced, we know that in fact we face real 
problems." 

Forbes, on May 12 said and I quote: 
The receselon of 1973-75 was the worst 

economic slump sinpe world Warn. A couple 
of important numbers published 1n mid
April support the view that the recession 
now under way 1s likely to be deeper and 
more prolonged than the last one. 

Forbes goes on at a laJter point to say: 
A slump in the production of business 

equipment has COn,Jlstently preceded a de
cline in a much broader sector of the econ
omy-.spending on new plant and equipment. 

In other words, the multipliers are 
starting, the dominoes are beginning to 
fall and as each industry decays it then 
carries other industries with it. 

Business Week on May 5 said: 
Given the speed with whlch the recession 

is developing, President Ca.rter's new policy 
of economic restraint, announced on March 
14 1s akead:y in jeopardy. It may well rival 
former President Ford's Whip Inflation Now 
program as the shortest-lived: economic pol
icy in memory. If the current doWll;turn 1s 
on a. track parallel to that of the last time 
around, the jobless rate could be approach
ing 8 percent sometime this summer-well 
above the projections of the admlnistratlon.. 

Now, the point I would make is that 
these are not irresponsible partisan 
statements, there are not casual political 
comments. The best outside observers in 
tlhis country fully ex·pect a severe re-

cession, a deep contraction, increasing 
unemployment and it is in fact a direct 
result of Government policy. 

My last quote is Van Doom Ooms, the 
Chief Economist of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget who sa.id: 

We have been forecasting a recession's de
velopment since last July, and it is rather 
nice to be finally getting it. 

I suspect that there are a lot of people 
who are getting laid off, who are getting 
unemployment or who are getting bank
rupt who would not necessarily agree 
with "it is rather nice to be finally get
ting it." 

The thing I would like to say to my 
colleague, and the reason I think this 
special order is so important, we are 
talking about more than jobs, we are 
talking about more than infiation, we are 
talking about more than just a need to 
turn the tide and begin programs and 
policies that will lead to real prosperity, 
to real growth, to new factories, to new 
development. 

We are also, I think, faced with the 
most severe undetermining of political 
credibility since the beginning of the 
depression. The American people are 
being told daily that help is on the way 
and yet the truth is that this budget 
does not offer help, it does not offer hope, 
it will in fact by massively raising 
government tax revenues increase the 
government's share of the economy, 
increase the depth of the recession. 
ii1crease the amount of unemployment, 
increase the pain in the cutting of real 
take home pay. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to close by thank
ing my colleague for giving us the chance 
to look at the real situation as opposed 
to the sort of fantasies that were bandied 
about during the debate. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Speaker, I cer
tainly want to thank the gentleman for 
measure of the bankruptcy of the ideas 
of economic growth that have been 
sold to the American public in recent 
years. We were told that the only way to 
deal effectively with infl:ation is to bring 
on the suffering of a recession into which 
we are now entering. There are clearly 
better ways and I am not at all clearly 
convinced that the budget deba.te and 
the budget policies that resulted in final 
action today in the House on the House 
version of the budget resolution indicate 
the wise course for us to follow in trying 
to bring about reasonable economic 
growth and reasonable stable prices in 
the long run. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

ADDRESS OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN 
BRADEMAS, "THE 1980 MEETING 
ON THE ARTS," METROPOLITAN 
MUSEUM OF ART 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Michigan <Mr. FoRD) is rec
ognized for 10 minutes. 
• Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
the Committee on Education and Labor 
earlier this week completed work on 
the House of Representatives legisla
tion continuing the authorizations of 
the National Endowment for the Arts, 
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National Endowment for the Humani
ties and Institute of Museum Services 
as well as amending the Arts and Arti
facts Indemnity Act. 

These · measures, Mr. Speaker, consti
tute the major Federal programs in sup
port of cultural activities in our country, 
and I am hopeful that the full House 
will mirror the overwhelming bipartisan 
support each of these programs received 
in our committee. 

Prior to this committee action. the 
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Educa
tion conducted 8 days of hearings on 
these programs in Washington and 
throughout the country. In the course of 
these hearings, we heard about many 
of the exciting activities taking place 
around the country as well as about the 
problems facing those who support the 
arts and other cultural activities. 

Our colleague on the committee and 
the distinguished majority whip, the 
Honorable JoHN BRADEMAs of Indiana, 
addressed many of these issues in his 
keynote address, "Times Go By Turns," 
delivered before "The 1980 Meeting on 
the Arts," a convocation held on April 
20 and 21 at the Metropolitan MuseUt-n 
of Art in New York City. 

Mr. BRADEMAS was introduced on 
that occasion by Douglas Dillon, chair
man of the board of the Metropolitan 
·Museum. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert at this point in 
the RECORD the remarks of Mr. Dillon 
and Mr. BRADE:MAS. 
INTRODUCTION OF REPRESENTATIVE JOHN 

BRADEMAS BY DoUGLAS Dn.LON AT 1980 
MEETiNG oN THE ARTs, ·METROPOLITAN Mu
SEUM-APRn. 21, 1980 

It is a great pleasure for me to welcome 
this distinguished group here to the Metro
politan. We are delighted to serve as hosts to 
this 1980 Meeting on the Arts. I am sure that 
all of us wm gain from tJhe experience of 
these two days and w111leave here better able 
to cope with the problems that are facing the 
Arts in the Eighties. I want to particularly 
thank Barbaralee Diamonstein for her efforts 
In arranging this remarkable meeting. We are 
all much in her debt. 

My pleasant task this morning, which I 
feel honored to have been chosen for, is to 
introduce our keynote speaker, a man who 
needs no introduction to any culturally ori
ented audience. 

I have known· John Brademas and counted 
litm as a friend for over twenty years, ever 
since his first term in Congress. He had 
earlier graduated Magna Cum Laude from 
Harvard where he was elected to Phi Beta 
Kappa and had also received a PhD in Social 
Studies from Oxford where he was a Rhodes 
Scholar. 

John Brademas came to Congress as a 
young man of 33 whose educational record 
and service as an Executive Assistant to Adlai 
Stevenson promised great things. He has 

more than lived up to that promise. He has 
won the respect and admiration of his col
leagues in the House of Representatives 
where he serves as Majority Whip, the third 
ranking position in the Majority Leadership. 
As such he has broad influence and power 
which extends over all areas of Congressional 
activity. 

But we welcome him here today particu
larly for his role in promoting Federal recog
nition of, and support for, the Arts and Hu
manities in all their forms. He was the chief 
sponsor in the House of the Arts, Humanities, 
and Cultural Affairs Act which set up the 
two National Endowments, of the Arts and 
Artifacts Indemnity Act and of the Museum 

Services Act which set up the Institute of 
Museum Services. In short, he, along with 
Senator Pell in the Senate, is primarily re
sponsible for all the legislation of the past 
15 or 20 years giving recognition to the im
portance of the Arts. 

But John Brademas ls not one to rest on 
his oars. Despite his current heavy legisla
tive responsib111ties, his door 1s always open 
to anyone with a problem involving cultural 
policy. We are all of us fortunate that we 
have John Brademas ln Washington for he 
is one of very few members of Congress who, 
in addition to his district, serves the whole 
nation as his constituency. It ls typical of 
him that he responded favorably to Barbara
lee's invitation to come here and address us 
today. I am proud to Introduce to you my 
good friend, John BrBdemas of Indiana. 

TIMES Go BY TuRNS 
(Keynote address of Congressman 

JOHN BRADEMAS) 
I am honored and pleased to have been 

invited to be with you this morning for 
this "1980 Meeting on the Arts." 

I should llke at the outset to pay special 
thanks to my .good friends Douglas D111on 
and Barbaralee Diamonstein. 

Without the remarkable energies and 
talents of Barbaralee in helping organize 
this impressive event, I know it would not 
have been possible. 

She-together with the American Councll 
on the Arts, the Aspen Institute and the 
Ladies Home Journal--deserves the appre
ciation of all of us. 

Douglas DUlon, meanwhile, has been 
through another ho-hum month at the 
Met ... what with the unve111ng of the 
new "Andr6 Meyer Galleries" of 19th cen
tury European art and the opening of the 
splendid Chinese bronze exhibition (which 
I visited last week). Few citizens of this city 
do so much to enrich its life-the lives of 
all who vlslt the Metropolitan Museum of 
Art-as does Douglas Dlllon. 

May I say that I am pleased also to see 
here another good friend who heads another 
great museum in this city, Mrs. Blanchette 
Rockefeller. 

I am glad, too, as I always am, to return 
to New York, this great gangllon of a city. 
And what more appropriate reason could 
there be for a visit than to undertake an 
examination of the future of the arts in 
America? 

And, Barbaralee, I must tell you how Im
pressed I am that you have gathered here 
for this purpose so distinguished and tal
ented a group of people. 

U. AT HOME WITH THE ARTS 
Now, you may be wondering, in the midst 

of this celebration, really, of artistic en
deavor in America, "Why do we listen to a 
polltician from the plains of Indiana?" 

I can neither sing nor dance nor play an 
· Instrument. When lt comes to acting, how
ever, few Congressmen or Senators wm make 
so sweeping a denial of talent! 

For nearly twenty-two years, however, as 
a member of the Commltee on Education 
and Labor of the United States House of 
Representatives, I have been Intimately in
volved in helping write laws that provide 
Federal support to the National Endowment 
for the Arts and to the National Endow
ment for the Humanities, support for mu
seums and libraries, for schools and colleges 
and universities. 

Much of my service in public -life, there
fore, has been devoted to the effort that 
brings us together· here today: strengthen
ing the place of the arts 1n the life of our 
country. 

So, I feel at home with you. 

In. A MOMENT OF IMPORTANCE 
As we meet this morning, the talk all over 

the city is of money: "Who's going to get 
what?" "Where will it come from?" "Who's 
going to pay for it (whatever 'it' is)?" 

Whether it's the subway strike or the cab
fare hike, money ln New York City these 
days is hard to find and, perhaps for that 
reason, easy to talk about. 

I can assure you that in Washington we're 
talking about money too. For in recent 
months, there has swept through the Na
tion's Capital a determination to balance 
the Federal budget for the 1981 fiscal year ... 
in response to a perceived desire on the part 
of the American people that Congress "do 
something" to try to bring inflation under 
control. 

Whether balancing the budget w111 have 
that effect is not altogether clear, but what 
is, in my judgment, evident is that Congress 
will this year Insist on a balanced budget. 

And so there is little question either that, 
for those who have grown accustomed to an 
expanding Federal presence, there ls a new 
mood in Washington: And the appropriate 
phrase to describe it ls neither "Breaking 
Away" nor "Starting over" nor "Being 
There". It ls "Making Do". 

Now I remind you that 1980 marks the 
15th anniversary of the legislation that cre
ated the National Endowment for the Arts 
and the National Endowment for the Hu
manities, probably the single most lmpor
ta.nt measure ever enacted in this country 
in support of the life of the mind and of the 
imagination. 

And I must tell you, too, that even now, 
this very week, we who sit on the Education 
and Labor Committee of the House of Rep
resentatives will be deep Into consideration 
of proposals to continue the llfe of the two 
endowments for five more years as well as to 
extend two other major pieces of arts legis
lation, the Museum Services Act and the Arts 
and Artifacts Indemnity Act. 

IV. TRENDS AND COUNTERTRENDS 
Let me tell you a little of .what my col

leagues and I who serve on the subcommit
tee with jurJsdictlon over this legislation 
have been doing. But before I do so, let me 
take just one moment to pay particular trib
ute to the work of three of these colleagues: 
The distinguished chairman of the subcom
mittee, W111iam Ford of Michigan; the rank
ing Republican on the subcommittee, John 
Buchanan of Alabama; and another talented 
young Republican, Jim Jeffords of Vermont, 
along with Sid Yates of Illinois, who faith
fully oversees these matters for the Appro
priations Committee. Of course, I need 
hardly remind an audience in New York of 
the active support for the arts of my good 
friend from New York, Congressman Marlo 
Biaggi, Peter Peyser and Ted Weiss, as .well 
as Congressman Frank Thompson of New 
Jersey. And, of course, I must salute Senator 
Claiborne Pell of Rhode Island and your own 
Jacob Javlts as well. As you can see, .arts 
support ln Congress ls strictly a bipartisan 
affair! 

In any event, in recent months our sub
committee has been conducting hearings; in 
Washington and throughout the country, to 
examine the "state of the arts", so to speak, 
and to assess the impact, a.t the local level, 
of Federal support of the arts. 

We visited Detroit and San Francisco and 
Cedar Rapids and New York--and, you will 
not be surprised to hear, had a day of testi
mony from more than a dozen witnesses from 
Indiana as well. 

What did we find? .What is the state of the 
arts today? 

If .we are to judge from what we heard 
during our hearings, the answer is vigorous, 
nay, vibrant. We listened to nearly one hun
dred people in all--artists and actors, educa
tors and community arts organizers, jazzmo-
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bUe directors and museum adminlstrators, 
dancers and opera singers. 

We covered an extraordinary range of ac
tivities, and we only skimmed the surface! I 
have little doubt~ however, that what we 
found in these very different cities is true, · 
in greater or lesser degree, in other communi
ties as well. 

GROWING APPETITE 

For America's appetite for the arts is 
growing and shows no signs of being sated. 
Consider these numbers: 

In 1966, the Arts Endowment estimated 
that there were only a handful of profes
sional, non-profit performing arts organiza
tions in the country, including 53 profes
sional symphonies, 27 opera companies, 12 
resident theatres, 10 resident dance com
panies and 27 touring dance companies. 
There were only 7 state arts agencies in 
the United States. 

What is the situation tOO,.y? 
We ftnd 144 professional symphonies (as 

compared to 58 in 1966), 65 fully profes
sional opera companies, 70 large and 200 
small theatre companies, and 300 dance com
panies! Every state in the union now has 
a full-time state arts . agency, and the states 
now appropriate a total of ·nearly $90 million 
a year for the arts, compared to $4 m1llion in 
1965. 

These figures refiect an interest in, and 
exposure to, the arts unlike anything we 
have seen before in this country. And I 
find it particularly grattfying; and a positive 
sign for the future, that much of this new 
attention to the arts is to be found among 
young people. 

In considering the future of the arts in 
America, we must consider the marvels of 
technology as well. For incr~ngly sophia-· 
ticatecr equipment has had much to do with 
creating Jarger:........and increasingly sophisti
cated-audiences.·· 
~o ~ows h~w ·_far' this process will ex

te_rid? My 'good ·frieJld Doug ·navis, · in fact, 
heralds the start' of a new "arts age" built on 
scientlftc advances alre·ady made or soon to 
be at· hand. And he may be right.' We have, 
after. all, moved ln little more than a century 
from daguerrotypes and _ lea~;;.type printing 
pr~sses to "Live F'rom the Met" ·and satemte 
transmissl9n of full-colo!" motion pictures 
with Dolby sound; And tlie pace accelerates! 

J'EDDAL RULE 

We heard-then, ln o_ur ·hearings, about new 
technologies and.local arts activlties .and·the 
creation of new t~.rts lovers among the young. 
But what we· hearc1, about most consistently, 
~-:a ·part· of ·of .this' flourishing arts .scene I 
have b'een describihg:for you. was the crucial 
importance ot'i'ederal ·support:for the arts. 

. Witnesses :'spoke not solely/of \vashington,s 
role as. a source. of :direct financial assistance 
to cultural institutions, but also of the other 
valuable functions ·the Federal Government 
performed: 

AS a ·: catalyst for State and ·local govern
ment support of the arts: 

Its a lever-through the highly successful 
challenge grant programs of the two· endow
ments-to encourage increased support by 
indiyiduals and by business ·and industry; 
and 

As a so_unding board for generating greater 
publlc awareness of the arts. Indeed, our 
he~ring6 served that purpose themselves, as 
witness the extensive coverage -given our re
cent day at the Ju1lliard School by both the 
Times and the Daily News. 

In sum, th.en, . we found . a Nation with a 
thriving arts scene, an· unde_rstanding of the 
need to support these activities· and- an ap
preciation of the role the Federal ·Govern
ment has played in enhancing this support~ 

TROUBLED AS WELL 

state of the arts can be described as "vi
brant", it can, with equal justlftcation, be 
described as troubled. 

Here are some of the factors I have in mind 
as we consider the climate in which we must 
now make decisions about the arts: 

First, inftation and the spiraling cost of 
energy have placed an unexpected squeeze 
on the operating budgets of cultural insti
tutions large and small; 

Second, growing tensions between the 
United States and the Soviet Union have in
creased pressure for military, rather than 
domestic, spending; 

Third, resistance, at the Federal, State, 
and local levels, to bond issues and new ta-xes 
has infected the balanced budget movement 
with a strong case of "Proposition 13 fever." 
I shall have more to say about this in a 
moment; 

Fourth, cutbacks in arts education pro
grams in our schools have grown out of
and, in my view, distorted-the so-called 
"back-to-basics" movement in education; 
and 

Fifth, the feeling is present in many quar
ters that the arts are an add-on, to be sup-· 
ported only 1f money is left over after the 
"important" matters are dealt witli. Not 
surprisingly, people holding this view rarely 
ftnd e.ny money left over. 

DISTUBBINO ''CO'UNTERTBENDS'' 

These negative signs-"countertrends," 1f 
you wUl-are disturbing to all · of us here 
today. As one who must somehow ride the 
various cross-currents C:Sf politics and policy 
in this and other areas, I can tell you such 
countertrends make life particularly diftlcult. 

Much of politics consists of reading and 
responding to the public mood, yet the pub
lic is of several, contradicting moods: 

On the one hand, increased leisure time 
and the see.rch for new and exciting ways to 
ftll it give the arts a larger and larger role 
1n the lives of most Americans. Yet the Cal
vinist ethic lives on, and for some, leisure 
time is stUl a luxury. 

On the one hand, political support for the 
arts has expanded . almost exponentially_ in 
recent yea.rs. In the House of RepreSentatives, 
Members who neither knew nor cared much 
about the arts are now pressing for even 
greater Federal support for them. 

John Buchanan of Alabama-.-who, as I 
said, is the rankfug Republican on our sub
cominiitee-has been pleased to tell our 
witnesses how he "got religion" on the arts 
and how proud he was o! the designation, 
several years .ago, of Birmlngham, Alabama, 
as an "All-Aiilerican· City"-based on its im
proved race relations and.lts burgeoning arts · 
community. Yet, on the other hand, the 
political vitality · of the balanced budget 

· movement,- and its·. llkely.- impact on-out:cul.:.. 
tural institutions, and our schools · and ·col
leges and universiW~s; cannot be ign-ored. 

on'·the one hand;: we· see vastly. increased 
travel abroad by.- Americans,-and great atten
tion paid to exhibits •like:-- King Tut or Dres- 
den or the · Chinese · bronzes, . which UhUnl
nate · another culture. Yet foreign language 
studies and international affairs courses have 
been slashed ·or ellminated ·altogether by 
school boards and college adm1n18trators 
throughout the country~ 

On the one hand, we see-as we did over 
and over again in CaHforruk-an expectation 
of further defeats on referenda to cut state 
taxes and vital state services. Yet many of 
these same people also anticipated that 
Washington-which, needless to say, has 
problems enough ·of its own-would .come to 
the rescue with increased Federal funding-; 
I was constrained to warn these witnesses 
that, if the people of California--were Intent 
on· committing hara-kiri, WaShington· would. 
not stanch the bleeding. 

Having said all that, however, I am obliged · 
to paint the other half of the picture. ADd 
that half is not nearly so bright. Por If the 

In matters of government spending, 'we· dis
covered In our hearings tliat· ·the :A.rilerlC::an 
people have been speaking.(wtth disCordant 
voices. 

And an uncertain public makes charting 
a course for arts policy in the eighties equally 
uncertain. 

- V. NEW STRATEGIES FOR NEW TIMES 

How are we to respond to the kinds of 
conditions I have outlined, those of you 
who support the arts in your communities 
and states, and those of us who help set 
Federal policy in support of the arts? 

Well, we certainly do not respond by 
throwing up our hands and leaving the field 
to others less inclined to struggle on behalf 
of the arts. The stakes are too high. 

But the altered world I have described 
for you requires new ground rules and, 
therefore, new strategies to deal with them. 

Let me suggest, from my perspective as a 
legislative champion of the arts, several such 
strategies; and bear in mind here that I shall 
try to be lnstl"Uctive rather than exhaustive. 

The first strategy is reaLism. We must 
understand that the good old days of con
stantly rising budgets are gone. Nor is this 
the time to be writing major new programs 
in support of the arts, or for many other pro
grams either, for that matter. We are in a 
time of cutback and trim. 

I recently spent two weeks taking part in 
a proce&<> as painful as any I have experienced 
in my twenty-two years in the House. For 
eight straight days-morning and evening, 
weekday and weekend-leaders of the House 
and Senate met with the President's top 
economic advisers to try to devise a balanced 
budget for the coming fiscal year. 

I say "painful" because the pressure was 
really on to reduce expenditures for pro
grams I have long supported, programs 
which, in ternis· of needs to be met, an al
ready underfunded. I can tell you tliat we 
were able to hold the Une against sharp cut& 
.in money for the Arts and Humanities En
dowments and the Instdtute .of · Museum 
Services. On the other hand, I should be -less 
than candid 1f · I promised you- vastly In
creased funding for these programs-the 
time is not right. 

I should point out, too, tha-t th-e congres
sional budget-making· process· has·· several 
steps-, of ·which the meetings I .have describ
ed were just one. Our subcommittee wm set 
authorization levels for NEA, NEB, and·IMs, 
"marltlng · up" the bUl, we call It-the 
amendment stage. And I suspect that we 
shall be somewhat more gen-erous·.than- our 
colleagues on the Senate authorizin-g com
mittee were able to be. 

Both the House and the Senate must, of 
course, vote on the bllls recommended by 
their respective committees, and a final 
compromise b111 must be approved. 

But then, the ' House and Seriate Appro
priations Committees -wfil'have their say! 

To reiterate, the process is not · a simple 
one. And, with inftatdon figured in, we can be 
excused : for comparing oursel\Tes to Alice, 
forced to run as hard . as she could : simply . 
to stay. in one place. 

USE EXISTING RESOURCES 

All the more reason, then, 1n following 
this strategy of realism, to ~ make the best 
possible use of existing resoutces, of what- 
ever size, an<l to develop new resources as 
well, a subject I want to explore in greater 
detail in a moment. 

Now, ·having extolled the virtues of prag
matism and lowered. expectations, I may 
surprise you with my second suggested · 
strategy: Advocacy. You should be more ac
tive than ever bef6re-in fighting for support 
o! th·8' uts, and · you should press your effort 
at all levels of government-local, State and 
Federal. 

As part of this fight, you must change 
people's minds· as to what constitutes so
called "non-essential'' Government spend
Ing. Support for arts education programs in 
our schools is a prime examole, and an area 
where your efforts could make a major dlf-
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terence with important consequences for the 
future. 

In the con.fUct between heightened con
sciousness and tightened pocketbooks, there 
are no cleu winners. But I belleve the "cut
back-and-trim" and "back-to-baslcs" forces, 
in slashing &l'ts education budgets, .misdirect 
their energies. Nothing could be more baslc 
than that our schools help develop complete 
human belngs, children who can read and 
write, think and feel. 

You must press thls point-and the grow
Ing evidence that arts education pays sig
nificant dividends in helping children leezn 
more tredltional skills-on all those who help 
set school pollcy. 

Let me suggest another focus for your 
advocacy: Those ot us in publlc omce. In h1s 
statement ·before the subcommittee, Theo
dore Blkel, of course, argued in favor of con
tinued Federal support for the &l'ts, but went 
on to say thls: 

"What dlstresses me somewhat is that we 
seem to be forced to make these basic argu
ments eaoh. time we come before you, as 
though 1t were perennially required for the 
arts to present a case in justlflcatlon ot their 
very exlstence· wlthln the framework of Gov
ernment concern; that each time there are 
those who would dlsmlss us as f.rtlls aDd 
luxuries and that therefore, only the private 
sector should be properly concerned with 
our Nation's culture. I know that the mem
bers of thls. committee are far more enlight
ened and sophisticated than to need basic 
appralsals but the suspicion persists that we 
may have to resort to basics for the sake of 
others not so enlightened." 

Bikel's generously exaggerated v.tew of our 
sophistication aside, I belleve he is right. 
But the "back to basics" of which he speaks 
should be seen as an opportunity as much 
as an obligation. 

I know~ for example, that in the House of 
Representatives, an entire new generation of 
men and women-well over half the member
ship-has come to Washington in just the 
past half -dozen years. Many of these Repre
sentatives have little awareness ot the efforts 
that led to Federal support of the arts. 
I suspect the situation is much the same in 
State and local legislative bodies, and you 
should therefore seek these otllcials out and 
make your views known to them. 

CREATIVE POLITICS 

My third and final strategy is thls: Creative 
polltics. Those of you who support the arts 
must bring new players into the game and 
forge new and stronger alliances in pursuit 
ot your goals. Th1s is all the more important 
at a time when, as we have discussed, exist
ing sources of funding are less bountiful. 

Any examination of American history 
makes clear the value of such alliances. Let 
me suggest some of the moves I have in 
mind: 

You must, for example, convince business 
leaders that "patron of the arts" is an ap
propriate, indeed, a desirable, role for them 
to play. Whlle business support for the arts 
has been growing, corporations stlll have a 
long way to go. For years, average corporate 
giving to nonprofit institutions has remained 
at just one percent of pre-tax profits. 

I read last month of Lawrence Wlen's ex
traordinary efforts to add a spark to the 
corporate giving picture. As The Times re
ported, under a headline that termed him 
the "Lone Ranger of corporate phllanthropy," 
Mr. Wien has bought 100 shares each of some 
135 companies that reported profit increases, 
and he has filed shareholder proposals with 
more than 80 of them. In most cases he has 
asked that companies raise their annual level 
of giving to 2 percent. 

Apparently, Mr. Wien has been somewhat 
successful. Although corporate management 
has consistently recommended against his 
proposals, a number of those companies have 
decided to increase their philanthropy. 
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Now, I am not . suggesting that Lawrence 
Wlen's stategy is a practical one for each of 
us. Quite clearly, such behavior takes a .per
son of large vision-and larger checkbook! 

But there are people here. who do have some 
infiuence in the boardrooms of America, and 
that infiuence is a resource that ought not be 
overlooked. 

FOUNDATION ASSISTANCE 

In similar fashion, I believe that founda
tions, which for years had been a major com
ponent of arts support in this country, 
should be prevailed upon to resume their 
leadership. According to the comprehensive 
survey of "public and private support for the 
arts in New York City" published earlier this 
year by the cultural assistance center, total 
foundation giving-only 10 percent of which 
traditionally goes to the arts-from 1970 to 
1978 grew from $1-.9-b1llion to $2.2 billion, an 
increase of only 16 percent. 

By contrast, during this same period, cor
porate giving rose 150 percent, from $0.8 
blllion to $2.0 blllion, whlle individual giv
ing increased 128 percent, from $14.4 blllion 
to $32.8 blllion. t 

The survey notes, by the way, that individ
uals thus gave fifteen times as much to all 
charitable organizations as either corpora
tions or foundations and may constitute for 
arts organizations "a largely untapped re
source". 

In discussing creative polltics, I do not 
mean to llmlt myself to new forxns of direct 
financial support. It is just as important to 
encourage greater cooperation among orga
nizations now working in the field so that 
existing resources might be more effectively 
utlllzed. 

In that connection, the recent cooperative 
proposal of the National Assembly of State 
Arts Agencies and the National Association 
of Community Arts Agencies for a new NEA 
"state and local incentive program" is a posi
tive development. 

The purpose of the program would be three
fold: 

Flrst, to assist State and local arts agencies 
in becoming better able to support the arts; 

Second, to develop and encourage new lev
els of State and local government money to 
support the arts; and 

Third, to encourage cooperative planning 
and preparing for the arts between and 
among local arts agencies, State arts agen
cies and the National Endowment for the 
Arts. 

This proposal, and the cooperative effort 
required both to produce and implement it, 
seem to me extremely valuable. 

DANGER OF .-&AGJO:NTATXON 

One of the paramount dangers facing the 
arts today, many people feel, is fragmenta
tion. The diversity- that makes the arts so ex
citing to performer and observer alike makes 
coordinated effort d.lftlcult. 

It was Voltaire who wrote, "All arts are 
brothers; each one is a light to the others." 
Two centuries later, we often seem to forget 
that fact. Claims for the prominence of one 
art form over another--or of one group or 
one community---can undermine what 
should be a common commitment to the arts 
as a whole. 

That is why a conference of this kind is so 
important. Let me suggest, in fact, to Bar
baralee that "The 1980 Meeting on the Arts" 
not be a "one-time-only" event, but that she 
consider making it an annual occurrence
a gathering of the clans, if you will, to keep 
us in touch with one another on a more reg
ular basis. 

I have discussed creative polltlcs in terms 
of new money and new levels of cooperation. 
But creative politics in,volvee new constitu
encies as well, and for that, new awareness. 

For example, I was stunned at the number 
of people we spoke to in California who re
cited a litany of disasters that would stem 
from the passage of .. Proposition 9" later this 

year-but who went on to say "and if it gets 
on the ballot, it will pass overwhelmingly." 

These PeoPle may be right, although I 
understand that Proposition 9 is now run
ning into strong opposition. 

I believe, in fact, that, in Ce.lifomta and 
elsewhere, as people come to recogn,1ze the 
potential impact of such measures, they are 
beginning to fight back. 

For we are talking, not only about a few 
artists but of the mllllons of people who 
visit a museum, attend a concert, or see a 
play. 

We are talking not only about school chU
dren but about their parents ai¥1 teachers 
and school administrators as well. 

We are talking not only about teenagers 
who will have fewer things to do but aboUt 
local otHclals and neighborhood leaders who 
recognize that community art programs can 
offer a life rope to youngsters ~ trouble. 

Together, &11 these people represent a con
stituency capable of changing many mlnda. 
You must make common purpose if you hope 
to lnfiuence policy in the dlftlcult days ahead. 

Politicians of all types, by nature a.n.d. by 
Il;ece&sity, want to be responsive to the peo
ple they represent; and it would be a great 
mistake for public otHclals at any level to 
underestimate the degree of public support 
that does exist for the &l'ts. But lt is the 
responsib111ty of you who are advocates for 
the arts intelligently, creatively, effectively 
to articulate that conviction to your repre
sentatives, elected and appointed. 

VI. CONCLUSION' 

These, then, are only some suggestions I 
would offer as we e11:ter a troubling but ex:
citing decade. Much of what I have said may 
appear to be political in nature, but the mat
ters we are considering at this "Meeting on 
the Arts" are largely matters of public policy 
and public perception. Insuring a vigorous 
and Vital role for the arts In American life 
will require the building of coal!tiona and 
the mobilization of constituencies, both pO
litical tasks for which I suspect all of. you 
are far better equipped than you might 
lmagine. 

"Times go by turns," wrote the poet Robert 
Southwell nearly 400 years ago, .. and chances 
change by course/from foul to fair, from 
better hap to worse." 

These are ditftcult times, to be sure, but 
armed with energy and good will &.n.4 imag· 
ination) we can malte our way t.Q fair ~ther 
once again. · 

Thank you.e 

MCCC SOLAR CAMPUS IS PO I liNG 
MISSCO ON INTERNATIONAL MAP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Arkansas <Mr. ALEXANDER), 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 
• Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, on 
April 25, 26, and 27, Energy Expo '80 
was held on the campus of the all solar 
powered Mississippi County Community 
College in Blytheville, Ark. This first re
gional Mid-South energy exposition fea
tured 12 public workshops, an energy 
fllm theater, and more than 70 energy
related exhibits and demonstrations. 

The purpose of Energy Expo '80 was 
to demonstrate to people at the local 
level the highest state of art for energy 
conservation and alternative energy pro
duction. Attendance at this 3-day event 
exceeded 25,000 people, and from the en
thusiasm of the attendees, exhibitors, 
and workshop participants, it was evi· 
dent that Energy Expo '80 stgntflcantly 
expanded awareness of the energy and 
economic options available to break the 
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foreign oil habit and aehleve energy self
sufticiency. 
· One of the collateral benefits of the 

Expo was to focus attention on Missis· 
sippi county community College, popu· 
larly known as MC,3 which is the world's 
largest total solar photovaltaic energy 
demonstration project. This particular 
facility attracted considerable attention 
from the 72 foreign visitors-senior gov
ernment officials and university profes
sors-that attended Energy Expo '80. 

Concerning the Expo and Mississippi 
County Community College, an interest
ing article appeared in the Osceola 
Times which I offer for the considera
tion of all Members of Congress: 
[Prom the Osceola. (Ark.) Times, May 1, 

1980) 
MOCC SoLAR CAMPus Is PuTTING Missco ON 

INTERNATIONAL MAP 
(By Phil Mullen) 

Energy Expo . '80, held at the Misslss1ppi 
County Community College last weekend, 
was an evident success as big crowds braved 
the wet and cold weather to stream through 
the huge tent and view the more than 50 
exhibits and to attend the many workshops. 

Two participants best 1llustrated the af
fair: Congressman B~ll Alexander, the chief 
sponsor of Expo, and Mark Smoot, MCCC 
student, who came all the way !rom Denver, 
Colo. to study solar engineering. 

Congressman Alexander, as he attended 
church at Calvary Episcopal on Sunday, was 
elated at the con!er~nces, meetings and re
ceptions which he had attended and which 
also welcomed energy experts and students 
not only from all over this country but also 
!rom 20 foreign countries. 

Mr. Smoot is an example or how the 
Mississippi County Community College 
is nationally famous as the first "All Solar 
Campus" and which has been one of the 
pioneers in offering associate degrees in so
lar engineering. 

The young man is not exactly a stranger 
here. He is married to the former Miss Pam 
Taylor, daughter of Mr. and Mrs. J. w. 
Taylor. · 

More than two years ago, Mr. Smoot began 
regarding the field of solar engineering as 
the opportunity of the future, "something 
like computers were 25 years ago," he said. 

His in-laws, the Taylors of Osceola, Ark., 
mailed him a newspaper cUpping about this 
new college and its all-solar campus. H1a 
wife was very agreeable to moving back 
home for a spell and so they did. 

Mr. Smoot has been employed part time 
and had attended MCCC where he wlll grad
uate next month With a. degree in Solar 
Engineering. 

Mrs. Smoot, remembered here as a very 
pretty high school girl, is a registered nurse, 
graduating from St. Joseph's Hospital in 
1974. She has been serving at Osceola. Me
morial Hospital the past two years. Her 
mother worked there before her. 

The two met after Miss Pam Taylor had 
visited in Denver and liked it and just re
moved herself from Memphis to the mlle 
high city. 

Now they will return to Denver where Mr. 
Smoot wm work and continue his educa
tion. He will pursue further engineering 
studies. This is a field, he says, "which is 
exciting in addition to offering a means of 
making a llvelihood." 

Authorities state that solar power will 
provide 20% of this nation's energy needs 
by the year 1990. 

And Mississippi County Community Col
lege, of Blythevllle, Ark,. no doubt will re
main as one of the outstanding educational 
institutions in this sunny field. e 

A SALUTE TO REV. WllaLIAM F. 
CROCKE'IT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Ohio <Mr. STOKES) is recog
nized for 10 minutes. 
• Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, on Sunday, 
April 27, 1980, I had the opportunity to 
share a momentous occasion with a very 
close friend. The occasion was the trial 
sermon of Rev. William F. Crockett 
which was delivered at the Shiloh Bap
tist Church at 5500 Scovill Ave. in Cleve
land, Ohio. The senior pastor of the 
church is the distinguished and esteemed 
Dr. Alfred M. Waller. 

Mr. Speaker, Reverend Crockett shared 
the intimate fact with me and other close 
friends that he has known for some time 
that God had called him to preach and 
that he had tried to avoid the call. A few 
weeks ago, he shared with me his decision 
to stop running from God's call and 
stated that he ha made plans to enter 
the ministry and deliver his trial ser
mon. 

Mr. Speaker, Reverend Crockett is a 
very able, talented, educated, and articu
late individual. He has been actively in
volved in every facet of the community
in its civic, religious, social, and political 
activities. The evidence of his involve
ment in the community was demon
strated by the host of friends who joined 
him on this occasion in order to demon
strate, not only their respect and ad
miration, but their thorough support of 
his new role in life. 

Reverend Crockett is a graduate of the 
Cleveland College of Western Reserve 
University and has a MBA degree from 
Baldwin-Wallace College in Berea, Ohio. 
Currently he is a student of theology at 
Ashland Theology Seminary. 

In terms of his professional career, he 
is currently an employee of the CETA 
Administration, Human Resources for 
the city of Cleveland. He has also worked 
as an inspector for the board -of elections, 
as an EEO Officer with the CET A pro
gram in Cleveland and as a supervisor 
with the Cuyahoga County Board of 
Elections. Additionally, he currently 
serves as the project director for the 
Carnegie Roundtable. 

His fraternal affiliations include his 
position as the associate editor of the 
Lamp which is the official publication of 
the Prince Hall Masonic Grand Lodge 
of Ohio, deputy imperial convention di
rector of the Ancient Egyptian Arabic 
Order Nobles of the Mystic Shrine and 
membership in the Prince Hall Masons 
and Shriners. 

Therefore, as you can see, Mr. Speaker, 
Reverend Crockett is an extraordinary 
man who has given generously of his 
time and talents to many organizations 
and people. Now, this man has decided 
to do even more for people by dedicating 
his life to God and entering the min
istry. 

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I want to 
share Reverend Crockett's trial sermon 
entitled "Obeying the Command" with 
all of my colleagues whom I am sure join 
me in extending their heartiest congratu
lations to this new minister: 

OBEYING THE COMMAND 
I should like to invite your attention to 

two pages of Scriptures as recorded in the 
Living Bible. 

In John 9:4 it ls written, "All of us must 
quickly carry out the task assigned us by 
the one who sent me, !or there is llttle time 
left before the nlght falls and all work comes 
to an end." · 

Hebrews 12:25 says, "So see to it that you 
obey him who ls speaking to you. For lf the 
people of Israel did not escape when they 
refused to listen to Moses the earthly mes
senger, how terrible our danger if we refuse 
to listen to God who speaks to us from 
Heaven." 

For just a few minutes, I want to talk to 
you !rom the subject, "Obeying the Com
mand''. 

Down through the ages, God has seen fit 
to speak to man at different times and in 
different ways. But whatever His means of 
communication-whether direct, through 
visions and dreams, or otherwise, it is man•s 
best interest to llsten and to respond when 
God speaks. 

History and personal experience attest to 
the fact that rewe.rd and success are the 
fruits of obedience. Similarly, however, we are 
also made aware of the harsh and oftentimes 
frightening consequences of disobedience. 

Although there are numerous examples of 
this balance of great Truth, briefiy I'd like to 
discuss the roles of two Bibllcal figures who 
can be found at opposite ends. 

When Abram was 99 years old, God ap
peared to him and said ". . . I am the 
Almighty God; walk before me and be thou 
perfect." God then issued to Abram specific 
instructions. He changed his name to 
"Abraham" and established with him a. cove
nant, or contract. In effect He told Abraham 
that he was being assigned certain duties, 
and that he was required to carry them out 
exactly as he was instructed. God told him 
hls wife's name was being changed from 
"Sa.rai" to "Sarah", and although Sarah 
was then 90 years old, she was going to bear 
Abraham a son whose name was to be 
Isaac. Listen to me Abraham, this new name 
I've given you has special meaning, for you'll 
become the father of multitudes, of nations 
and kings. I am making you the owner of 
all the land of Caanan and it shall be yours 
forever. Prosperity and abundance shall be 
yours. You shall be my agent and the leader 
of the people. 

They tell me that Abraham fell down on 
his face, laughed and said in his heart, "I'm 
already a hundred years old and Sarah is 
90, how can she possibly bear me a son at 
this late date." Let me use my own imagina
tion here. In his mind Abraham is question
ing God, saying Lord, it is a matter of com
mon knowledge that at our age the human 
reproductive organs have degenerated into 
a nonproductive state. The biological reaU
ties of humankind just don't permit Sarah 
and me to produce a son, and maybe, just 
maybe Lord, you meant to tell me something 
else. 

Man has always wanted to apply his own 
understanding and loglc to any situation 
that seems out of the ordinary, and Abra
ham was no dttferent. What is it that causes 
us, with all our llmltations and imperfec
tions, to question our Creator who fashioned 
us out of the dust, as it were? 

Abraham's strong faith and trust in God 
enabled him to put aside his own doubts 
and suspicions, and he did as he was in
structed. And everything God said he would 
do, He did. That has always been and ever 
shall be the case with God. 

Come with me now and contrast the 
prophet Jonah's response with Abraham's. 

Jonah was a. prophet of Israel, a citizen of 
Gathhepher In Galilee. During the reign of 
Jeroboam, he had foretold Israel's recovery 
of Hamath. There came a time when God 
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instructed Jonah to go to the city of 
Neneveh, a city consumed with wickedness. 
Jonah was to speak out against their sin
fulness and tell the people that God was 
most displeased. But Jonah did not want 
to go and boarded a ship at Joppa to run 
away to Tarshlsh. He paid for his ticket and 
"climbed down into the dark hold of the 
ship," there to hide from the Lord. 

I wonder how many of us have at some 
point tried to hide from the Lord. I must 
personally plead guilty, but I tell you there 
just is no hiding place, for if there were, I 
would not be standing here in thls capacity 
at this moment. Two and one-half years ago 
it was revealed to me that I should preach 
the gospel of Christ but that wasn't what I 
wanted. My own agenda was replete with 
things I wanted to do with the remaining 
years of my Ufe, and whlle much on that 
agenda had to do with doing the Lord's work, 
'it included a major tlaw that could only be 
erased by complete obedience on my part. In 
the intervening months between 1977 and 
last month God spoke to me on four major 
occasions a.nd each time, except the last one, 
I attempted to interpret something other 
than the message conveyed to me. Oh I made 
up my mind some time ago that one-tenth of 
what I earn doesn't belong to me, but to 
God. I understood a.nd stUl practice vlslting 
the sick, feeding the hungry and generally 
sharing with others a portion of that with 
which God has blessed me. But God kept on 
pricking my conscience, and I sald I tell you 
what I'm going to do, Lord, I'll make a trade
off with you. I've been asked to serve as su
perintendent of the Sunday School and if the 
people want me, I'll do that job a.nd that 
should satisfy Your demands on me. I'll give 
it everything I've got and maybe thls tinge 
of guilt I feel at not doing exactly what 
you've told me to do, will somehow go away. 

It does not work that way, my friends. It 
was sheer brainlessness on my part to think 
I could substitute my will for God's. Just 
like Jonah, who felt the Lord's wrath and 
experienced great agitation a.nd disorder be
cause of disobedience, I too have been ex
posed to the agonizing trauma of upheaval, 
disruption and even defeat. 

And so I decided to search the Scriptures to 
counterbalance the results of doing my own 
thing, as opposed to doing what God told me 
to do. I discovered or rediscovered, that in 
the book of Numbers, Aaron and his sons 
received compensation for obedience in 
rendering service in the Tabernacle, and 
therefore must obey. 

In Psalms the righteous are steered away 
from harm, success 1s the reward of the 
obedient, and although weeping may endure 
for a night, it 1s promised that joy comes in 
the morning. I must obey. 

In Proverbs I'm. told to trust in the Lord 
with all my heart and lean not to my own 
understanding; that the evil man gets rich 
for a moment but the obedient man's re
ward lasts forever. I've got to obey. 

Isaiah promised that God wlll come in 
all his power a.nd pass out rewards equal to 
what each of us has done. I have to obey. 

Matthew tells me that the follower of 
Christ will be reviled, persecuted and lled 
about, but he said be hapoy about it because 
a tremendous reward awaits me; then Christ 
poses the question, "What profit is there if 
you gain the whole world-e.nd lose eternal 
llfe. I tell you I've got to obey. 

In I Corinthians Paul says "If I were vol
unteering my services of my own free will, 
then the Lord would give me a special re
ward; but that is not the situation, for God 
has picked me out and given me this sacred 
trust and I have no choice." 

Phfllipians reminds me ". . . I can do 
everything God asks me to with the help of 

Christ who gives me the strength and power"; 
that it is the Lord Christ who is going to pay 
me, giving me my full portion. I must obey. 

In Hebrews I'm instructed to keep my trust 
in the Lord alive, to keep on doing His wUl 
no matter what happens, if I want Him to do 
for me all that He has promised. I must obey. 

2 Peter informs me that destruction lies in 
store for false teachers and those who live in 
evll pleasures day after day, pretending to be 
what they're not. I've just got to obey. 

Revelations exposed to me the Glory of God 
and promised the return of Christ to reward 
all according to their deeds. I must obey. 

In conclusion, I am grateful to God that 
with all my sinfulness, fia ws and imperfec
tions, He yet permits me to look heavenward 
and cry out, "Father." 

I am therefore consumed by the desire to 
live out the remainder of my life in such a 
way that God can, with a smile of approval 
and satisfaction on His countenance, look 
down upon me and say my son, my son, my 
son. 

God bless you.e 

PHILIP MAZZEI 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Dlinois <Mr. AmroNzzo) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to call the attention of my colleagues to 
a learned address delivered by Sister 
Margherita Marchione at the Confer
ence on the Contribution of Italians· to 
the United States before the Civil War 
held by the National Italian American 
Foundation in Washington, D.C., on 
Aprill8, 1980. 

Sister Margherita is the Na.tion's lead
ing scholar on the life of Philip Mazzei, 
the great American statesman who 
shared h :s political ideas with Thomas 
Jefferson as they worked together in 
the movement for this country's inde
pendence. 

Sister Margherita, who heads the Sal
vatori Center for Mazzei Studies at Fair
leigh Dickinson University, has authored 
a book on Mazzei. In a recent letter to 
her, the Honorable George M. White, 
Arch:tect of the Capitol, wrote, in part: 

Mazzei is no stranger to us at the Capitol, 
since it was he who assisted Benjamin H. 
Latrobe in 1806 ln locating fine Italian sculp
tors for our building, then under construc
tion. Your book on Mezzei would be a very 
welcome addition to our library, indeed. 

I hope my colleagues will be as in
spired as I am by such a report on the 
contributions and response of our for
bears to the challenges and travail of 
our Nation during their period in our 
history. 

Excerpts from Sister Margherita's ad
dress follow: 
ADDRESS BY SISTER MARGHERITA MARCHIONE 

I shall begin by reading a translation of 
Philip Mazzei's epitaph, written in Latin 
by his friend Giovanni Carmlgnani at whose 
request Mazzei wrote his Memoirs: 

"To Phllip Mazzei of Poggio a Catano, a 
high-minded and most incorruptible man, 
the best of citizens even in evll times, who 
saw the ways of many peoples and cities. 
Granted citizenship ·. in the United Colonies 
of North America, lhe carried out for them 

a diplomatic mission 1n France a.nd through
out Europe and wrote excellent commentar
ies on their bodies politic. He accepted a 
diplomatic mlsslon in France from the most 
humane of Polish Kings, Stanislaus Ponia
towski, who was one of hls more intimate 
friends. Well deserving of both Monarchy a.nd 
Republic, and felicitously reconclltng dif
ferences, he won honors 8.n.d. favors for him
self and friends. He died in Pisa. on March 19, 
1816, at the age of 86. Wheretofore Antonia, 
h1s wife, and Elizabeth, his daughter, Grate
fully placed this memorial." 

The epitaph stands, as a res~ of Mazzei's 
life-the life of an interesting figure of the 
Enl1ghtenmen1r-which began on Decem
ber 25, 1730, almost 250 years ago. 

Today we honor Phlllp Mazzei, a Citizen of 
the World who lived in Florence, Italy, and 
was the Grand-Duke's friend. 

In Smyrna, he was a surgeon. In London 
he was a merchant. In Paris he was Vlrglnla's 
agent. In Warsaw lhe was advisor to King 
Stanislaus. In Albema.rle County, Vlrglnia, he 
was called "af.ter Mr. Jefferson, the best lead
er 1n the county." 

In 1771, Mazzei developed a plan to form 
an agricultural company for the purpose of 
introducing into the colonies the different 
cultures of Europe. It met with the approval 
of Thomas Adams and a group of Vlrglnians. 
It did not take much oonviclng to get Mazzei 
involved. In fact, in 1773 he ended his stay 
in foggy London to move to sunny Virginia, 
where the climate, both physical and ideo
logical, would be more congenial to hlin
a Tuscan and a Whig well-versed in the 
teachings of tJhe French philosophies. 

Soon Mazzei's fa.me spread a.mong the gen
tlemen farmers of Vlrglnia. Through Thomas 
Adams he was offered 5,000 acres by the As
sembly, which he di4 not accept. He chose 
instead to go beyond the mountains where 
he hoped to find sui·table land. On the way 
there, he and Adams were invited by Jeffer
son to !rest at Monticello. Engaged in agricul
tural experimentation, Jefferson was de
lighted to talk shop with the sparkling visitor 
who had just arrived with men, plants and 
lmplemen.ts to transform Vlrglnla agriculture. 

Mazzei relates in h1s Memoirs that early 
the following day he and Jefferson made 
a tour of Monticello. He learned that the 
adjoining 400 acres belonged to a "poor 
farmer" who could not afford slaves. The 
cabin there would be large enough for 
Mazzei's farmers. Jefferson convinced his 
guest of the quality of Albemarle's rich, red 
clay soil and, to add force to h1s argument, he 
offered a gift of 2,000 acres to add to the 
400. The men cleared the land and Jefferson 
supervised the bulldlng of a main house 
for Mazzei. Other buildings were added to 
his estate, Colle, which rose within sight of 
Jefferson's Monticello. 

In Virginia, Mazzei lost no time in organiz
ing a company for the purpose of raising 
and making wine, oll, sllk. It was the first 
"Wine Company" in America. Thirty-one 
prominent colonial leaders (including Lord 
Dunmore, George Washington, Thomas 
Jefferson) subscdbed paying 50 pounds 
sterling per share. Virginians were eager to 
participate in his schemes for producing new 
products and for encouraging viniculture. 
Years later, Benjamin Henry Latrobe wrote 
to Mazzei (6 March 1805): "The time is al
ready approaching when our vines and our 
olives will spread your name and our grati
tude over a great portion of our country." 

Within a few months after hls arrival, 
Mazzei not only became a naturalized citizen 
but, aware of the tensions between Great 
Britain and the Colonies, he lost no time 1n 
espousing the cause of the Colonies. His 
agricultural undertakings were gradually 
pushed into the background by events of 
military and political importance and, like 
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his friend Jefferson, he was totally involved 
in the movement for independence. They 
shared political ideas, and according tc:> his 
Memoirs, Mazzei and Je.ferson published a 
periodical sheet which was distributed by 
the gazettes. They agreed that Mazzei's writ
ings should be anonymous and so his news
paper articles appeared under the pseudonym 
of "Furioso." In our search we have not 
found this pseudonym; instead we learned 
that Mazzei called himself "Citizen of the 
World." We located his "Observations of a. 
citizen of the word to an American" which 
he transcribed for Count de Vergennes in 
1781. The lengthy front-page article ex
tended to page two of Dixon & Hunter's 
Virginia Gazette. It was published in the 
August 24, 1776 issue. 

Perhaps Mazzei's greatest contribution to 
the cause of the American Revolution was 
as a. propagandist. Not sharing the reluc
tance of other Americans to sever all ties 
with Great Britain, it was easier tor him 
to advocate a complete break. His first de
fense of the American cause to European 
readers is dated February 12, 1774 in Notizie 
del Mondo. On June 10, 1775, (before Thom
as Paine's writings) he wrote a similar piece 
tor the Gazzetta Universale. In it Mazzei 
states that the Colonies are "united and are 
now so tightly bound together that the 
whole world cannot disunite them, a.nd if 
but one is touched, all of them will react." 
He then speaks of Boston blockade, the 
work of the Committees of Correspondence, 
and the election of delegates to the General 
Congress. And in September 1776 he trans
lated the Declaration of Independence for 
both those papers. Mazzei fought against the 
misunderstandings and deliberate misrep
resentations disseminated by the European 
newspapers. 

Mazzei's involvement in polltica.l affairs 
was constant. After the landing of the 
British at Hampton, he marched with the 
Independent Company of Albemarle Coun
ty. When Lord Dunmore took refuge on 
the Fowey man-of-war, the Assembly re
quested that he order the arms, which were 
left in the palace, to be removed to the pub
lic magazine. Lord Dunmore refused to com
ply. On June 24, 1775, a group of twenty
four Virginians including Philip Mazzei, suc
cessfully stole the arms. Not only was Philip 
Mazzei a. member of the group, but he also 
contributed toward the expenses of this un
dertaking. 

By 1776, Mazzei was an active presence in 
Albemarle County politics. While virtually 
none of his incoming correspondence sur
vives, hls letters to John Page and to Patrick 
Henry attest to his feellngs at home with 
the Virginia leaders. Mazzei's "Instructions 
of the Freeholders of Albemarle County to 
their Delegates in Convention" ts a concrete 
example of his desire to participate in the 
drafting of a constitution !or the new state. 

There is no doubt that this recently identi
fied document-draft was written by Mazzei. 
Its importance was recognized in 1952 when 
Julian Boyd stated in an editorial note (The 
Papers of Thomas Jefferson, Vol. 6) that 
Jefferson's "own draft-con..~titution of 1783 
was influenced by these views of the Al
bemarle inhabitants." Boyd printed the 
clerk's copy found among Jefferson's papers. 
He was not aware that the document was 
Mazzei's. Written In May 1776, Mazzei's 
words are prophetic when he speaks of "m~n 
now labouring under the oppression of 
Tyranny in other Countries who will fiy to 
this free land." Apparently these "Instruc
tions" were circulated (and/or printed) be
cause we have, in Mazzei's hand, his answer 
to the objections that were made. 

Permit me to observe: (1) No one took 
the time to investigate who might have writ
ten the "Instructions" found in the Library 
of Congress and whether that person might 
not have played a role In the drafting of the 

Virginia. B111 of Rights and the Virginia 
Constitution of 1776. (2) No one noted the 
40-pa.ge draft among Mazzei's personal 
papers in Pisa, Italy. (3) No one noted that 
Mazzei's letters to John Page and to Patrick 
Henry, written before the Declaration of In-_ 
dependence, clearly refer to these "Instruc
tions." 

When the Colony of Virginia was in need 
of money and army supplies, Governor Pat
rick Henry, Jefferson and other Virginians 
agreed to send Mazzei as Virginia's agent to 
the Grand-Duke of Tuscany. Jefferson had 
already -written to John Hancock (October 
19, 1778): "He [Mazzei] has been a zealous 
whig from the beginning and I think may be 
relied on perfectly in point of integrity." 
Mazzei had impressed them with his knowl
edge of European sovereigns and his under
standing of their ways. 

When he finally arrived in Paris, via Ire
land, in November, Benjamin Franklin 
greeted him cordially but, disapproving of 
missions by the 8Cparate states, withheld 
his credentials. Two years later, Mazzei re
ceived copies from Virginia. But it was too 
late. His mission to raise funds failed. A let
ter of recall from Governor Harrison reached 
him in Florence. Mazzei, anxious to explain 
his conduct, sailed for America and arrived 
at Hampton, Virginia, in November 1783. 

With his return to Virginia, Mazzei became 
chief organizer of "The Constitutional So
ciety," which was formed in 1784. Its purpose 
was to allow discussion of important politi
cal issues before legislative decisions were 
made a.nd to preserve the "pure and sacred 
principles of liberty." The Society was made 
up of thirty-four important citizens of Vir
ginia.. Among them were: James Madison, 
James Monroe, Patrick Henry, John Marshall. 
This organization was an example of Maz
zei's belief in the importance of ideas and 
the power of the written word. Nowhere was 
Mazzei's vision clearer than when he or
ganized this group to discuss and defend the 
fundaanental rights of the people. Mazzei's 
motion at the second meeting gave it its 
title, "The Constitutional Society." Although 
the Society met but few times, its forma
tion displayed an eighteenth-century eager
ness to unite for worthy purposes and was an 
example of the ferment of political thought 
in the post-revolutionary years. 

Mazzei's devotion to his adopted country 
and his longing for America. never dimin
ished. Building upon his talents as a. propa
gandist, he set out once more to counteract 
false representation of America.. In 1788 he 
published his four-volume History of the 
United States. John Adams and Thomas 
Jefferson were very warm in their encourage
ment of Mazzei's project. They answered his 
queries, and Mazzei incorporated their an
swers. He alSO included Benjamin Franklin's 
"Information on those who would emigrate 
to America" and essays by Concorcet. The 
work went through two French editions and 
a. German adaptation and it is a reminder of 
the links between American and French po
litical thought in the year immediately pre
ceding the French Revolution. 

Always eager to form clubs for the dis
cussion of contemporary political and social 
issues, Mazzei joined with others--Lafayette, 
Mira.bea.u, La Roche!ouca.uld-to found "The 
Club of 1789." He was also its secretary of 
foreign correspondence. 

Mazzei's principal involvement with the 
French Revolution was as an observer and 
reporter. His participation in French at
fairs waa related to his involvement with 
Polish affairs. He lived in Paris a-nd func
tioned as an employee--first as unofficial 
a.gent and then as charge d'affaires--of King 
Stanislaus. Soon after reading Mazzei's 
Recherches, the King invited him to War
saw. telllng him that· he looked forward to 
the opportunity of knowing him personally. 
Mazzei arrived there e811"ly in 1792, to be 
both friend and advisor. He wisely urged 

Stanislaus not to issue paper money, a.n.d. 
wrote Reflections on the Nature of Money 
and Exchange. Stanislaus was pleased. He 
had the pamphlet translated into Polish and 
printed immedia.tefy; in one week fo\ll'lteen 
thousand copies were distributed. Later, it 
wa& translated into French and, when Maz
zei retired to Plsa., the Ltalian version was 
printed. (Perhaps Mazzei's pamphlet w1ll 
enlighten our leaders during this time of 
infiatlon!) 

In 1802, at the age of 72, Mazzei traveled 
to Russia ·to claim his Polish pension and 
collect money which Count Potocki owed 
him. When he returned to Pisa, he resumed 
the cultiv·a.tion of his own little garden, 
happy to be just plain Pippa Z'ortoZano as 
his friends called him (Phil the gardener). 
He continued to offer his services to his 
adopted country. His final gesture of friend
ship to the United Sta.tes was the hiring of 
two Sculptors in 1805 for work in the na
tional capitol, Washington, D.C. From Pisa, 
at the age of 75, Mazzei wrote to Latrobe: 

"I am much obliged to the President and 
you for having procured me the opportun
ity of imploying myself in the service of my 
dear adopted country, where I have never 
lost the hope of ending my old days." Maz
zei set out for Rome, and hired Giovanni 
Andrei and Giuseppe Franzoni to bring 
their Italian artistic talents to the United 
States. 

Mazzei's last years were devoted to his 
wife Antonia and rto the education of Elisa.
betta. He spent his time gardeni·ng and 
writing his Memoirs-an interesting ac-

, count of his life which includes DlaOY of 
the great people of his times. 

Soon there ~ll be a ·microfilm edition and 
Guide with over 2,500 documents, and an 
unabridged translation of Mazzei's Memoirs. 
It you would like to see the work in prog
ress, come to the Salvatori Center for Mazzei 
Studies-the only place in the world where 
all existing Mazzei documents may be 
found.e 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Florida <Mr. NELSON) is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, I was ab
sent yesterday on rollcalls 215 and 216 
due to a commitment to deliver the com
mencement address to the graduating 
class of Brevard Community College in 
my district. Had I been present I would 
have voted "no" on the Latta substitute 
and "no" on the Rousselot substitute to 
the first budget resolution for fisca11981. 
I believe the adoption of either of those 
substitutes would have destroyed the 
carefully balanced budget resolution 
framed by the House Budget Committee 
and would have made it impossible to 
adopt a resolution providing for a bal
anced budget in the next fiscal year.• 

SECRETARY SCHLESINGER OFFERS 
SOME WISE OBSERVATIONS ON 
THE FAILURE OF THE IRANIAN 
HOSTAGE RESCUE MISSION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New York (Mr. STRATTON) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 
e Mr. STRATI'ON. Mr. Speaker, in the 
past couple of weeks the American press, 
the American people, and the American 
Congress have all devoted a great deal 
of time and attention to a minute scru
tiny of that 111-fated mission. These in-
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quiries, of course, are designed for the 
most part to understand the mission and 
the reasons for its failure, so as to be 
better prepared in the not unlikely event 
that at some not, I hope, too distant time, 
we might wish to repeat that rescue ef
fort with a greater measure of success. 

In that connection, I believe that one 
of the finest and most broad -gauged as
sessments of the failed mission was pre
sented by former Defense Secretary 
James Schlesinger in an article that ap
peared on the Op-Ed page of yesterday's 
New York Times. I believe that Mr. 
Schlesinger's analysis and recommenda
tion's deserve the careful attention of 
every Member of this Congress. 

The article referred to follows: 
SoME LEsSONS OF IRAN 

(By James R. Schlesinger) 
WASHINGTON.-President Carter's coura

geous decision to authorize· the hostage rescue 
mission in Iran has drawn the public support 
deservedly given to Presidents during times 
of trouble. While the costs of failure unques
tionably are high, the costs of apparent im
potence and unwillingness to act oould be 
even higher. A great power cannot retain in
fluence when the conviction becomes wide
spread that it lacks the will to employ force 
to protect its interests. 

Nonetheless, it is not too soon for some 
preiimina.ry stock-taking, for this ill-fated 
mission calls into question a. good many of 
our recent national habits and assumptions. 
A preliminary assessment suggests that the 
plan was too complex-had too many moving 
parts. Yet, it is hardly appropriate to blame 
the President, the military planners, the field 
commanders, reluctant allies, or bad luck.
Rather it is time for careful diagnosis of 
longer-term influences. Much of the immedi
ate problem is but a. reflection of the larger 
national mood and of national self-indul
gence of the last decade. As we "learn the 
lessons of Iran," to a. large degree it will re
quire the unlearning of the false lessons of 
Vietnam. Here, then, are some lessons of Iran. 

Lesson No. 1. Any military operation will be 
a. microcosm of the overall defense Establish
ment. E1rorts should be and are made-
through selection and training-to insulate 
specialized forces from the ills of the larger 
body. But no such effort can be wholly suc
cessful, particularly in the American military 
Establishment with its penchant for equality 
and antipathy to special treatment. Overall 
deficiencies in recruitment, training, main
tenance, force structure, and budget support 
almost inevitably will be reflected in specific 
operations. The aborting of the mission 
points directly to questions of maintenance, 
equipment age and rel1a.b111ty, training and 
the status of our conventional and unconven
tional forces. Increasingly in the past decade, 
the military Establishment has been placed 
on short rations. The response of the military 
services has. been to grimace, to salute their 
civilian overlords and march off bravely say
ing, "Csn do, sir." Yet, operations a.nd main
tenance have been subjected to relentless 
budget-chopping. Flying hours have been re
duced too much. Equipment is aging. The 
Navy has too few, overworked ships--too long 
at sea. and too infrequently overhauled. In 
practice, the all-volunteer force has reduced 
the quality and the retention of personnel. 
Having decided to rely on the market, we do 
not meet the market test of comparability. 
Pay ceilings have led to the steady loss o! 
technicians. The Navy, !or example, is 20,000 
petty officers short. How can these intract
able problems !ail to affect conditions on 
say, the Nimitz? ' 

I! the United States intends to retain the 
military ca.pa.b111ty to fulflll its role as a 
superpower, it will have to cease caring last 

for its military requirements, cease the 
standard budgetary games, and devote more 
than 4.5 percent o! the gross national prod
uct to defense. 

Lesson No. 2: The role o! planning is to 
squeeze to the irreducible minimum the 
element of luck. Bad luck can destroy any 
operation, but careful planning will enhance 
the probab111ty of success. Luck smiles on 
the prepared. Planners should strive to bring 
together tested forces and equipment--men 
and units that have worked together, and 
know from experience that their associates 
can be trusted. Sharing the glory (or blame) 
by parceling out an operation among all the 
services is a secondary consideration. Re
hearsals should be faithful replicas o! the 
planned mission. Maximum authority should 
be delegated to the field. Chances for suc
cess are reduced by building in too many 
decision points for political review. Once 
initiated, an operation should be aborted 
only for the graivest reasons-indeed, as any 
operation involving risk proceeds, caution 
and timidity become evermore beguiling to 
policy makers. 

Lesson No. 3: Retention o! successful tac
tics from the past requires an effective in
stitutional memory. Mechanisms to prevent 
the loss of valuable experience can preclude 
fall1ng into preventable errors. For example, 
the raid at Sonta.y prison in North Vietnam 
in 1970 was well-planned and brilliantly 
executed. The distances were substantial. The 
Air Force helicopters used were air-refuel
able, and the crews had many hours of night 
flying and refueling experience. Air Force 
pilots have had extensive experience work
ing with Army combat units and in deliver
ing them to the combat zone. Experience 
and trust go together. In a complex opera
tion, the chain is only as strong as the weak
est link. Clearly the helicopter link could 
have been strengthened by drawing on 
proved equipment and on experience. 

Lesson No. 4: Cooperatilve hosts may be 
essential. Both the Israelis at Entebbe and 
the West Germans at Mogadishu, Soma.lla. 
(not to mention the role of Thai airfields in 
the Mayaguez affair) depended on the col
laboration of friendly states or neighbors. 
The reluctance of nearby states to provide 
full support handicapped our Iranian op
eration. In its period of international pre
eminence, America. failed to provide an ade
quate long-term base structure. The Middle 
East now seems divided between those allies 
with whom the United States does not want 
to. be associated-and those ames that do 
not want to be openly associated with the 
United States. The natural reluctance is re
inforced by a. loss of American prestige-
and of trust--since to be a. third-world ally 
of the United States has recently appeared 
quite perilous. Such weaknesses can be cured 
only by a. foreign policy perceived as strong 
and steadfast--and providing full support 
and protection to our associates. 

In the depths of our post-Vietnam dis
content, it was widely accepted that a. re
duced defense budget coupled with limited 
military capabilities would preclude our in
volvement abroad. It will not. It will only 
insure that unavoidable involvement occurs 
with reduced chance of success. If we are 
honest with ourselves, 1f from this failure 
we can demonstrate the capacity to learn, we 
may yet turn yesterday's setback into to
m,orrow's success.e 

IN MEMORY OF EIGHT BRAVE 
AMERICANS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Texas <Mr. RoBERTS) is recog
nized for 5 ritinutes. 
e Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Spooker, last 

night, May 6, an Air Force aircraft 
brought the bodies of eight gallant U.S. 
servicemen home to America. They had 
chosen their profession to serve their 
country in its defense in troubled times 
and in a troubled world. They had 
trained in special skills to react to any 
circumstance if America or Americans 
were threatened or endangered. Along 
with their comrades who undertook the 
valiant rescue attempt for the Americans 
held hostage in Iran, they had volun
teered for what many had said, and 
many still say was impossible. Yet, even. 
in the attempt, they found true success 
and great admiration in the eyes of 
America and the rest of the world. 

As we have in the past for thousands 
who have fallen in defense of our Nation 
and thousands more wounded or disabled 
in that service, we as a government and 
as a people stand rea.dy to honor that 
sacrifice and to acknowledge our debt to 
their families, the widows and children 
of these brave men. This is a firm and 
lasting commitment as mandated by the 
Congress, the Veterans Administration 
and a grateful Nation. 

We welcome the fallen home. No dis
honor afforded them at the hands of 
those who appoint themselves our ene
mies can ever mar their memory of our 
gratitude for their service, their goal or 
their sacrifice. 

A national Memorial Service for the 
eight servicemen will be held at Arling
ton National Cemetery Memorial Am
phitheater this Friday, May 9, 9 a.m.• 

THE CONNECTION BETWEEN PRO
DUCTIVITY AND INFLATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a. 
previous orde:r of the House, the gentle
man from New York <Mr. LAFALCE) is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 
o Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, inflation 
is a relatively easy concept to under
stand, although some commentators are 
thoroughly confused about the sources 
of inflation. Productivity is a deceptively 
difficult concept to master, with the un
fortunate result of general indifference 
to it in this country. 

Due to the lack of interest in pro
ductivity, very little work has been done 
on this very important economic indica
tor. For example, conventional wisdom 
has long held that a !-percent increase 
in productivity would reduce inflation by 
a corresponding 1 percent. That belief 
seemed logical for decades, as it pos
sessed a certain amount of simplicity 
and balance. One of the first major .econ
omists to challenge that wisdom was 
Michael Evans, president of Evans 
Econometrics, who asserted that a !-per
cent increase in productivity would pro
duce a 2-percent decline in inflation. 
However, there was no concrete evidence 
for that assertion. 

A recent report issued by the Joint 
Economic Committee has presented em
pirical evidence that Evans was a good 
deal closer to the truth than conven
tional wisdom. Utilizing the most mod
ern and rather intricate econometrica! 
formulae, the report found that there is 
a multiplier effect at work in the rela
tionship between productivity and infia.-
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tion, which increases the reduction of 
inflation at a greater rate than previ
ously understood. This new report should 
focus increasing attention on produc
tivity as a key, if not the key, toward 
the effective control of the rate of 
inflation. 

Corresponding to the greater atten
tion on improvements in productivity has 
been increased and often new interest 
in supply-side economic policies. The 
only major drawback to supply-side eco
nomic policies has been the relative lack 
of forecasting experience, using these in
novative policies. In order to help cor
rect this deficiency, the Joint Economic 
Committee has been working with Dr. 
Otto Eckstein of DRI, in order to develop 
a full-scale and credible supply-side 
econometric model. Happily, that task 
has been completed, and the Congress 
has been presented with the first report 
which used that model. 

That report, entitled "Tax Policy and 
Core Inflation," is particularly timely, in 
light of double-digit inflation and grow
ing economic stagnation. The report con
cluded that the reduction of the core 
rate of inflation can only be accom
plished through supply-side tax incen
tives to boost new investments and grow
ing productivity, unless one wanted to 
risk a possible economic depression by 
sole reliance on traditional fiscal and 
monetary measures. I am pleased that 
the committee and Dr. Eckstein confined 
their study to legitimate supply-side tax 
policies, such as investment tax credits 
and accelerated depreciation, and avoid
ed snake oil nostrums, such as across
the-board cuts in personal income taxes. 
The latter claim to be supply-side tax 
policies, but they are actually a bizarre 
reincarnation of some of Lord Keynes' 
contributions to economics. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this oppor
tunity to commend the distinguished 
Senator from Texas, Mr. BENTSEN, who 
has led the Joint Economic Committee 
into fertile fields of study. I look forward 
to future reports on productivity and 
supply-side economic policies from the 
committee.• 

YEAR END SPENDING 
CONTROL ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Virginia <Mr. HARRis) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing the Year End Spending Con
trol Act which would establish finn con
trols over wasteful yearend spending 
sprees by limiting agency spending to 
20 percent during the last 2 months of 
the fiscal year. 

My Subcommittee on Human Re
sources has conducted an intensive in
vestigation and received testimony from 
a wide variety of groups, individuals and 
Government agencies concerning the 
problem of yearend spending. The sub
committee's probe has revealed that 
funds appropriated for specific programs 
are not being rationally obligated to 
achieve the congressionally intended ob
jective. Rather, much of the funds are 

being pushed out in the final weeks of the 
fiscal year on questionable contracts, 
grants, and other spending. 

GAO investigations, done at my re
quest, are documenting the fact that 
funds are being diverted from the pur
pose laid out by Congress, causing mil
lions, perhaps billions, of dollars, to be 
wasted on unnecessary projects and 
purchases during the last 2 months of 
the fis-cal year. Federal agencies operate 
under a "use it or lose it" policy which 
reflects a fear that their budget will be 
cut the following year unless all funds 
are expended. Former Treasury Secretary 
Blumenthal has stated that yearend 
spending amounts to agencies "literally 
pushing money out the door with a 
wheelbarrow." 

The administration has expressed con
cern about this waste~ul ~arend 
spending and has repeatedly issued di
rectives to agencies in an effort to curb 
the abuses. Each summer since 1977, 
President Carter and OMB Director 
James Mcintyre have urged agencies to 
avoid yearend spending sprees. Despite 
these directives, the yearend spending 
remains a major abuse. In fiscal year 
1979, seven major Federal agencies spent 
more than 20 percent of their single 
year appropriations in the last 2 months 
of the fiscal year • • • 47.2 percent at 
HUD-$16 billion, 41.7 percent at EPA
$2.2 billion, 22.9 percent at HEW-$14.3 
billion, 30.3 percent at Commerce--$907 
million, 23.1 percent at Interior-$1.3 
billion, 22.1 percent at Postal Service-
$3.2 billion and 22.8 percent at IX>T
$1.4 billion. If these seven agencies had 
limited spending to 20 percent in the last 
2 months of the fiscal year, they could 
have saved $13 billion. I am convinced 
that a substantial portion of this amount 
oould have been returned to the Treas
ury with minimal adverse effect on con
gressionally mandated programs. 

In addition, I recently received a GAO 
study which I requested because of my 
concern that in-house capability was not 
being considered prior to contracts being 
let for consulting services. While the re
port showed the in-house capability was 
indeed not considered in many instances, 
it also noted that 54 percent of the con
sulting contracts examined were awarded 
during the final quarter of the fiscal year. 
In fact, 35 percent of those actions were 
initiated during the final 90 days. Sen
ator PRYOR and I have been working 
closely on the widespread problem with 
consultant services and we hope to intro
duce legislation in this area later this 
month. 

I have also requested a major GAO 
study specifically on yearend spending 
which is due to be completed in June. 
An interim report which I received from 
the GAO on May 1, documented further 
evidence of the serious problem of year
end spending at HUD. According to the 
GAO, HUD has been overstating its legal 
commitments at the end of a fiscal year 
and then canceling them later. This 
HUD procedure reflects the "use it or 
lose it" attitude of Federal agencies to 
commit any remaining funds at yearend 
so that Congress will not trim their bud
get the following year. It has also allowed 
HUD to create a multibillion surplus of 

funding authority at a time when Con
gress is struggling to trim Federal ex
penditures and balance the budget. 

Quite simply, the :flurry of obligations 
at the end of the fiscal year is a very 
poor management practice. Increased 
yearend obligational activity places 
Government negotiations in a very 
poor bargaining position and results 
in contracts and grants being let 
and goods being purchased without 
adequate consideration. This "rush" 
to award contracts and grants seri
ously impairs the objectiveness as 
well as the thoroughness of the proposal 
evaluation process. In addition, I am 
particularly concerned that a large num
ber of the contracts being let at the end 
of the year are sole-source to big firms 
ostensibly based on "unique qualifica
tions" and "time exigency." This type of 
yearend giveaway effectively bars firms 
without the "connections" and is "wired" 
against small businesses, which do not 
have the "inside track." 

Direct congressional action to halt the 
yearend spending sprees must be taken. 
The waste clearly has not been elimi
nated administratively. As a matter of 
fact, it appears that while OMB has been 
monitoring outlays, it has been ignoring 
obligation rates. It makes no sense to 
me for OMB to check funds already 
"spent" while ignoring the even more 
important task of monitoring funds 
which could be saved. As a result, the 
practice of obligating "use or lose" funds 
at the end of the fiscal year has con
tinued unabated. 

Last July, I introduced a comprehen
sive "economy in Government" bill <H.R. 
4717) which would limit yearend spend
ing and eliminate wasteful Federal con
tacting. Section 3 of H.R. 4717 parallels 
the yearend spending provision that 
has been included in the Department of 
Defense appropriation bill since 1953. 
During the past year, however, my sub
committee held numerous hearings on 
H.R. 4717 and GAO spent a considerable 
amount of time investigating the prob
lem of yearend spending abuse. Many 
legitimate questions and concerns about 
the yearend spending provision of H.R. 
4717 were raised by witnesses at these 
hearings and in discussions with my col
leagues, OMB, GAO, and the Library of 
Congress. Therefore, I have been work
ing closely with the GAO to improve this 
provision. The Year-End Spending Con
trol Act which I am introducing today 
represents these efforts. 

This bill-which deals only with year
end spending-would limit total agency 
spending in the last 2 months of the 
fiscal year to 20 percent, but it would use 
the existing apportionment process to 
administer the limitation. In addition, 
it would allow OMB to authorize legiti
mate exemptions to the 20-percent year
end limitation, but it would require OMB 
to report the exemption to Congress. 
Finally, any actions to satisfy the 20-
percent limitation would be exempt from 
the reporting requirement of the Im
poundment Control Act of 1974. 

This language was endorsed by GAO in 
recent testimony before the Government 
Operations Committee: 
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we support the temporary use of a llmtta

tlon on year-end spending as a means of 
conveying Congress' concern-not only with 
year-end spending itself-but witb the need. 
to strengthen the budget execution and pro
curement process. 

It is easy to be shocked by waste and 
pay lipservice to its elimination. BUt if 
we are going to control wasteful year
end spending, legislative action is re
quired. I urge my colleagues to cosponsor 
my bill and join the fight to control 
wasteful yearend spending.e 

D 1800 
A TRIDUTE TO ANN HEBERT HOW

ELL, NATIONAL MULTIPLE SCLE
ROSIS MOTHER OF THE YEAR, ON 
THE OCCASION OF HER VISIT 
TODAY TO THE HOUSE 

<Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous mat
ter.) 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor an outstanding lady, who 
we are fortunate to have visiting with us 
today. 

Ann Hebert Howell was entertained at 
the White House by the President today 
as National Multiple Sclerosis Mother of 
the Year, The letter which won her this 
honor was written by her husband, Mon
roe Howell, and it is especially meaning
ful to Ann because it is symbolic of his 
love and devotion for her. I am submit
ting the letter for inclusion in the REc
ORD, Mr. Speaker, because it stands as a 
testimony to the personal triumph of a 
fine lady over one of life's most harsh 
adversities. 

Ann Howell is my wife's lifelong per
sonal friend, and she is truly a great 
lady. Despite her illness, she has become 
a nursiilg home administrator and serves 
as breadwinner for the family while her 
husband attends dental school. Ann is 
also ·a counselor to other victims of mul
tiple sclerosis all around the country, 
and is active in the chamber of com
merce and the PTA, in addition to caring 
for two children. 

Ann was born and raised in Thibodaux, 
La., and lives there now, serving as ad
ministrator for the Louisiana Home for 
the Aged. 

In honoring Ann as Mother of the 
Year we honor her, not only for her suc
cess as wife and mother, but for her 
courage and spirit as an exceptional 
human being. 

Letter to the National Multiple Sclerosis 
Society: 

On May 2, 1972 Ann Herbert Howell was a 
wife and mother of two children. She was 
loving, vibrant and a. determined achiever. 
Today, she is a M.S. victim and these traits 
have been enhanced. In December, 1972, the 
M.S. was diagnosed and the New Orleans's 
physician's prognosis was tainted with doom 
and little hope. The steady deterioration was 
quick as she slipped from an unsteady gait, 
to a cane, to a wheel chair. The bright, vi
brant personality was renlaced by fear and 
frustration. She could not hold her children 
and they could not understand. And I, her 
husband, became oversolicitous and scared. 
I could offer no hope and little encourage-

ment. FoT six months we were a. dismal 
family .. 

The summer of 1973 we sought other medi
cal help in Houston,. Texas. There she re
cetved new treatment and hope and her mi
raculous improvement was rapid. Ann re
turned from Houston with renewed deter
mination to beat M.S. and rejoin the family. 
That wlnteT she completed the Nursing 
Home Administration course at L.S.U. in 
Baton Rouge and became administrator for 
the Louisiana Home for the Aged in Thi
bodaux, La. Under her guidance, the nursing 
home has doubled in patient capacity, and 
"La Boss," as she is fondly referred to by her 
Cajun residents, has the reputation of run
ning one of the best nursing homes in t·he 
state. Since Ann has learned to cope with 
her disabillty, she has developed a. special 
sensitivity and capacity for understanding 
her residents, who respond to her with love, 
admiration, and respect, As a part of the 
business community, Ann joined the Cham
ber of Commerce where she serves as this 
year's president. 

In 1973, Ann joined the Louisiana M.S. 
Society and was appointed to the board of 
directors. As a M.S. patient, she has sought 
to share her experiences and ·hope with other 
patients. Following stories of her strug
gles with M.S. in newspaper and magazine 
articles, other M.S. victims began calling her 
for hope and advice. Calls have been re
ceived from all over the state, the United 
States, Canada, Mexico and Puerto Rico. 
She's shared her experiences with these pa
tients and tries to give them courage, hope 
and determination. Her advice to them is to 
be active, to be open with their disease and to 
stay involved with their families. With these 
patients she exchanges ideas on physical and 
mental therapy. Ann has needed courage to 
talk to many of these people who are dis
couraged and full of self-pity. Many times she 
hangs up the phone and cries because she 
shares the feelings of frustration and fu
tlllty with these new friends. But she never 
refuses a call and will talk as long as they 
will listen and share their feelings. 

As a husband, I have been by her side to 
witness Ann's ups and downs, her courage, 
her determination and her giving. Her case 
of M.S., too, continues to have its relapses 
and remissions, but she never quits. She will 
drive with one good eye to go to work or to 
deliver the children to plano lessons or 
scouts. She summons up the strength to at
tend meetings and to act as coordinator of 
the school auction. At times, when her ther
apy has caused her to become swollen with 
fiuld and marred her physical beauty, she 
has braved the public eye to attend baseball 
games and school plays. When the course of 
M.S. has impaired the functions of her arms 
and legs, she has continued to provide home 
care for her family. Usually her family LS: 
the one that must insist that she take ~ 
break and rest. 

At present she is successfully serving as 
family provider, father and mother. Two 
years ago I decided to change occupations 
and enter dental school. While I'm away in 
New Orleans during the week, home on 
weekends, Ann is at home, sending the chil
dren to school in the morning, taking them 
to afternoon activities, prov.J.dlng them with 
necessities, discipline, and · love. On week
ends she is a loving and supportive wife 
and companion. In short, she is our family's 
strength. 

In times of trouble with the disease, she 
determinedly refuses to give in to M.S. 
Whethlt in remission, with a cane, or in a 
wheel chair, she is continuous. Ann will al
ways 'be OUR Mother of the Year. This year, 
rShe merits recognition as National M.S. 
Mother of the Year. 

MONROE HOWELL. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

<Mr. LEDERER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. LEDERER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this time to ask that I may 
clarify an error in the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of Wednesday, April 16, 1980. I 
asked that I be paired in the amrmative 
on both the Symms substitute on S. 2009 
and on final passage. These votes were 
incorrectly recorded as negative pairs. 

I appreciate this opportunity to clarify 
my vote for the RECORD. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted as follows to: 

Mr. KoGOVSEK <at the request of Mr. 
WRIGHT), for May 7 and 8, on account 
of representing the House of Repre
sentatives at the funeral of the late 
President Tito of Yugoslavia. 

Mr. DANIELSON <at the request of Mr. 
WRIGHT), for May 7 and 8, on ac
count of representing the House of Rep
resentatives at the funeral of the late 
President Tito of Yugoslavia. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

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

Mr. KEMP, for 60 minutes. today. 
Mr. AsHBROOK, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. GRADISON, for 30 minutes, today. 
<The following Members <at . the re-

quest of Mr. CoRRADA) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extrane
ous material:) 

Mr. FoRD of Michigan, for 10 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. ALEXANDER, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. STOKES, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. GoNZALEz, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. NELSON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STRATTON, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. RoBERTS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LAFALCE. for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. HARRIS, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent,· permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. GRADISON) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. MICHEL. 
Mr. KEMP in two instances. 
Mr. SYMMS in two instances. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
Mr; AsHBROOK in five instances. 
Mr. O'BRIEN in two instances. 
Mr. DANNEMEYER in two instances. 
Mr. DouGHERTY. 
Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE in two instances. 
Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances. 
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Mr. CONABLE in two instances. 
Mr. GREEN. 
Mr. HYDE. 
Mr. ROYER. 
Mr. BoB WILSON. 
Mr. McCLosKEY in two instances. 
Mr. MOORE. 
Mr. RUDD. 
Mr. SHUSTER. 
<The foliowing Members <at the re

quest of Mr. CoRRADA) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. DoDD in two instances. 
Mr. PEASE. 
Mr. DINGELL. 
Mr. AuCoiN in two instances. 
Mr. MATHIS. 
Mr. HAMILTON in two instances. 
Mr.AsPIN. 
Mr. LoNG of Maryland in two instances. 
Mr. SoLARZ in two instances. 
Mr. RoDINO in two instances. 
Mr. WoLFF in two instances. 
Mr. 0BERSTAR. 
Mr. CORMAN. 
Mr. MURTHA. 
Mr. HALL of Ohio in three instances. 
Mr. SKELETON. 
Mr. LAFALCE. 
Mr. KAzEN. 
Mr. RATCHFORD. 
Mr. FAUNTROY. 
Mr. LEHMAN. 
Mr. CORRADA. 
Mr. OTTINGER. 
Mr. FOLEY. 
Mr. RANGEL. 
Mr. DASCHLE. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Mr. THOMPSON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the 
following title, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 126. An act to permit the Secretary 
of the Interior to accept privately donated 
funds and to expend such funds on property 
on the National Register of Historic Places. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to: accord

ingly <at 8 o'clock and 7 minutes p.m.), 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, May 8, 1980, at 11 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 
[Omitted from the Record of May 6, 1980) 

4304. A letter from the President of the 
United States, transmitting amendments to 
the requests for supplemental appropria
tions for fiscal year 1980 and appropriation 
language for fiscal year 1981 for the Depart
ment of Labor (H. Doc. No. 96-308); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to 
be printed. 

4305. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting notice of the Army's in
tention to transfer certain obsolete chemical 
agent identlfication sets from various loca
tions to the Rocky Mountain Arsenal, Colo., 

pursuant to section 409(b) (4) of Public Law 
91-121; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

4306. A letter from the U.S. Commissioner 
of Education, Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, transmitting a proposed 
interpretation of lndlan preference in fed
erally assisted school construction projects, 
pursuant to section 431(d) (1) of the Gen
eral Education Provisions Act, as amended; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

4307. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting are
port on the audit of the Bureau of Engrav
ing and Printing fund for fiscal year 1979, 
pursuant to section 6 of the act of August 4, 
1950, as amended (88 Stat. 1964) (GGD-Bo-
47, May 5, 1980); to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. 

4308. A letter from the Chairman, Board 
of Directors, Tennessee Valley Authority, 
transmitting a report on the agency's activi
ties under the Freedom of Information Act 
during calendar year 1979, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

4309. A letter from the Secretary, Postal 
Rate Commission, transmitting the annual 
report of the Commission on its implemen
tation of the Privacy Act, pursuant to 5 
u.s.c. 552a(p); to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. 

4310. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, transmitting 
proposed final regulations implementing 
phase II of the incremental pricing program 
for natural gas, pursuant to section 202(c) 
of Public Law 95-621; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

4311. A letter from the Administrator of 
Veterans' A1falrs, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to authorize the Ad
ministrator to provide a memorial plaque 
or marker in appropriation situations to the 
next of kin of an individual who would 
otherwise be memorialized in a national, 
private, or local cemetery; to the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs. 

4312. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a re
port on U.S. efforts to educate and train the 
poor in developing countries (~0-18, May 
5, 1980); jointly, to the Committees on 
Government Operations and Foreign A1fairs. 

(Submitted May 7, 1980) 
4313. A letter from the· Acting Secretary 

of the Navy, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend title 10, United States 
Code, to provide for involuntary retirement 
of permanent Regular otticers designated for 
limited duty in the Navy or Marine Corps 
consistent with that provided other per
manent Regular o11icers; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

4314. A letter from the Director, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, transmit
ting a report that the Agency acqmred no 
real or personal ,property during the quarter 
ended March 31, 1980, pursuant to section 
201 (h) of the Federal C1vll Defense Act of 
1950, as amended; to the Committee on Arm
ed Services. 

4315. A letter from the District of Co
lumbia Auditor, transmitting copies of vari
ous reports of his Office, pursuant to section 
455 ot Public Law 93-198; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

4316. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Councll of the District of Columbia, trans
mitting a copy of Councll Resolution 3-322, 
to approve the transfer of jurisdiction of 
certain areas from the District of Columbia 
to the National Park Service for park pur
poses (S.O. 79-213) (Ward 3); to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

4317. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting notice 
of a further delay in the submission of the 
comprehensive plan from the Advisory Board 
on Chlld Abuse and Neglect to maxlmlze 

coOrdination of child abuse and neglect pre
vention and treatment activities, required 
by section 6(b) of Public Law 93-247, as 
amended; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

4318. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary of State for International Organi
zation A1fairs, transmitting copies of reports 
issued by the United. Nations Joint Inspec
tion Unit during the second half of 1979, 
pursuant to section 301(e) (3) of the Foreign 
Assis"tance Act of 1961, as amended; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. . 

4319. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General for Administration, transmitting 
notice of a proposed new records system, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(o); to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

4320. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Credit Union Administration Board, trans
mitting a report on the Board's activities 
under the Freedom of Information Act dur
ing calendar year 1979, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
552b(J); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

4321. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting notice of the proposed 
refund of a minimum royalty payment total
ling $15,000 to Shell Oil Co., pursuant to 
section 10(b) of the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act, as amended; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular A1fairs. 

4322. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting notice of the proposed 
refund of 1 year's rental totaling $17,280 on 
an OUter Continental Shelf lease to Shell 
Oil Co., pursuant to section l()(b) of the 
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, as 
amended; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular A1fairs. 

4;323. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting the an
nual report of the Director of the national 
cancer program for fiscal ·year 1979 and the 
annual plan for the program for fiscal years 
1981-85, pursuant to section 404(a) (9) of 
the Public Health Service Act, as amended: 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

4324. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting · a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend the International Travel 
Act of 1961 to authorize additional appro
priations, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

4325. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, transmit
ting proposed regulations to exempt indus
trial users to phase 1 of the incremental 
pricing program required by section 201 of 
the Natural Gas Polley Act of 1978 from the 
upper two tiers of the three-tier price ceil
ing mechanism contained in the regulations 
imolementing phase 1, pursuant to section 
206(d) of the act; to the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

4326. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, transmit
ting proposed regulations to extend the in
terim exemption from incremental pricing 
for agricultural uses of natural gas. pursuant 
to section 206(d) of Public Law 95-621; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

4327. A letter from the Acting Commis
sioner, Immigration and Naturalization 
Service, Department of Justice, transmitting 
reports concerning visa petitions approved 
according to certain beneficiaries third and 
sixth preference classification, pursuant to 
section 204(d) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act, as amended; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

4328. A letter from the Chairman, U.S. In
ternational Trade COmmission, transmitting 
a draft of proposed legislation to provide 
authorization of appropriations for the U.S. 
International Trade Commission for fiscal 
ye~r 1982; to the Committee on Ways· and 
Means. -
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REPORTS OF COMMITI'EES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII. reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
·calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Government 
Operations. Report on a. thorough critique of 
certification of transport category aircraft 
by the Federal Aviation Administration 
(Rept. No. 96-924). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. H.R. 6395. A bill to 
amend the Consumer Product Safety Act to 
modify certain postemployment restrictions 
applicable to officers and employees of the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission (Rept. 
No. 96-925). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and 
reports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows: 

Mr. BOLAND: Permanent Select Commit
tee on Intelligence. H.R. 7152. A bill to au
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 1981 
!or the intelligence and intelligence-related 
activities o! the U.S. Government, for the 
Intelligence Community Sta.1f, and for the 
Central Intelligence Agency retirement and 
disability system, and for other purposes; re
ferred to the Committee on Armed Services 
for a. period ending not later than May 16, 
1980, for consideration of such provisions of 
the bill as fall within its jurisdiction under 
clause 1 (c), rule X (Rept. No. 96-926, pt. 1) . 
Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

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

By Mr. THOMPSON (for himself and 
Mr. FRENZEL) : 

H.R. 7281. A bill to authorize appropria
tions for the Federal Election Commission for 
fiscal year 1981; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

By Mr. CONYERS: 
H.R. 7282. A blU to establish a. Federal 011 

and Gas Development Corporation to provide 
for the exploration for and extraction of oil 
and gas located on and under Federal land; 
jointly, to the Committees on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, Interstate and Foreign Com
merce, and Science and Technology. 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: 
H.R. 7283. A b111 to amend chapter 81 of 

title 5, United States Code, to provide for 
annual cost-of-living adjustments of com
pensation under the Federal Employees' 
Compensation Act, as amended; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. BRODHEAD: 
H.R. 7284. A b111 to deny entitlement to 

hospital insurance benefits under part A of 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act in 
the case of certain disabled individuals cur
rently entitled to health benefits under the 
civilian health and medical program of the 
uniformed services (Champus); to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DINGELL (for himself and 
Mr. WAXMAN) : 

H.R. 7285. A blU to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to limit the 
antibiotic drugs which may be used in sub
therapeutic doses in animal feed; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. GAYDOS (!or himself, Mr. 
MOORHEAD O! Pennsylvania, Mr. 
WALGREN, Mr. MURPHY of Pennsyl
Vania, Mr. ATKINSON, and Mr. 
BAILEY): 

H.R. 7286. A blli to extend deadlines in 
the Clean Air Act applicable to stationary 
sources, and !or other purposes; to the com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HARRIS: 
H.R. 7287. A bill to establish controls on 

yearend expenditure practices o! F-ederal 
agencies; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

By Mr. LAFALCE (!or himself, Mr. 
STEED, Mr. CORMAN, Mr. ADDABBO, 
Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. MITcHELL O! 
Maryland, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. RICH
MOND, Mr. BALDUS, Mr. NOLAN, Mr. 
NowAK, Mr. IRELAND, Mr. Kn:.DEE, 
Mr. EVANS o! Georgia, Mr. BARNARD, 
Mr. LEACH of Louisiana., Mr. HALL o! 
Ohio, Mrs. SPELLMAN, Mr. BEREUTER, 
Mr. CoNTE, and Mr. BROOMFIELD): 

H.R. 7288. A b111 to amend the Small Busi
ness Act to lmprove procurement opportuni
ties for small business concerns; to the 
Committee on Small Business. 

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Mr. 
SMITH of Iowa, Mr. STEED, Mr. CoR
MAN, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. ST GERMAIN, 
Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland, Mr. BE
DELL, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. BALDUS, 
Mr.NoLAN,Mr.NOWAK,Mr. Kn:.DD, 
Mr. EvANS of Georgia., Mr. BARNARD. 
Mr. LEAcH of Louisiana, Mr. HALL of 
Ohio, Mrs. SPELLMAN, Mr. CoNTE. 
and Mr. BEREUTER) : 

H.R. 7289. A b111 to amend the Small Busi
ness Investment Act of 1958 to authorize 
the Small Business Administration to guar
antee debentures issued by certain State or 
local development companies; to the Com
mittee on Small Business. 

By Mr. LEDERER (for himself and Mr. 
MURPHY of Pennsylvania.): 

H.R. 7290. A b111 to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code o! 1954 to provide for the es
tablishment of reserves !or surface mining 
land reclamation and for the deduction of 
amounts added to such reserves; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MATHIS: 
H.R. 7291. A b111 t.o amend title 28 and title 

18 of the United States Code to prohibit and 
remedy the interstate restraint or children 
in violation of rights of custody and visita
tion, and for other purposes; jointly, to the 
Committees on the Judiciary and Ways and 
Means. · 

By Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 7292. A bill to increase the authoriza

tion for the council on Wage and Price Sta
blllty, to extend the duration of such Coun
cil, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs. 

ByMr.NEAL: 
H .R. 7293. A blll to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to expand the category 
of targeted groups !or whom the new em
ployee credit is available to include displaced 
homemakers; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. . Mr 

By Mr. PRICE (for himself and . 
BOB WILSON) (by request) : 

H.R. 7294. A b111 to amend section 673b of 
title 10, United States Code, to increase from 
50,000 to 100.000 the number o! members of 
'the Selected Reserve who may be ordered to 
active duty other than during a war or 
national emergency; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

H.R. 7295. A blll to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to authorize the Secretary con
cerned to determine the period o! tlme to 
be allowed between the tlme a reservist is 
ordered to active duty and the time the 
reservist enters upon active duty; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. RINALDO: 
H.R. 7296. A blll to amend section 4067 o! 

the Revised Statutes to define further the 
circumstances under which certain aliens 
within the United 5ta.tes may be treated as 
alien enemies; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. . 

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa (for himself, 
Mr. STEED, Mr. CORMAN, Mr. ADDABBO, 
Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. MrrCHELL Of 
Maryland, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. BEDELL, 
Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. BALDUS, Mr. No
LAN, Mr. NOWAK, Mr. lRELAND, Mr. 
.Kn.DEE Mr. EvAN.s of Georgia, Mr. 
BARN~, Mr. LEACH Of Louisiana., 
Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mrs. SPELLMAN, 
Mr. CONTE, and Mr. BEREUTER) : 

H.R. 7297. A bill to amend the Small Busi
ness Investment Act of 1958 to provide for the 
investment of temporarily unneeded funds, 
to modify the authority o! the Small Busi
ness Administration regarding financing, and 
to statutorily establish the eligibility o! 
Asian Pacific Americans to participate in 
programs under section 8(a) of the Small 
Business Act; to the Committee on Small 
Business. 

By Mr. S~TH o! Iowa (for himself, 
Mr. STEED, Mr. CORMAN, Mr. ADDABBO, 
Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. MrrcHELL of 
Maryland, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. BEDELL, 
Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. BALDUS, Mr. 
NOLAN, Mr. NOWAK, Mr. IRELAND, 
Mr. EVANS Of Georgia, Mr. BARNARD, 
Mr. LEACH of Louisiana, Mr. HALL o! 
Ohio, Mrs. SPELLMAN, Mr. CONTE, and 
Mr. BEREUTER) : 

H.R. 7298. A bill to facilitate the opera
tions of the omce of the Chief Counsel for 
Advocacy of the Small Business Admlnlstra.· 
tion; jointly, to the Committees on Small 
Business and Post 01fice and Civil Service. 

By Mr. WAXMAN (for himself, Mr. 
PREYER, Mr. MAGUIRE, Mr. LUKEN, 
Mr. WALGREN, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. LE
LAND, Mr. SHELBY, and Mr. MURPHY 
o! New York) : 

H.R. 7299. A bill to revise and lmprove the 
Federal programs of assistance for the pro
vision of mental health services, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WATKINS: 
H.R. 7300. A blll to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt independ
ent producer on from the windfall profit tax 
and to allow certain royalty owners the ex
emption for such oil; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. NEDZI (!or himself and Mr. 
WHITEHURST) : 

H.R. 7301. A b111 to authorize certain con
struction at m111tary installations for fiscal 
year 1981, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. NEDZI: 
H .R. 7302. A b111 to amend section 1719 of 

title 44, United States Code, to transfer to 
the Superintendent of Documents the func
tion of distributing Government publica
tions to certain foreign governments; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. WHITE (for himself, Mrs. HoLT, 
Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. KAZEN, Mr. 
WON PAT, Mr. HILLIS, Mr. NEDZI, Mr. 
NICHOLS, Mr. HOPKINS, Mr. BENNETT, 
Mr. DAN DANIEL, and Mr. BOB WIL
SON): 

H.R. 7303. A b111 to amend title 10, United 
states Code, to establish a noncontributory 
program of educational assistance for per
sons enlisting in the Armed Forces after Sep
tember 30, 1980; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. WOLFF (for himself, Mrs. 
HEcKLER, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. 
DIGGS. Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. PRITCHARD, 
Mr!l. CHISHOLM, Mrs. CoLLINS of Illi
nois, Ms. MIKuLSKI, Mrs. ScHROE
DER, Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska., Mrs. 
SNOWE, and Mrs. SPELLMAN) : 

H. con. Res. 329. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the deep concern· of the Congresa 
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over the plight of Cambodian people and Us 
strong support for humanitarian assistance 
for those people and a peaceful Tesolution of 
the conflict in Kampuchea; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HANSEN (for himself and Mr. 
RHODES): 

H. Con. Res. 331. Concurrent resolution to 
R.nthorize participation in an interparlla
mentary meeting between delegates .from the 
Congress of the United States and the Par
liament of the Islamic Republic of Iran to 
discuss matters of concern to the people of 
both nations, including, but not limited to, 
the steps necessary to bring about the release 
of American diplomatic personnel and others 
detained by militant elements within the 
country of Iran; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs . . 

By Mr. PERKINS (for himself and Mr. 
GOODLING): 

H. Con. Res. 332. Concurrent resolution 
disapproving certain regulations submitted to 
the Congress on April 24, 1980, with respect 
to the law-related education program author
ized under sections 346, 347, and 348 of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. ZABLOCKI (for himself, Mr. 
BAILEY, Mr. BRADEMAS, Mr. FOUNTAIN, 
Mr. FASCELL, Mr. ROSENTHAL, . Mr. 
WOLFF, Mr. BINGHAM, Mr. YATRON, 
Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. BONKER, Mr. STUDDS, 
Mr. IRELAND, Mr. MICA, Mr. BARNES, 
Mr. GRAY, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. 
WOLPE, Mr. BOWEN, Mr. FITHIAN, Mr. 
BROOMFIELD, Mr. 0ERWINSKI, Mr. 
FINDLEY, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr. WINN, 
Mr. Gn.MAN, Mr. GUYER, Mr. LAGO
MARSINO, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. PRITCH
ARD, Mrs. FENWICK, Mr. QUAYLE, Mr. 
PEYSER, and Mr. BAUMAN) : 

H. Con. Res. 333. ConcuiTent resolution ex
pressing the . s·ense of the Congress with re
spect to the efforts of the Americans who 
participated in the Iran rescue mission; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. 

By Mr. HYDE: 
H.J. Res. 543. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States providing that all persons shall 
have the right to be free from dLscrimina
tion; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RINALDO: 
H.J. Res. 544. Joint resolution authorizing 

the President to impose on the Iranian Gov
ernment a $50 million fine, payable from 
blocked Iranian assets, for each day that U.S. 
citizens held hostage or otherwise 111egally 
detained in Iran continue to be held hostage 
or so detained beyond a date designated by 
the President; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MATHIS: 
H. Res. 659. Resolution to establish a Select 

Committee on International Terrorism; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, 
[Omitted from the Record of May 6, 1980] 

452. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the Legislature of the State of California.. 
relative to indexing Federal income taxes, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 a! rule XXII. 
Mr. FROST presented a blll (H.R. 7304) for 

the relief of candido Augusto Uri?.ar and 
Delores de Jesus Turcios Uriza.r, which was 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolutions 
as follows: 

H.R. 809: Mr. GUABINL 
H.R. 1918: Mr. PHILIP M. CBANE and Mr. 

PETRI. 
H.R. 2400: Mr. DRINAN and Mr. HUGHES. 
H.R. 2644. Mr. STANGELAND. 
H.R. 4223: Mr. EMERY, Mr. BROWN of Cali

fornia, and Mr. STUDDS. 
H.R. 4329: Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. KINDNESS, 

and Mr. KRAMER. 
H.R. 5862: Mr. THOMAS, Mr. LEACH of Iowa, 

Mr. PAUL and Mr. BREAUX. 
H.R. 5965: Mr. ROUSSELOT, Mr. GRISHAM, 

Mr. WON PAT, Mr. LUJAN, Mr. ERDAHL, Mr. 
YOUNG Of Alaska, Mr. DOUGHERTY, Mr. PATTER
SON, and Mr. COURTER. 

H.R. 6194: Mr. ABDNOR, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. 
ANDERSON of California, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. 
BEn.ENSON, Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. BONIOR of Michi
gan,Mr.BONKER,Mr.BRODHEAD,Mr.PHILL~ 
BURTON, Mr. CAVANAUGH, Mrs. CHISHOLM, 
Mr. CLAY, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. COELHO, Mr. 
COLEMAN, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. D'AMOURS, Mr. 
DELLUMS, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. DIGGS, Mr. DoDD, 
Mr. _DoRNAN, Mr. DoWNEY, Mr. DRINAN, Mr. 
DuNCAN Of Tennessee, Mr. EDGAR, Mr. EVANS 
of the Virgin Islands, Mr. FARY, Mr. FAUNT
ROY, Mr. FAZIO, Mrs. FENWICK, Ms. F'Elut.ARO, 
Mr. FrsH, Mr. F.Loaro, Mr. FoRD of Tennessee, 
Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. 
GRAY, Mr. GUDGER, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. 
HARRIS, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. HOLLENBECK, Mr. 
HOPKINS, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 
HUTTo, Mr. JENRETTE, Mr. JoNEs of Tennes
see, Mr. Kn.DEE, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. LEACH of 
Louisiana, Mr. LEDERER, Mr. LEE, Mr. LEH
MAN, Mr. LoNG Of Maryland, Mr. LUNDINE, 
Mr. MAGUIRE, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
MAVROULES, Mr. McKINNEY, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. MITCHELL Of Maryland, Mr. MOAKLEY, 
Mr. MOFFETT, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. MURPHY 
of Illinois, Mr. MYERs of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
NEAL, Mr. NEDZI, Mr. NOLAN, Ms. OAKAR, Mr. 
0BERSTAR, Mr._ PANETTA, Mr. PATTEN, Mr. 
PORTER, Mr. PRICE, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. RICH
MOND, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. RoDINO, Mr. RoE, 
Mr. RosENTHAL, Mr. RoYBAL, Mr. SABo, Mr. 
ScHEUER, Mrs. ScHROEDER, Mr. SmoN, Mr. 
SMITH of Iowa, Mrs. SNOWE, Mr. SoLARZ, 
Mr. STACK, Mr. STARK, Mr. STOKES, Mr. 
TAUKE, Mr. TRAxLER, Mr. VENTo, Mr. WAL
GREN, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. WEISS, Mr. WHITE
HURST, Mr. WHITTAKER, Mr. CHARLES H. Wn.
SON of California, Mr. WoLFF, Mr. YATES, 
Mr. YATRON, Mr. ZEFERETTI, Mr. LELAND, Mr. 
IRELAND, Mr. WILLIAMs of Ohio, Mr. GuARINI, 
and Mr. MATTOX. 

H.R. 6196: Mr. PANETl'A. 
H.R. 6228: Mr. MoORHEAD of California. 
H.R. 6377: Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. LoWRY, Mr. 

HowARD, Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
EDGAR, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. GRAY, Mr. 0BERSTAR, 
Mr. MARKS, Mr. McCLosKEY, Mr. JoHNSON of 
California, Mr. YATRON, Mr. DAVIS of Michi
gan, Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana, Mr. DoN
NELLY, M'r. WOLPE, Mr. AMBRO, Mr. HARKIN, 
Mr. McHuGH, and Mr. NEAL. 

H.R. 6380: Mr. BEDELL and Mr. PANETI'A. 
H.R. 6732: Mr. GRASSLEY. 
H.R. 6825: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 

CLAY, Mr. CORRADA, Mr. HORTON, Mr. WON 
PAT, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr. WEISS, Mr. SIMON, 
Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland, Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. 
HANLEY, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. WOLFF, Mr. OrriN
GER, Mr. PATTEN, Ms. 0AKAR, Mr. FARY, Mr. 
JOHNSON Of California, Mr. BLANCHARD, Mr. 
Kn.DEE, Mr. SoLARz, Mr. RoYBAL, Mr. HAw
KINS, Mr. MYERs of Pennsylvania, Mrs. CoL
LINs of Dlinois, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. GRAY, and 
Mr. STOKES. 

H.R. 6913: Mr. DaiNAN. 
H.R. 7043: Mr. NOLAN, Mr. ERDAHL, Mr. 

FINDLEY, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. YOUNG Of Alaska, 
Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska, Mr. BoWEN, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. 

ABDNOR, Mr. STEED, Mr. DoWNEY, Mr. LEATH 
of Texas, Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE, Mr. MATHIS, 
Mr. LEACH of Louisiana, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. 
BEREUTER, Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. MURPHY Of 
Pennsylva.nia., Mr. KOGOVSEK, and Mr. FITH
IAN. 

H.J. Res. 451: Mr. STACK and Mr. MATHIS. 
H.J. Res. 525: Mr. HINSON, Mr. M.n.LER of 

Ohio, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. LiviNGSTON, Mr. 
STANGELAND, Mr. DoRNAN, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. 
EvANS Of Georgia., Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. 
LoTT, Mr. HUCKABY, Mr. BURGENER, Mr. RoB
ERT W. DANIEL, JR., Mr. ATKINSON, Mr. JEN
RETTE, Mr. DoUGHERTY, and Mr. RoYER. 

H .J. Res. 533: Mr. AKAKA, Mr. AMBRO, Mr. 
BENJAMIN, Mr. BETHUNE, Mr. BOWEN, Mr. 
CARTF.R, Mr. COELHO, Mr. CONTE, Mr. FINDLEY, 
Mr. FoRsYTHE, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. HAM
MERSCHMIDT, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. HOLLENBECK, 
Mr. HOWARD, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, 
Mr. LELAND, Mr. MATHIS, Mr. MAVROULES, 
Mr. NOWAK, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. ROYER, Mr. 
SOLARZ, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. STANGELAND, Mr. 
WINN, Mr. WON PAT, Mr. WYATT, Mr. YATRON, 
and Mr. GUARINI. 

H. Con. Res. 323: Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. 
HINSON, Mr. FLIPPO, Mr. F'rrHIAN, Mr. COR
RADA, Mr. MADIGAN, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. RoUSSE
LOT, Mr. RoE, Mr. WHITEHUBST, Mr. PORTER, 
Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. BETHUNE, Mr. MAzzOLI, 
and Mr. ERLENBORN. 

H. Res. 590: Mr. FINDLEY. 
H. Res. 603: Mrs. CoLLINs of Illinois. 

DELETION OF SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 6722: Mrs. BOUQUARD. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule :x:xn, 
342. The SPEAKER presented a. petition of 

the Parma Democratic Club, Parma, Ohio~ 
relative to declaring Presidential Election Day 
as a national holiday, which was referred to 
the Committee on Post omce and Civil 
Service. 

AMENDMENTS 

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

s. 1309 
By Mr. WALKER: 

-Page 39, line 2, strike out "$8,744,774,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$9,000,000,000". 

Page 39, line 4, strike out "$9,739,276,ooo· · 
and insert in lieu thereof "$9,200,000,000". 
-Page 39, after line 22 insert the following 
new title: 

TITLE III-FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 
REFORM 

AMENDMENTS TO DEFINITIONS 
SEC. 301. Section 3 of the Food Stamp Act 

of 1977 (7 u .s.c. 2012), as amended by title 
I of this Act, is a.mended-

(1) in subsection (c) by striking out the 
second sentence and all that follows through 
"reports, the" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"The"; and 

(2) by striking out subsection (o) and sub
section ( q) and redesignating subsection (p) 
as subsection ( o) . 
STATE PARTICIPATION IN PROGRAM FORMULATION 

SEC. 302. The first sentence of section 4(a) 
of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2013 
(a) ) is amended-

( 1) by inserting "of a. participating State" 
a!ter "State agency"; 

(2) by striking out "within the" and In
serting in lieu thereof ", in accordance with 
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eligibility criteria established by such State, 
within such" after "determined"; and _ 

(3) by inserting "determined on the ba.s1s 
of benefit levels established by such State" 
before the period. 
ELIMINATION OF UNIFORM ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA 

SEC. 303. Section 5 of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014), as amended by title 
I of this Act, is amended-

( I) in subsection (a), by inserting ", in 
accordance with eligibility criteria. estab
lished by the State involved," after "deter
mined"; 

(2) by striking out subsections (b), (c), 
(d), (e), (f). and (g); and 

(3) by redesignating subsection (h) as 
subsection (b) . 

ELIMINATION OF UNIFORM ELIGIBILITY 

DISQUALIFICATIONS 

SEC. 304. The Food Stamp Act of 1977 ( 7 
U.S.C. 2011-2027), as amended by title I or 
this Act, is amended by striking out section 
6 and redesignating section 7 as section 6. 
ELIMINATION OF UNIFORM VALUE OF ALLOTMENT 

SEC. 305. Section 8 of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2017) is amended-

( 1) by striking out "Sec. 8." and inserting 
in lieu thereof ~·sec. 7."; 

(2) by striking out subsection (a); and 
(3) in subsection (b) -by striking out "(b)". 
(b) Section 9 and section 10 of the Food 

Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2018, 2019), as 
amended by title I of this Act, are redesig
nated as section 8 and section 9, respectively. 

STATE PLANS 

SEc. 306. (a.) Section 11(b) of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2020(b)) 18 
amended-

( I) by inserting "of a State" after "polit
ical subdivision" the first place it appears; 
and 

(2) by inserting "of such State" after 
. "political subdivision" the second place it 

appears. 
(b) Section 11(e) of the Food Stamp Act 

of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)), as amended by 
title I of this Act, is amended-

(!) in paragraph (1)-
(A) in subparagraph (A) by striking out 

', including" and all that follows through 
"subsection;" and inserting in lieu thereof 
";and"; 

(B) by striking out subparagraph (B); and 
(C) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 

subparagraph (B); 
(2) by striking out paragraph (2) and 

paragraph (3); 
(3) in paragraph (4)-
(A) by striking out "(4)" and inserting 

in lieu thereof "(2) "; and 
(B) by striking out the colon and all that 

follows through "necessary"; 
(4) by striking out paragraphs (5), (6). 

(7), and (8). · 
(5} in paragraph (9)-
(A) by striking out "(9)" and inserting 

in lieu thereof "(3) "; and 
(B) by striking out "as defined in sec

tions 5(d) and (e) of this Act" and insert
ing in lieu thereof ", determined in accord
ance With the definition of income estab
lished by such State,"; 

(6) by redesignating paragraph (10), (11), 
and (12) as paragraphs (4), (5), and (6), 
respect! vely; 

(7) by striking out paragraph (13) and 
redesignating paragraphs (14), (15), and 
( 16) as paragraphs (7), (8), and (9). 
respectively; 

(8) by striking out paragraph (17); 
(9) by redesignating paragraph (18) and 

paragraph (19) as paragraph (10) and (11), 
respectively; 

(10) in paragraph (10), as so redesignated, 
by striking out "notwithstanding paragraph 
(8) of this section:•; 

( 11) in paragraph ( 11) , as so redesignated, 
by striking out the period at the end thereof 
and inserting in lieu thereof "; and"; and 

( 12) by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

"(12) that the State agency shall establish 
a work program involving the performance 

· of work in return for benefits provided under 
the food stamp program and shall require as 
a. condition of elig1b111ty to receive ·benefits 
under the food stamp program that members 
of households to whom such program applies 
participate in such work program.". 

(c) Section 11(g) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2020(g)), as amended by 
title I of this Act, is amended-

( I) by striking out "or" before "the State 
plan of operation"; 

(2) by striking out "or the Secretary's 
standards" and all that follows through 
"section 16(b) (1) of this Act,''; and 

(3) by striking out "and, whether or not 
the Secretary" and all that follows through 
"appropriate". 

(d) Section 11 of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2020), as amended by title 
I of this Act, is amended-

( 1) by striking out "Sec. 11.''· and insert
ing in lieu thereof "Sec. 10.''; 

(2) by striking out subsection (i) and 
subsection (J) and redesignating subsection 
(k) and subsection (1) as subsection (i) and 
subsection (j), respectively; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(k) No provision of this Act shall be con
strued to prohibit any State participating in 
the food stamp program from establishing 
any program designed to encourage house
holds receiving coupons to purcha.Se nutri
tional food.". 

CONFORMING AMENDMENTS 

SEc. 307. (a) Section 12 of the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2021) is· amended-

( I) by striking out "Sec. 12." and inserting 
in lieu thereof "Sec. 11.''; and 

(2) by striking out "section 14" and in
serting in lieu thereof "section 13". 

(b) Section 13 of the Food Stamp Act ot 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2022) is amended-

(1) by striking out "Sec. 13.'' and inserting 
in lieu thereof "Sec. 12."; and 

(2) in the first sentence by striking out ", 
including" and all that follows through 
"recipients". 

(c) Section 14 and section 15 of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2023, 2024) ,· as 
amended by title I of this Act, are redesig
nated as section 13 and section 14, respec
tively. 

STATE ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSmiLITY 

SEc. 308. Section 16 of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2025). as amended by title 
I of this Act. is amended-

( 1) by striking out "Sec. 16." and inserting 
in lieu thereof "Sec. 15."; 

(2) by striking out subsections (a), (b), 
(c). (d), and (e); 

(3) in subsection (f)-
(A) by striking out "(f)" and inserting in 

lieu thereof "(a)"; ~d 
(B) by striking out "The Secretary and" 

each place it appears; 
(4) in subsection (g)-
(A) by stl,1king out "(g)" and inserting in 

lieu thereof "(b)"; 
(B) in para.gra.ph (2) by striking out "sec

tions 5 and 6" e.nd inserting in lieu thereof 
"established under this Act by the State in
volved"; and 

(C) in pa.ragra;ph (4}-
(i) by striking out "section 14" ~d in

serting in lieu thereof "section 13"; and 
(11) by striking out", through Withholding 

amounts otherwise payable to the State 
a.gency pursuant to subsection (a) of this 
section,''; 

(5) by redesignating subsections {h), (i), 
(J), (k). and {1) as subsections {c), (d), (e). 
(f), and (g), respectively; 

(6) in subsection (e), as so redesignated, 
by striking out "subsection (h)" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "subsection (c)"; and 

( 7) by adding at tlhe end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"{h) Not more than 10 per centum of the 
funds received for e.ny fise&l year by a State 
agency to carry out the food stamp program 
under this Act may be used by such State 
agency to pay the administrative costs of 
such State agency involved in the operation 
of such program for such fiscal year.''. 

RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 

SEc. 309. Section 17 of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2026). as emended by title 
I of this Act, is amended-

( I) by striking out "Sec. 17.'' and inserting 
in lieu thereof "Sec. 16."; 

(2) by striking out subsection (b) and 
redesignating subsection (c) as subsection 
(b); and 

(3) by striking out subsection (d) and 
subsection (e) . 

DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS TO STATES 

SEc. 310. The Food Stamp Act of 1977 {7 
U.S.C. 2011-2027) is a.mended by 1nsext1ng 
after section 16, as so redesignated by section 
309, the following new section: 

"DISBURSEMENT OF FUNDS; REPORTS 

"SEc. 17. From the funds made available 
for States participating in the food stamp 
program for any fiscal year to provide benefits 
under the food stamp program and to pay 
the related administrative costs of state 
agencies of such States, the Secretary shall 
pay to each such State an amount which 
bears the same ratio to the aggregate amount 
of funds so made available for all such par
ticipating States as the population of such 
State bears to the aggregate population of all 
such participating States. For purposes of the 
preceding sentence, the population of any 
State shall be determined by the Secretary 
of Agriculture on the basis of the latest avail
able population estimates provided by the 
Bureau of the Census in Series P-25, Current 
Population Reports, or its successor series) . 

" (b) ( 1) The Secretary shall pay quarterly 
to any State one-fourth of the amount of 
funds payable under subsection (a) to such 
State. 

"(2} Any amount of the funds which are 
received by a State under subsection {a) and 
which are in excess of the amount of funds 
required by such State to carry out the food 
stamp program may be expended by such 
St-ate to carry out human services programs 
in such State. 

" {c) ( 1) Before each fiscal year begins, the 
State agency of each State participating in 
the food stamp program shall submit to the 
Secretary a report setting forth the pur
poses, including human services programs, 
for which funds to be received by such State 
agency under this Act wlll be disbursed and 
obligated, and the amount of such funds 
which wm be disbursed or obligated for each 
such purpose. 

"(2} Not later than October 31 of the cal
endar year in which such fiscal year ends, 
such State agency shall submit to the Secre
tary a report setting forth the purposes, in
cluding human services progr-ams, for which 
funds received under this Act during such 
fiscal year have been disbursed and obligated, 
and the amount of such funds disbursed or 
obligated for each such purpose. 

"(3) The reports required to be submitt~d 
under this section shall be in such form 
and shall contain such supplementary infor
mation as the Secretary may require.''. 

ELIMINATION OF FEDERAL RE$T1.ICTIONS ON 
ALLOTMENTS 

SEc. 311. (a) Section 18 of the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977 {7 U.S.C. 2027), a.s amended by 
title I and title II of this Act, is amended by 
striking out subsections {b), {c). and {d). 

(b) Section 18(a) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2027(a}), as amended by 
title I and title II of this Act, is amended

{1) in paragraph {1)-
(A) by striking out "(1) "; 
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(B) by striking out the colon and all that 

follows through "factors." and inserting in 
lieu thereof a period; 

(C) by striking out "section 17" and in
serting in lieu thereof "section 16"; and 

(D) by striking out the last sentence; and 
( 2) in paragraph ( 2) by striking out " ( 2) " 

and inserting in lieu thereof " (b) ". 
EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEc. 312. The amendments made by thiS 
title shall take etleot on September 30, 1981. 
-Page 39, strike out line 23 and all that fol
lows through line 4 on page 40 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

Amend the title to read as follows: "A bill 
to amend the Food Stamp Act of 1977 to au
thorize States to establish eligibll1ty criteria 
and benefit levels applicable to recipients of 
benefits under the food. stamp program, to 
increase the authorization of appropriations 
for fiscal years 1980 and 1981, and for other 
purposes.". 

By Mr. PEYSER: 
-Page 39, after line 22, insert the following 
new section: 

BETROACTIVE REIMBURSEMENT 

SEc. 202. Section 18 of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977, as amended, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsec
tion: 

"(e) (1) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act, the Secretary- · 

"(A) shall sell coupons to any State par
ticipating in the food stamp program on 
May 31, 1980, for distribution to eligible 
households for June 1980 upon the request 
of such State to purchase coupons; 

"(B) may redeem purchased coupons in 
such State with the receipts from coupons 
sold under this subsection; and 

"(C) may expend the receipts from the sale 
of coupons under this subsection to adminis
ter ·the food. stamp program for June 1980 in 
States which purchase coupons under this 
subsection. 

" ( 2) For purposes of piU"agl'a.ph ( 1) (A) the 
Secretary shall sell coupons at a cost equal to 
the sum of the face value of such coupons 
and a proportionate share of the costs in
curred by the Secretary to administer the 
food stamp program witlh the authority pro
vided by this subsection. 

"{3) For purposes of paragraph {1) (B) 
the Secretary, in cooperation with the Sec
retary of the Treasury, shall redeem cou
pons purchased under this subsection in 
the same manner as the Secretary redeems 
coupons with funds appropriated to carry 
out this Act. 

"{4) From any funds made available after 
the date of the enactment of this Act to 
the Secretary for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember SO, 1980, to carry out this Act, the 
Secretary shall reimburse States which pur
chase coupons under this section and which 
carry out the food stamp program in ac
cordance with this Act. 

"{5) The amount of any reimbursement 
paid to a State under paragraph {4) shall 
be equal to the sum of the aggregate pur
chase price paid by such State for coupons 
purchased under this section and any ad
ministrative costs for June 1980 for which 
such State would have been reimbursed un
der this Act with funds appropriated to 
carry out this Act for June 1980. 

"{6) The authority vested in the Secre
tary by paragraph {1) (A) and paragraph 
(1) (C) of this subsection shall lapse if 
funds to carry out this Act for June 1980 
are appropriated before June 1, 1980.". 

By Mr. SYMMS: 
-Page 24, after line 2. insert the following 
new section (and redesignate succeeding 
sections accordingly): 

REINSTATEMENT OF PURCHASE REQUIREMENT· 
ADMINl:STRATION • 

SEc. 116. (a) Section S(b) of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977, as amended, 1s amended 

by inserting "and any amount to be paid by 
such household for such allotment" before 
the period. 

{b) Section 7{d) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977, as amended, is amended by striking 
out the third and fourth sentences. 

(c) Section 8 (a) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977, as amended, is amended by strik
ing out "reduced by" and all that follows 
through "this elimination". 

{d) Section 8(b) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977, as amended, by inserting "which is 
in excess of the amount charged such house
hold for such allotment" after "eligible 
household". 

(e) Section 8 of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977, as amended, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsec
tions: 

"(c) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, households shall be charged for the 
allotments dssued to them, and the amount 
of such charge shall represent a reasonable 
investment on the part of the household, 
but in no event more than 30 per centum of 
the household's income, except that-

"(1) allotments may be issued without 
charge to households with an income of 
less than $30 per month for a family of four 
~nder standards of eligibility prescribed by 
the Secretary; and 

"(2) the Secretary shall provide a reason
able opportunity for any eligible household 
to elect to be issued an allotment less than 
the allotment authorized to be dssued to 
such household under subsection {a) of this 
section. The charge to be paid by any eligible 
household electing to exercise the option 
des~ribed in the preceding sentence shall be 
an amount which bears the same ratio to 
the amo:.-nt which would have been payable 
under this subse::tion for an allotment issued 
to such household under subsectdon (a) as 
the allotment actually issued to such house
hold bears to the allotment that would have 
been issued to such household under subsec
tion (a). 

"(d) (1) Funds derived from the charges 
made for allotments shall be promptly de
posited, in a manner prescribed in the reg
ulations issued pursuant to this Act, in a 
separate account maintained in the Treas
ury of the ·united States for such purpose. 
Such deposits shall be available, without 
Umitation to fiscal years, for the redemp
tion of coupons. 

"(2) (A) The Secretary shall by regulation 
prescribe the manner in which funds derived 
from the distribution of coupons (charges 
made for allotments) - shall be deposited by 
coupon issuers. Such regulations shall con
tain provisions requiring that coupon issuers 
promptly deposit such funds lin the manner 
prescribed by the Secretary, except that such 
regulations shall, at a minimum, require 
that (i) such deposits be made at least week
ly, and (11) upon the accumulation of a 
balance on hand of $1,000 or more, such de
posits be made within two banking days fol
lowing the accumulation of such amount. 

"{B) Any coupon issuer, or any officer, 
employee, or agent thereof, convicted of vdo
lating the regulations issued under sub
paragraph (A) of this paragraph shall be 
fined not more than $3,000, or imprisoned 
not more than one year, or b_oth. 

"(3) (A) Coupon issuers receiving funds 
derived from the distribution of coupons 
(charges made for allotments) shall be 
deemed to be receiving such funds as fidu
ciaries of the Federal Government, and such 
coupon issuers shall immediately set aside 
all such funds as funds of the Federal Gov
ernment. Funds derived from the distribu
tion of coupons (charges made for allot
ments) shall not be used, before the deposit 
of such funds in the manner prescribed by 
the Secretary, for the benefit of any person, 
pa.rtnership, corporation, a.ssocta.tian, orga
nization, or entity other than the Federal 
Government. 

"(B) Any coupon issuer, or any officer, 
employee, or agent thereof, convicted o! vio
lating subparagraph (A) of thJ.s paragraph 
shall be fined not more than $10,000 or a. 
sum equal to the amount of funds involved 
in the violation, whichever is the- greater, or 
imprisoned not more than ten years, or both, 
except if the amount of such !und.s is less 
than $1,000, then such issuer shall be fined 
not more than $3,000, or imprisoned not more 
than one year, or both. 

"(4) (A) The Secretary shall by regulation 
require that upon the deposit, in the manner 
prescribed by the Secretary, of funds derived 
!rom the distribution of coupons (charges 
made for ·allotments) , coupon issuers shall 
immediately send a. written notice to the 
State agency, accompa.n.ied by an appropriate 
voucher, confirming such deposit. In addition 
to such other information deemed by the 
Secretary to be appropriate, such regulations 
shall require that such notice contain-

.. ( i) the name and address of the coupon 
issuer; 

"(11) the total receipts of such coupon 
issuer derived from the distribution of 
coupons (charges made !or allotments) dur
ing the deposit period; 

"(111) the amount of the deposit; 
"(iv) the name and address of the de

pository; and 
"(v) an oa.th or affirmation signed by the 

coupon issuer or, in the case of a. corporation 
or other entity not a. natural person, •bY an 
appropriate official of the coupon issuer, cer
tifying that the information contained in 
such notice is true and correct to the best 
of such person's knowledge and belief. 

"(B) Any coupon issuer, or any officer, 
employee, or agent thereof, convicted of !a.il
ing to provide the notice required under sub
paragraph (A) of this paragraph shall be 
fined not more than $3,000, or imprisoned not 
more tha.n one year, or both. 

"(C) Any coupon issuer, or any ·officer, 
employee, or agent thereof, who knowingly 
provides false information in any notice 
required under subparagraph (A) of this 
paragraph shall be fined not more than 
$10,000, or imprisoned not more tha.n ten 
years, or both. 

"(5) (A) The Secretary shall by regulation 
require each coupon issuer a.t intervals pre
scribed by the Secretary, but not less often 
than monthly, to send to the Secretary, or 
his designee, a written report of the issuer's 
operations during such period under the food 
stamp program. In addition to such other 
information deemed by the Secretary to be 
appropriate, the regulations shall require 
that the report contain-

"(!) the name and address of the coupon 
issuer; 

"(11) the total receipts of the coupon issuer 
derived from the distribution of coupons 
(charges made for allotments) during the 
report period; 

"(111) the total amount of deposits made 
by the issuer of funds derived from the dis
tribution of coupons (charges made for al
lotments) during such period; 

"(iv) the name and address of each de
pository receiving such funds from such 
issuer; and 

"(v) an oath or affirmation, signed by the 
coupon issuer, or in the case of a. corporation 
or other entity not a natural person, by an 
appropriate official of the coupon issuer, cer
tifying that the information conta.ined in 
the report is true and correct to the best of 
such person's knowledge and belief. 

"(B) Any coupon issuer, or any officer, em
ployee. or agent thereof, convicted of fa.Wng 
to provide any notice required under sub
paragraph (A) of this paragraph shall be 
fined not more than $3,000, or imprisoned 
not more than one year, or both. 

"{C) Any coupon issuer, or any officer, 
employee, or agent thereof, who knowingly 
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provides false information in any notice re
quired under subparagraph (A) of this para
graph shall be fined not more than $10,000, or 
imprisoned not more than ten years, or both. 

"(6) The Secretary may by regulation re
quire State agencies to provide periodic re
ports to the Secretary, or his designee, con
taining a consolidation of the respective cou
pon issuer 's notices to such State agencies a.t 
such intervals as the Secretary in his discre
tion deems appropriate. 

"(7) The Secretary and the United States 
Postal Service shall jointly arrange for the 
prompt deposit of funds collected by the 
United States Postal Service on behalf of a. 
State from charges made for coupon allot
ments.". 

(f) The heading for section 8 of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977, as amended, is amended 
to read a.s follows: 

"Value of Coupon Allotment and Charges 
to be Made". 

(g) Section 11 (e) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977, as amended, is amended-

(1) in paragraph (18) by striking out 
"and"; 

(2) II\ paragraph (19) by striking out the 
period and inserting in lieu thereof"; and"; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(20) notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, for the institution of procedures 
under which any household participating in 
the program shall be entitled, if it so elects, 
to have the charges, 1f any, for its allotment 
deducted from any grant or payment such 
household may be entitled to received under 
title IV of the Social Security Act and have 
its allotment distributed to it with such 
grant or payment.". 

(h) Section 15(a.) of the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977, a.s amended, is amended by 
inserting "purchase by and" before "is
suance". 

(i) Section 18(a) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977, a.s amended, is amended by insert
ing after the second sentence the following: 
·•such portion of any such appropriation a.s 
may be required to pay for the value of the 
coupon allotments issued to eligible house
holds which is in excess of the charges paid 
by such households for such allotments shall 
be transferred to and made a. part of the 
sepa.ra. te a.ccoun t created under section 8 
(d) (1) of this Act.". 

(j) Section 18(b) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977, a.s amended, 1s a.mended-

(1) by inserting "(1)" after "(b)", 
(2) by striking out the first sentence and 

inserting in lieu thereof the following: "In 
any fiscal year, the Secretary shall limit 
the value of coupons issued which is 1n ex
cess of the value of coupons for which house
holds are charged, to an amount which 1s 
not in excess of the portion of the appropri
ation for such fiscal year which is trans
ferred in accordance with subsection (a) 
of this section to the separate account re
ferred to in such subsection."; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing: "If the Secretary determines that 
any of the funds in such separate account 
are no longer required to carry out the pro
visions of this Act, such portion of such 
funds shall be paid into the miscellaneous 
receipts of the Treasury.". . 

(k) The amendments made by this sec
tion shall take effect on January 1, 1981. 

By Mr. ZEFERETTI: 
-Page 15, line 13, strike out "and". 

Page 15, strike out line 14 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

(2) striking out "that portion of"; and 
(3) striking out ", that exceed $35 a. 

month". 
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